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NOTE_TO THE READER

v

The materials contained in this report were tKt'epared for the National
Institute of Education (NIE), Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, .
under contract number (400-79-0003). This contract was awarded December 15, 1978,
as the result of a competitive bidding procedure, to National Evaluation Systems,
‘Inc. (NES), a firm that has developed and administered minimum competency tests

under contract to State and-lpcal education agencies.

The purpose of this contract was to obtain previously unavailable descrip-
tive information about minimum competency testing programs for the enlightenment
of educators, researchers, and others interested in this area. Information on
the consequences or impacts of these programs was not within the scope of work
for this contract. However, NIE.is currently planning a complementary study
that will focus on program impacts. ‘ -

In obtaining the descriptive information presented here, . the NES project
staff, during the spring of 1979, interviewed the directors of all State
minimum competency testing programs and of 21 local district programs. Subsequent
.to these visits, NES staff developed written program descriptions, and these were |,
~ sent to the program directors for verification. It is these verified program
descriptions that form the basis for this report. ¢

It should be emphasized that the information presented here provides a
snapshot of the status of minimum competency testing programs as of June 30, 1979,
and, owing to the dynamic nature of these programs, may not portray the programs
as they are operating today. .

Further, it should be emphasized that any opinions expressed in this report
do not necessarily reflect NIE or HEW position or policy, and no endorsement of
minimm competency testing or of any model described in this report by NIE or
HEW should be inferred. _

b = -.s:.z,,;;s-;,;..fmma;,@’zﬁ&iﬁ%&&i&ém}ﬁ& LT



* RSN "'\L:‘”“““‘““ ELERTEN R BN ety LA "f‘-:--u;-;_'"*m;?r)‘»‘,ﬂ-.--.:-‘:,-?"‘~‘- LR T TR T AT TR L N RR
;i' ' A Study of Minimum Competency Testing Programs ' o ' | i
FI@AL PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
RESOURCE DOCURENT
\ © SUBMITTED BY:
William Phillip Gorth, Project Director
I‘arcy R. Perkins, Project Coordinator
National Evaluation Systems, Inc.
N . 30 Gatehouse Road
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002
A PROJECT SPONSORED BY: .
Office of Testing, Assessment and Evaluation
National Institute of Education
Dr. Judith S. Shoemaker, Project Officer o
o
December 1979
EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE---;.-------'-"--.---.-.-oo-----o "V‘

OVERVIEN . L} [ ] [ ] L} [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L} [ ] L} L} L} L} L} ] [ ] L] | [ ] [ ] L} L} L} L} L} [ ] [ ] L} [ ] [ ] 1
CHAPTER 1: TO IMPLEMENT OR NOT TO IMPLEMENT MCT |
v ) MarCLR [ ] Perk 1 ns L} L} [ ] [ ] L} [ ] [ ] [ ] L} L} e, o L} L} L} [ ] L} [ ] L} L} 7

Introduction

What is Minimum Competency Testing?

“To implement, or not to implement, MCT. . . ."
Summary .

CHAPTER 2: DEFINING COMPETENCIES
Marc’ R. Perkins L} ) L} L} [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L} L} [ ] ¢ [ ] L} [ ] L} [ ] [ ] L} 25

Introduction
Basic Elements in the Process of Def'ining Competencies
Summary Guidelines for Defining Competencies:

Three Examples

-'CHAPTER 3: TEST SELECTION AND DEVELOPMENT
- M‘chae] Priest]gx [ ] L ] L} L} L] L ] L} [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] L ] ] L ] L ] L ] [ ] ] [ ] 51

.

- "Introduction
Initial Decision: To Select or Develop
Test Selection
Test Development
Establishing Validity -and Reliab111ty

[Kc - 9

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b



3 (O N T s e e e LT e T e T T T RS e T vt
ey f ® ae . . . .

Y . : . b

[ ' ¢ ’ C

S ' TABLE OF CONTENTS

}"‘d
f
{. _
. Page
. CHAPTER 4: SETTING STANDARDS »
-‘; Pau]a M. Nassif ". [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] 93 .
" Introduction | '

Issues and Parameters :
Standard Setting Strategies .
Judgments on. Items 2
Judgnents on Examinees.

What is Actually Being Done

CHAPTER 5: INTEGRATING TESTING WITH INSTRUCTION , _
- Lo ot - Mar! F. T°b1n L} L} L} L} [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L} L} L} .. L} [ ] L} L} [ ] [ ] L} L} 124

Introduction
MCT Results and Decisions Related to Curriculum and :
Instruction ' ,»
Options for Organizing Instruction and Remediation
y - Choosing the Appropri2te Arrangements
Integratin? the Testing Program with Curriculum and
Instruction

-

N
’\-.
,

CHAPTER 6: /PROGRAM MANAGEMENT. .

William Phil1lip Gorth and Peter E. Schriber . . . .. . 139 -

Introduction
Personnel
Costs

CHAPTER 7: DISSEMINATION
' Peter E. Schriber and William Phillip Gorth . . « « « & 153

Introduction
The Planning Process
Documenting the Plan

A

-ifi-

6
ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Y (A - AR - .o - .- - D . e L S o "
o . | : J . . C . ) ; ST S e 3
. ' - : - e ST R
. « . ) . bl T3
.
* ‘ . . .
.

Ll

PREFACE

as much of the basis for descriptions herein about practices in use in
- . the field, and the author(s) of each chapter brought a particular exper-. °
v *  tise to its content and structure. Every chapter was also submitted to
a professional review by one or several of the other contributors to the
, document in order to ensure jts accuracy, comprehensiveness, and useful-
- ~ ness to MCT program developers and reviewers.

While Sherry A. Rubinstein, Dolores R. Harris, and Richard Allan
do not appea as authors. in this document, they are to be acknowledged
for their special contributions to it. Dr. Rubinstein, working with
Wwilliam Gorth, Marcy Perkins, and Mary Tobin, took a major lea ership
role in the conceptualization of both the content and structure of indi- e
vidual chapters, as well as to their integrity as one dogument. Dolores .. -~
R. Harris accomplished the invzluable task of editing t chapters.-and ™
in some cases contributed to 2 major restructuring of content. Dr. Allan’
contributed his expertise as a chapter ‘reviewer. Finally, Mary Tobin is

. to be acknowledged here for her contributions to the document as a whoie;
she identified appropriate resources to be drawn upon in the document and
worked with individual authors to construct chapter outlines.
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OVERVIEW
Marcy R.: Perkins

s

Introduction: -

Because public concern about the condition of the American educational
system has grown in recent years, more and more programs are being designed
to assess whether students have acquired some specified set of skills to a
predetermined minimum level. °This trend toward minimum competency testing
(MCT) has grown so fast, however, that educational decision makers are
faced with the problem of designing and implementing such programs with
‘1ittle information as to what issues to consider, what questions to ask,
and what decisions to make. . - ' o

The major purpose of this resSurce document, therefore, is to provide
information to help educational decision makers on all levels make informed
choices about minimum competency testing. The document is designed to
present a range of options that have been tried in the field, and to pre-

' sent issues that have arisen in the course of implementing MCT programs.
It can serve as a resource for discussions about minimum competency testing
or for its implementation. . a

The dociment is 1ikely to be most useful to those for whom a decision
has been made, on whatever level, to develop and implement a minimum com-

- petency testing program or to review the adequacy of a proposed or existing
program. The document. is intended for a wide range of audiences, from -
state legislators to state education department staff to local district-
administrators, teachers, :and consultants. The goal is to reach anyone who
has an in st in, or is yesponsible for any part of a minimum competency
testing program. - :

. )
2 . : &
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" ImpYementation Issues to Considér
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Regardless of the purpose or level of involvement an'educator'hgs with
. ‘respect to a minimum competency testing program, a thorough consideration
. - of such questions as the following may help in making whatever decisions

;here are
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_What standards shall we set?

to be made: '

What kinds of competencies .shall we define (é}g.,ﬁlife‘skills.
basic skills)? .

r3

1]

Who will have resppnsibility.for defining the compefenciesi

How do we set standards?

.

(4

Do we .develop or select tests? How do.we do either? T
If we develop a test, how do we'ensure its fairness?

-

Shall 7e have different’ tests/standards/competencies for racial
groups/ethnic groups/special education students/1imited English-
speaking students? . | o :
Who is to administer the tests? | R
What kinds of scores do we want to compute?

Who do we report results to?

Do we disseminate just test results, or the tests themselves?

. How does this decision affect test development?

How do we use what money we have most effectively?
What is a good way.to manage this program?

Do we want to build in formative/summative evaluation of the
program? Shall we systematically study the impacts of our

_program?

e .

How will we know if and when our goals have been met?

After MCT, what?
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« While it might be worthwhile to treat all of the issues in detail,

~ and so satisfy all the needs of any program developer, the resulting ency-
clopedic document might no longer be timely, and might also be so weighty -
and unwieldy as to function only as a 100-pound bookend on program devel-
opers' shelves. The topics discussed’in this document, therefore, which
are only a subset of those which could be discussed, were selected on the
basis of a needs analysis conducted dur1n? site visits to more than 50 MCT
programs and on the basis of the needs which program- developers expressed
at national conferences. : . . -

’ o

'~" general Chapter Characteristics

This' document is intended to be nonevaluative, and therefore no single

perspective will be advocated on any issue. Rather, the salient issues

" related td MCT that have been identified through the site visits to operat-
ing programs are described. Since the document is also intended to be
practical, instead of strictly academic, it will present examples of proce-
dures and materials used by local’ and state agencies to help illustrate
what can be done to resolve the issues under discussion. It'is important
to note, however, that in cases where specific practices are mentioned or
materials cited, these references are not in any way endorsements of the
particular procedures or documents. Finally, the authors herein do not
assume that all readers are always familiar with the terminology of educa-
tors and measurement specialists. Therefore, to avoid confusion or ambi-
guity, technical terms or terms with very specific usages are also defined
in the context of the particular chapter in which they occur.

-

Document Framework

N

Discussions about minimum competency testing programs generally
revolve around the various components of these programs and the activities
associated with developing these components. In this document, while more
components and activities are discussed than may be refiected in chapter
‘titles, not all possible components or activities are included because of

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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space limitations.. In‘order to help the reader access information of

interest, a number of components generally associated with mirimum com-

~ petency testing programs are listed below. Next to each is the chapter .
number in which some discussion of that component can be found.

£

Components ) Chapter -

Policy .
Program Purposes N
- Competencies ;o
Measurement Instrumentsg,
. Standards
- Target Groups
Testing Schedule
Test Administration
Scor1n$ and Analysis
Reporting and Dissemination
Use of Data’ '
Testing Special Populations
. Remediation
. ProgramStaffing and Management
Strategies for Cost Effectiveness,
Program Evaluation 7

S AN I AN AN LW

)
[

A, Summary of Remaining Chapters

Chapter 1: To Implement or not to Implement MCT

The major intents of this first chapter are to provide a definition
~ of MCT that will serve as the basis for the remaining chapters, and to
present the myriad of issues that have arisen in the field about whether
or not MCT should be implemented on any level. The perceived costs and
benefits of MCT that have been expressed by program personnel, testing
specialists, and the public are discussed.

-4-
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— Chapter 2; Defining Competencies o e

-

]

‘ The purpose of this chapter is to present issues related to the defi-
nition of competencies and to-describe how programs in the field are cur-
rently dealing with the issues. Discussed are a number of questions gro- _
grams are considering that concern the orientation of competencies, who

m?y be involved in the identification process, and how. validation may take

Chapter 3: Test Selection and Development-

L)

—_— The primary purpose of this chapter is, to present issues being faced
by programs that are related to making a decision to either select .or
. develop test instruments. Also discussed are the issued related.to imple-
.. ~menting either dption. ' , N— e

Chapter 4: Setting Standards | /’ .
o . | | | .
The aim of this chapter is to describe standard setting strategies

used in.the field and to present issues concerning the selection of on2 or,-
-another strategy. ' ' © .

. - . .

Chapter 5: Integrating Testing with Instruction .

'Stnce a fFEauently expressed .goal of'hfﬁimum competentcy testiﬁg is to
jdentify students who need remediation, Chapter 5 discusses_ approaches to
using test results for remedial, diagnostic purposes.’ It also deals with

the integration of test results with fnstruction and the development of .
instruction. S , > .
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— . Chapter 6: Program Management ' .
S ] [
—“_%ﬁ,ﬁjlne.maéon—purpose“ﬁfffhTE chapter is to present issues related to
—" e management of a minimum competency testing program, either at the -

state or local level. A .discussion of cost effectiveness strategies is
also included. ‘

4
.
L4

L4

Chapter 7:  Dissemination

N

The Yast chapter focuses on issues related to dissemination within
and about a minimum competency testing program, and also considers the
question of how those directly affected by a program can be kept informed
of its activities and how the program can be presented to .the 'public.

\
\
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CHAPTER 1

"7 'YO IMPLEMENT OR NOT TO IMPLEMENT MCT
~ Marcy R. Perkins P

“Introduction

As mentioned in the Overview, minimum competency testing is a
fast-growing educational phenomenon that continues to spread even in the
face of little information as to how programs may be developed and imple-
mented or what effects they may be having. While this entire. document is

intended to help bridge that informational -gap by presenting some of the
- {ssues being faced in the field and discussing the ways in which programs

are resolving them, this chapter serves two specific purposes as a pre-

liminary to the other chapters. ) : :
First, since minimum competency testing “means many things to many

people" (Airasian, Pedulla, & Madaus, 1978), one intent of this chapter is

‘to provide a working definition of MCT. This definition, only one of the

many formulations possible, is based on the features observed and accepted
in the field which served as the basis for selecting the programs in the
study. Second, since this document is intended for all policy makers, not
just for those who have already implemented competency testing, issues

. related to the question of whether or not MCT should be implemented. will

be discussed in this chapter. Before turning to these, however, a number
of general points need to be d1§cussed.

It is assumed here that systematic attempts to consider the issues,
both for and against the implementation of minimum competency testing,
will result in sounder decisions. This does not mean, however, that deci-
sion makers in states and local districts which have already adopted such
programs cannot benefit from the material nresented in this chapter. The
issues discussed may serve to shed 1ight on both unresolved issues and
implementation difficulties that result from the failure of a.program to
deal with the reservations of key individuals or groups.

. Because'of the necessary limitations of space, this chapter doés
not discuss every one of the issues related to the perceived costs and
benefits of minimum competency testing. Moreover, no single perspective

”-.,3%
NN
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will be advocated with respect to any of the issues raised, nor will a
.stance be taken on the issue of whether to implement or not to implement

MCT. Finally, those interested in the history of minimum competency
testing are destined to be disappointed if they search for it here. An
account of the background and development of MCT is not 1ikely to be as
helpful for program developers as a systematic presentation and discussion

of the strengths and weaknesses of MCT. as seen by those in the field.

p

What is Minimum Competency Testing?

"When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said, in rather a
scornful tone, “it means just what I choose it to mean--neither
more nor less."

"The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make words'
mean so many different things.”" :

"The question is,"” said.Humpty Dumpty, "which is to be
master--that's all" (Lewis Carroll, Through the Lookjnng1assl.

If there is one point upon which all testing specialists, program
administrators, and educational policy makers agree, it is that there is
no consistent terminology for minimum competency testing in use in the
testing field. "Standards" in some programs can mean “competencies" in
othérs; "competencies" themselves can be synonymous with “competency
areas," “objectives," "skill statements," and "performance indicators,"
to cite only a few terms among many. With this wealth of terminology,
some of which is specific to only a few programs, how then is minimum
competency testing defined? Are there components which are common to
all programs? : o

Table 1 presents the texts of nine definitions of MCT found in the
research and policy literature. In the first five, there is a clear
emphasis on student acquisition of certain minimum skills, and on assess-
ment of that achievement.“In the sixth and seventh definitions, potential
effects of minimum competency testing, rather than its strict defining
characteristics, are delineated. In the last two, the specific components
and procedures of minimum competency testing programs are presented. Even

& 1in these, however, the concept of some kind of a standard is evident.

-8-
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TABLE 1’ ) N
Definitions of Minimum Competency Testing -~ /i
Employed in the Field : NS
. I; ) |
Minimum competency testing_programs are "organized efforts to make. sure -

public.school students are able to demonstrate their mastery of certain minimum -

skills needed to perform tasks they will routinely confront in adult life.”
| (AFSC, 1978)

N

Minimum competency tests are constructed to measure the. kcquisition of com-
petence or skills to or beyond a certain defined standard. YL

(Miller, 1978)

Minimum competency testing programs are "testing programs which attempt to
learn whether each student is at least 'minimally competent' by the tin.2 the
student graduates from publiec school." ' _

(NSBA, 1978) |'

”n

Minimum competency testing is "a certification mechanism whereby\
demonstrate that he/she has mastered certain minimal (sic) skills‘in order to
receive a high school diploma.™

(Airasian et al., 1978)

-

Minimum competency testing is "a device to increase emphasis on the three R's
or basics."

(Airasian et al., 1978)

-9-
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TABLE 1 (continued)

e Minimum competency testing is "a mechanism for tightening up pr’omot!dn

requiremeénts; certifying early exit from the school system; holding educators
responsible for poor student achievement; increasing the cost-effectiveness of
education; identifying and remediating pupfls who have learning: difficulties; or

. increasing the public's confidence in the schools and their graduates."

(Airasian et al., 1978)

Nearly all minimum competency testing programs seek "to define minimum
learning outcomes for students .in a variety of academic areas" and "to insure
that these standards are satisfied." :

v (Cohen & Haney, 1978)

Minimum competency testhig involves:
(1) the use of objective, eriterion-referenced competency teéts;

(2) * the assessment of reading and computation using "real life" or "life skill"
items; ' ' )

(3) the requirement of a specified mastery level for high school graduation;

(4) the early introduction of such testing for purposes of idJ;\iiflcation and
remediation. : o

(Elford, 1977)

o

N\

Competenc&-based education (used in 'this paper nearly synonymously “with
minimum competency testing) I5"a data-based, adaptive, .performance-oriented

. set of integrated processes that facilitate, measure, record, and certify within
the context of flexible time parameters the demonstration of known, explicitly

stated, and agreed upon learning outcomes that reflect functioning in life roles.”
é .
(Spady, 1977)

-p-
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_ _For the purposes of the NIE study of minimum competency testing pro-
“Tgrams, two features were $elected as being distinctive of MCT programs.

Programs can, and do, vary widely on a great number of dimensions, but to
be included In the study, any program under consideration had to have at

least the following two features:

(1) the presence of an explicit standard for determining acceptable
verformance; and - :

(2) the use of test results to make decisions about individual
. students. . - >

No other features were taken into account, such as the reasons for
initiating a program (e.g., certification of students for graduation,
- grade promotion decisions, identification of students in need of
*.-remediation), or the grade levels set for testing (e.g., high school
grades only; a mix of elementary, junior high and high school grades,
. elementary grades only). ' ' , oo

The presence of a standard gives meaning to the concept of pass/fail,
and so distinguishes MCT from statewide assessments. In the latter, _
student achievement may be monitored individually (although many assess-
ments use sampling rather than census testing), but not with respect to
any specific standard; i.e., a student doec not pass or fail the tests.
Student results are generally reported according to groups if sampling is

~ used, rather than by individuals. If individual results are reported,
‘they are usually interpreted at the discretion of individual teachers, In
minimun competency testing, by contrast, students are required to achieve
certain minimum standards of performance; that there are specific conse-
quences to students for meeting or-not meeting the standards is the second
distinctive feature of MCT. : S

In the programs of the study, consequences to students who achieve
the minimum standards may range from'the receipt of a high school-diploma -
or certificate of special recognition to promotion from grade to grade.
Consequences for.not meeting the standards can include compulsory enroll-
ment in remedial classes, grade retention, or the receipt of a certificate
of school attendance instead of a high school diploma. Regardless of the
importance of the consequences or whether they are applied for passing vs.
failing the tests, the fact remains that some kind of consequences are
present in programs accepted as minimum competency testing programs.

-11-
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Minimum competency testing is, without question, one of the most
hotly debated subjects in the world of testing today. Proponents make
. strong claims about its potential benefits, and opponents argue just as
strongly about its potentially harmful effects. It is not the purpose of
this chapter to determine, once and for all, the various impacts of MCT or
whether they are harmful or beneficial. Rather, the intent is to present
major issues for policy makers to consider as they make decisions about:
whether MCT will serve the particular goals and purposes established for
- their testing programs. . For policy makers on the point of making a deci-
- ¢ sion about minimum competency testing, weighing the ‘advantages and disad-
vantages of MCT, especially as these relate to a particular program, will
help to reach decisions that are weil-informed and reasoried. One of the
~ chief criticisms of MCT programs today concerns the speed with which .
~ .. implementation has been required, a speed which has.-not always allowed
program developers the time to plan as carefully as they might like.

Because this chapter is to be nonevaluative and impartial in its
discussions of the issues, it is hard to know which side of the contro-
versy to present first. Beginning with either the pro- or the anti-MCT
arguments could be construed as presenting, however subtly, a specific
position on the issues. Therefore, a decision was made to determine the’
order of presentation by flipping a coin: heads, the pro-MCT arguments go
first; tails, the anti-MCT arguments go first. The coin turned up heads,

Perceived Benefits .of Minimum Competency Testing

Y

Listed in Table 2 are a number of perceived benefits of minimum
competency testing that have been culled from a'wide variety of sources,
including the research literature, MCT program publications, professional
conference proceedings, and personal communications during the site visits
conducted in this study. Each of these has been cited as a benefit or
potential purpose or useful effect of minimum competency testing by at
least one person in the field. Most have been cited any number of times
as reasons for implementing MCT either locally or statewide. The benefits
appear to fall into a finite .set of types: MCT may (1) restore confidence
in the high school d1?1oma, (2) involve the public in education, (3)
improve teaching and learning, (4) serve a diagnostic, remedial function,
and (5) provide a mechanism of accountability.

- ' .
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o _TABLE2 . .. et
Perceived Benefits of Minimum Compatency Testing'

. o restores meaning to a high school diploma
° 'reestablishes pubﬁc confidence in the schools ' o o | | >
e Impels us to tac e §quare1y ;he question of "what.is a high schéoi educatiim?"'
" o sets méaningtul- standgrds _fa' diploma award and grade 'pﬁ»motioh ‘ -'

o challenges the validity of using seat time and course credits as basis for
certifying student accomplishments

®

@ certifies that students have specific minimum competencies
"o involves the public and locq:_i"edué'at{_ora' in deﬁning edugational standards and goals
e focuses the resources of a school distric_t on g clear set of goals |

v 3

o- défines more precisely what skins must be taught and learned—for students,
parents, and teachers

e promotes carefully organized teaching and carefully designed sequential learning
K reemphasizes basic skills instruetion
e helps promote competencies of life after school

e broadens educational alternatives and options

-13-
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TABLE 2 (centinued)

motivates students to master basic reading, mathematics, and writing skills

stimulates teachers and students. to put forth their best efforts

identifies s_tudeﬁts lacking ba§ie skills at an early stage

enqourages revtsiqi of eourses to correct i&entiﬁed skill aefi;lmces. o L
emures Fhat scho_ols help those st.:udénté. whc; have the éreafest eﬁucati_onal ne?d

| can briné_about eohesl.v-e:: .es8 in teacher tralﬁiqg * . | - .
can truly individualize instruction |
"shifts pricrities from process to.product | | . ™

holds schools accountable for educational products
furnishes information to the public about perfoarmance of educational institutions

provides an opportunity to remedi the effects of diserimination by identifying
learning problems early in the educational process '

provides greater holding power for students in the senior year

provides for easier allocation of resourc:s
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Let us consider first the view that minimum competency testing can
restore confidence in the high school diploma. It has Leen apparent for
some time that there is widespread public disiliusion and dissatisfaction
with the quality of American education. Employers complain that appli-
cants with high school degrees|are unable to complete job-applications
correctly. Colleges and universities complain that they must institute

_remedial reading classes in order to raise the reading ability of incoming
students to.levels high enough for college work. The public points to
declining test scores as an indication of the inadequate skills which stu-
dents possess at graduation. .In the 1ight of this evidence, all segments
of the public are concerned to know what a high school diploma actually.
certifies about the skills of the student. And MCT is seen as a way of
clearly and precisely demonstrating what students can do and of ensuring
that they have those "minimum® skills necessary to function in society
(e.g., AFSC, 1978; NSBA, 1978).  An auxiliary benefit is that along with a

~ precise definition of skills and a demonstration that students indeed have
.~ -those skills will come a greater public confidence in the educational
. systgm (e.g., AFSC, 1978; Nickse, 1978).: ,

e According to Walker (1978), the main support for MCT has come from
“the public, and the second category of perceived benefits relates to the
involvement of the public in educational goal settin?. Proponents of MCT
cite as one of its benefits the fact that responsibility for defining the
goals and intended outcomes of a high school education is shared by educa-
fors and the public (e.g., NSBA, 1978; Nickse, 1978). - It is certainly the

. case that,. in most MCT programs, administrators have considered it impor- -

* tant to involve representatives from such constituencies as parents, the
business community, and outside educatjonal organizations. Frequently,
surveys of these groups have 31so been conducted for the purpose of pro-
viding igput to the processes jof defining and/or validating competencies
and setting standards. ' .

The realms of teaching and learning comprise a third area in which
® . ‘{ts proponents consider that minimum competency testing will have a bene-
- f{icial impact. Since a legal|question may arise as to whether one may

test a skill that has not been directly taught, many supporters see MCT as
an impetus to a careful examipation of the curriculum in light of the

-+ ,oals of the MCT program (e.g., AFSC, 1978). Other MCT advocates -believe
that a reemphasis of the basijc skills is in'order and can be accomplished
through minimum competency testing (e.g., NSBA, 1978). Still others, who
advacate a systems or competency-based approach to education, consider MCT
to be the means for restructuring curricula to reflect such an approach.
Finally, there are those who feel that MCT will increase the motivational
levels of both students and teachers (e.g., NSBA, 1978).

- ' @
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g@ Related to the hope that MCT will help to improve teaching and the
curricula is the expectation that it will stimulate the establishment of
remedial programs for' students shown to be deficient in the basic skills
(e.9., NSBA, 1978; AFSC, 1978; Wilson, 1976). In many MCT programs, the

. major goal of testing is to identify those students who need additional
instruction; the intended remedy for deficiency is most often remediation.

_ Finally, ‘although some MCT programs specifically forbid the use of
test results for ‘accountability purposes, accountability is still a live
_ issue in the field of educatiofi, and MCT is seen as one way of establish-
ing~dccountability. Students, teachers, and administrators alike can be
gelgtitggggsable for their respective educational responsibilities (e.g.,
cotte, . ) . - )

Perceived Costs of Minimum Competency Testing -

VN

. Enumerated in Table 3 are the perceived disadvantages of MCT which
are commonly cited by opponents of minimum competency testing. Like the

- perceived benefits, the perceived-costs center on the potential effects of
MCT on a variety of elements, and these effects are seen to be harmful in
some way. Once again, the discussion may be facilitated by grouping the
points according to the element affected. Therefore, perceived disadvan-
tages may be seen ingterms of the potential harmful effects of MCT on
(1) various populatidns of students, (2) the curriculum, (3) teachers and
administrators, and (4) control of education. y "

With respect to its effects on various student popu]atioﬁs, the
criticisms.of .minimum competency testing are several. .Opponents of MCT .

‘believe that underachievers, diagnosed as being "below competency stan-
dards," will suffer from further labeling, especially if the receipt of a -
standard high school diploma is contingent .upon passing a competency test.
On the other hand, it is claimed that average students are unrecogni zed
and gifted students go unchallenged in MCT programs (AFSC, 1978). Advo-
-cates of racial, ethnic, or special education students assert that compe-
tency testing may promote bias against these groups, especially if school
‘systems are believed to be already segregated or discrimimatory against
these student pupulations in some other way (Airasian et a}., 1978; Scott,
1978). Finally, minimum competency testing may unfairly place the burden
of failure squarely on the student, rather than making failure a shared
responsibility of student, teacher, and school system (AFSC, 1978).

-16-
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: o | TABLE 3
Perceived Costs of Minimum Competency Testing

e emphasis on the practical will lead to an {osion of liberal education
. - ] . . ’ Ve *". e e——

" o .causes less attention to be paid to difficult-to-measure learning outcomes

rl .
’

®

e promotes teaching to the test
o will ﬁbe the "deathknell for the inquiry approaoh to educstion”

e oversimplifies issues of defining competencies and standards -and of grenting
credentials to students

4

e promotes confusion as to the meaning of the high sehool diplome when com-

petency definition is left to local districts ~ e

© ¢ fails to adequately eonsider community disagreement over . the nature and ~
- 8 ditficulty of competencies

. - . . . -

¢ . will exclude more children from schools and further stigmetize underachievers S

&

will cause "minimums" to become "maximums,” thus failing to provide enough
instructional challenge in'school

., a

may unfairly label students and caus.e' mare of the "less able" to be retained
e may cause an increase in dropouts, depending on the minimum that is set

é _provides no%reeoplitim of the "average" student
& -
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_may promote bias against racial, ethnic, and/or special needs groups .

c2s5 . | e,
’ TABLE 38 (continued)

fails to provide alternatives thPt can "ixispire" avérage students to exeel°in some
arm [ . vt )

o

[ g

ignores the special needs of gifted students, giving them less opportunity to be

challenged and to expand their hLorizons

may have adverse impact on a student's future eareer as a result of a withheld

- diploma

Pl «

LI T,

places the burden of "failure” on the student -

causes educators fo be held mfairly_aécountable.

[ ad
-

inten%ies the cor_xflict for educators between humaneness and accountability

L)

increases the record keeping burden for administrators
. : ; .

does not assure that students will receive effective remediétion '

‘

does not assure that all of the perceived needs and benefits will be met and

15

prombtes the power of the state at the expense of local district autonomy

can Se costly, especially where implementation and remediation are concerned

{r
’
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“Minimums will become maximums!"® is a commonly expressed fear about °
the effect of minimum competency testing on curriculum. -Most educaters—— -,
admit that it is difficult to.define "minimum competency,* and therefore,

© critics raise questions about what a diplomd can really mean if different
¢ definitjons of competency are derived by individual local districts (NSBA,
1978)./ There are also fears-that MCT may lead to a narrow and overly
1imited curriculum, because of the emphasis which such programs seem to
place-upon a certain few basic skills and upon those skills which lend
themselves to definition in measurable terms. T e
Issues of teacher and school accountability seen by some as benefi-
cial are seen by others as harmful .effects of minimum competency testing. °
Opponents of MCT assert that educators are often held unfairly accountable
- and that minimum competency testing only serves to intensify the conflict
between "humaneness* and “accountability” in the role of the educator
(ASCD, 1978; NSBA, 1978). Furthermore, the ‘initiation of MCT may unfairly
place additional burden$ upon school teachers and administrators. in the -
form of extra record keeping and, in some cases, mandatory curriculum
reform (NSBA, 1978). Already busy school personnel, in other words, will - -
be expected to assume additional roles and‘tasks with the effect, perhaps, -
of decreasing their time to produce enriched curricula. :

. - Ffnally, its effect on control of education is seen to be a disadvan-
tage of minimum competency testing (Nickse, 1978). In many states, local
autonomy is a valued prerogative, and MCT mandated on the state level is_
seen as an infringement of that prerogative. Local school districts also
complain that the states often impose certain requirements and yet give
little or no financial or technical support to help the local districts

comply. This same argument can also apply at the s 2 level, since in
some cases the legislature may enact certain requirements and yet fail to
appropriate funds to support compliance. Co

s

Criticism of a Different Nature

-

In addition to the perceived advantages and disadvantages of minimum )
competency testing enumerated above, writers in the field have offered
d other criticisms of ‘a somewhat different nature. Those costs and benefits -
already discussed are generally predicated on the issumptions (1) that the
jdentification and definition of competencies "and minimum standards of
performance is a straightforward process, and (2) that principles and tech-
nigues exist for the construction of reliable and valid test instruments. .

eic * - 2
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The other criticisms, by contrast, tend to focus on these two assumptions
o and :lso on the actual implementation procedures for minimum competency
.0 0 testing. . SN . .

.With respect to the first assumption, some critics have taken issue
with the “seductive nature" of the vocabulary used in minimum competency
testing programs. “Undefined, perhaps undefinable terms are used without
consideration in discussing MCT programs, and it is only when one thinks

~ through the meaning and application of such terms that the apparent sim-
plicity of MCT is stripped away revealing its trwe complexity" (Airasian
et al., 1978, p..21). In conferences held for the purpose of aiding
partictpants in the identification of competencies, "some participants
were surprised and at times disappointed at the lack of consensus  regard-

. ing answers to such questions as. 'what are the definable skills which
adults cannot 1ive withouyt?'" (Miller, 1978). Airasian also raises a
concern about the particular selection of competencies by suggesting that
schools may have promised too much. It is possible, for instance, that
schools may have attempted to identify and measure competencies that can-
‘not be achieved by a majority of students, and Airasian asserts that, if
this 1s so, it would be unfair for the schools to expect mastery, and then
to penalize students for not achieving it. ' ‘ '

The process of setting minjmum standards of performance has also been
subject to the type of criticism described above in that'standards are
much more difficult to define and agree upon than might be suspected at
first glance. According to ‘a panel established by the National Academy of- -
Education to consider issues on testing and basic skills, "the present
. " measurement arts of educatjonal testing are simply’'not up to the ambiguous.,
¢ expectations reflected in most state legislation" (NSBA, 1978, p. 13). ‘As"’

' -with the definition of competencies, an infinite. variety of professional,
- disagreement can occur during the identification of minimum performance
standards. . IS , ’

. Those challenging-the second assumption--i.e., that adequate techno-
logy exists for measuring competency achievement--point to the problem§™
inherent in validating tests of 1ife skills achievement. A danger already
mentioned is that of making competencies trivial in order to render them

measurable. -~

Finally, implementation issues that are raised typically revolve
around the methods chosen to solve such problems as what grades to assess,
when to apply sanctions for passing or failing the tests, what standards

't to establish, who should be involved in planning the program and how to
.promote their- involvement, how to deal with students whose native language

e 3
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~ ~.is not English, and how to integrate competency testing with the curricu-
lum and with other forms of testing (Greene, 1979). To corsider the vari-

. ous answers to these questions and the reasons for particular answers is a
major purpose of this document. : ,

Summary

a8

Beyond, or even with respect to, the considerations for and against
minimum competency testing discussed above, "school leaders recognize a
diverse and contradictory set of motivations: to cut spending and to
raise it, to prove schools good and to prove them bad, to cause curriculum
change, to help minorities and to legitimize discrimination® (NSBA, 1978,
p. 31). There is an old Persian proverb that says: "Where thére are two
people,cthere are at least three opinions.* That is certainly the case in
the controversy over minimum .competency testing, and it is also the case
that what appears to be an advantage of MCT according to one person is a
disadvantage according to another, and vice versa. What can be’ learned
from any discussion then? "The decision of whether or not to implement a
minimum competency testing program should involve a weighing:‘of “the posi-
tive and negative consequences of -either decision" (NSBA, 1978, p. 19).
Furthermore, it has been urged "that the primary.needs peoplé perceive
being met .by minimal [ sic ] competency programs be articulated and-that
these needs be examined in the 1ight of whether such programs, as cur-

rently conceived, actually respond to those needs" (Airasian et al., p. 2).
A number of authors suggest, then, that program developers analyze

their own needs, consider both sides of the MCT issue in relation to those
needs, and also look into possible alternatives to competency testing for
meeting those needs. While many advocate using MCT to diagnose students.
for remediation, for example, it has been suggested that "teachers have
.probably already identified these students and their problems" (Elford,
1977, p. 10). In addition, “the effective use of test data already col-

- lected would seem the-most logical approach to early identification and

. . remediation at this level. Local studies could demonstrate the degree to

which the elementary achievement tests predict later success in the high

. school competency test" (Elford, 1977, pp. 10-11). MCT, in other words,

may not be the best method by which to collect diagnostic information

about students who need remedial aid. ' '
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Finally, someﬁéuthors have suggested that, in mak1ng.§\3tcision as to
whether to implement minimum competency testing, program developers would

do well to consider the lead-in time available, the needs of their special .

student populations, and the funds available. The answers to these ques-
tions could determine how feasible minimum competency testing is at a

particular time, given that it suits all of the other rneeds of the devel- - °
Oper . ' "'; ) ' ' N
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. .. CHPTER 2. - a3
- - DEFINING COMPETENCIES

Marcy R. Perkins

Introduction - | Y

“Impenetrability! That's what I say!" continues Humpty Dumpty in his
discussion on managing words (Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass).
In defining competencies, as in defining minimum competenc test1n?,
penetrating the wall of words to get through to an acceptable meaning of

. competencies sometimes seems to be an impossible task. According to the
National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) Task Force, for .
example, "a review of the elements of competency requirements across state
and local districts suggests that the rule for defining competency is that
anyone can define it in any way they please as long as they state what
they mean" (Bunda & Sanders, 1979, p. 10). The NCME Task Force goes on to
assert that no technical definition of competency prevails in the field.

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the issuedsrelated to
defining competency as a general concept and to competencies as the speci-
‘fic statements forming the basis for measurement in a testing program.
Questions about the peogle who can be involved in competency definition,
®  the processes that can be followed, and the content, format, and organiza-
tion of competencies that can be specified will all be discussed in this
chapter. '
¢ e '
One of the principal reasons that so many definitions of competency
and so many processes of defining competencies exist is. that MCT programs
vary greatly in their purpose, size, locus of control, history, and poli- .
cies. Consequently, it is very 1ikely that one process or set of answers
to the relevant issues will not be appropriate for all programs. The
intent of this chapter, then, is to bring out the kinds of issues that a
program developer or reviewer is likely to encounter, on the basis of
situations and occurrences drawn from ongoing programs, and to present
potential ways of dealing with the issues, once again on the basis of
methods employed in current programs.
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. Assumptions | . .

" While an implicit assumption of this chapter may be that the reader
is in some way involved in developing or reviewing a minimum competency
— «testing program, the nature and presentation of the material does not
depend upon that assumption. A thoughtful consideration of the issues
discussed here might well assist policy makers in making a decision as to
whether or not MCT 1s appropriate for their purposes. .

The .actual measurement of competencies is the subject of Chapter 3.
However, many,of the issues that arise during the process of identifying.
competencies also have implications for how those competencies are mea- "
sured. Therefore, there will be a certain overlap between this chapter

and the next, and it is recommended that both be read for a more complete
picture of the activities related to competency assessment. :

Limitations

_ Presenting more than a single process or solution with respect to
competency definition does not imply that every one of the possible or
existing processes or solutions will be discussed, Limitations.on space
prevent the fullest treatment of issues possible. Furthermore, this
chapter will not discuss competencies in specific subject areas (e.g.,
reading, mathematics, or democratic governance), nor will it debate- the
implications of statewide versus local definition of competencies for the
meaning of a high school diploma. Rather, processes will be discussed in
g g$nera1 way, as applicable across subject areas and by various governing

odies.

Structure ° t “hapter

v

It is apparent, both in the literature on MCT and in the programs
surveyed, that most programs have utilized similar procedures and encoun-
tered similar issues in their identification of competencies. In some
cases, the process is an explicitly defined one, developed by the agency
to facilitate the accomplishment of the task and ensure that the relevant
jssues are all addressed in some way. In this chapter, discussion will
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begin with procedures for competency definition common to programs in the . ‘
field, followed by the common issues that program developers have faced in
implementing those procedurés. -In conclusion, several examples of overall
. processes or systems for competency develépment will be presented and dis-

‘ cussed. Before proceeding with the topic of how competencies can be .
defined, the general concept of competency as it will be treated in this
.Chapter needs to be clarified. : '

Competencx--tombetencies: A Treatment of Terms

“Competency" appears to be generally understood in the field as a
level of ability at which the examinee can demonstrate the appropriate
application of skills to problems or life-role situations (NSPRA, 1978).

 While the concept of application is not always included in every defini-
_tion of competency, the notion of a specified or desired performance level
is. That is what typically forms the basis of the standards determined
for the competency assessment. . '

"Campetencies," by contrast, are seen as specific statements of
desired nerformance. The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory's
conceptualization of competencies, for example, is that "competencies are
student outcomes which a schéol systemn believes its students should attain
before graduation or completion of a course or program" (NWREL, 1978,

p. iv). These student outcomes are frequently interpreted as comprising
specific learning objectives setting forth those basic academic skills
" deemed necessary for students to acquire. And these types of outcomes
have been called "objectives," "behavioral objectives," “performance
objectives," "performance indicators;™ "standards," "competencies," and
other terms, dependent seemingly upon the level of detail and amount of
performance specified. -

Some take the contrasting view that competencies are different "fraom
other student goals and objectives in that they describe the student's
ability to apply basic and other skills in situations that are commonly
encountered in everyday life" (NWREL, 1978, p. vi). In Oregon's MCT pro-
gram, for example, a competency is "a statement of desired student perfor-
mance representing demonstrable ability to apply knowledge, understanding
and/or skills assumed to contribute to success in life role functions"
(AASA, 1978, p. 45). Still others interpret competencies as being descrip-
tions of conmon and useful skills, and make no added distinction as to
whether these skills are applied, basic, or 1ife-oriented.

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



~—._be-expected that any particular ¢
. are tssues.which will be treated

2

K

]

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

e
»

. 2

Q

. . . . .
. ) ..
.
. i i N . ,
. . N
3 . B " .
.

cegs .. . e

While the issue of emphasis (1ife skill vs, basic skill) retated to
defining competencies will eventually be discussed in depth in this '
chapter, the distinction that is necessarg-at this point is between the
generic use of "competency" and the specific.use of “competencies." In
this chapter, competencies will be used generall{ to mean specified stu-
dent learning outcomes. No specjfic emphasis will be assumed, nor will it
ount of detail is to be defined. These
within the context of the chapter.

eem e
TR s e e
——————— e

e

Basic Elements ﬁ;’the Process of Defining Competencies

¢

befining competencies is a step in the development of a minimum
competency testing program thét provides structure at two levels in the
program. Cempetencies can be used within the program as the basis for

- teaching, testing, or both. In fact, all competencies for a K-12 or h1$h
ng

school program may be defined, with a subset of these selected for tes

at each of the target grades. Defining competencies, therefore, helps to

provide the overall instruction/evaluation sequence and scope within the

program and to fdentify the specific domains to be tested. Having a set

of competencies is also a prerequisite to determining specifically what

%he %ests will measure, in terms of skills, content, and item difficulty
evel. SR - ,

A Took at how program developers are identifying com;etencies in

bperative minimum competency testing programs indicates the exjstence of

at least eight major steps or components -in the process. These include:

-- deciding whether to develop or select competencies;
-- acquiring resources; -

-- establishing a task force or advisory committee;

-- developing a competency framework/skill emphasis;
-- defining competency content domains;

-- writing/selecting; :

-- reviewing/refining/validating the competencies;

-- selecting the final set of competencies.

Certainly program developers, are free to select whatever procecures seem
to be most appropriate for‘)ﬁeir specific programs and particular purposes

N\
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and to apply these procedures, with their own staffs or in conjunction
with a contractor, in whatever order or process that makes the most sense
for their programs. For the purpose of this discussion, however, the
~ tasks will be presented in one possible logical order that has been util-
ized in the field. Issues related to each of the eight tasks will be
raised and discussed, and, wherever possible, alternative activities and
‘ways of applying various procedures will be presented. ' '

&

Developing versus Selecting the Requisite Competencies

]

_ The major d1ff§rence between selecting competencies and writing them
is the source from which they are drawn for inclusion in the program. In-

other words, those charged with identifying the competencies may.nominate
ones which they have created or which they have drawn from some extant
competency collection. They may also choose to adapt an existing compe-

. tency rather than to nominate it in its original form. A1l of the other
parameters that mt be specified for the competencies, however--such as
emphasis, topical dmmains, number, specificity, etc.--are the same for
both selection and development. S1m11ar1g, the review, refinement, and
validation processes are the same for both. ' E -

The decision to &evelop or_seIect,“therefore,'may depend entirely on
sucg considerations as the program timelines, resources, and overall goals.
~ QueStions to be asked at the outset, then, include: i L

Ue

-= Are the purpdses of our program such that we know that there
are no competencies extant that will match them?

-- How much time do we have to identify competencies?.

-- What is the status of our resources?:

If the answer to the first question is affirmative, this will entail
the development of competencies specifically geared to the program, which
will have the advantage of ensuring a match between program purposes, the
competencies, and the assessment of the competencies; it can also engender
a sense of ownership in connection with the competencies and the program,
because of the high degree of the involvement in this process on the part
of the developers. The cost in terms of time and money required to iden-
tify competencies, however, are greater for developing than for selecting
them; timelines and budgets may therefore preclude the use of this proce-
dure. . . .

«29-
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* " 1f implementation schedules and budgets are restricted, then select-
ing competencies with their associated assessments may be the more feasible
_approach. The trade-off here, however, is at. the expense of the congruity
or fit between the purposes of the program and the competencies selected.

Finally, if it is~imperative to identify the competencies immediately
and in a constricted timeline, it fs most likely that the decision will be
to select already existing ones. Since the other procedures involved in
identifying competencies apply regardliess of whether the decision is made
to develop or select, the remainder of this chapter will treat the two
together, noting only those points at which they might diverge.

-
b

4
Acquiring Resources

A useful first step in the identification of specific competencies
for a program is to review sets of objectives that already exist in the
field. Even if the decision has already been made to develop competencies,
it is still easier to react to existing materials than to create from a
void. And by reviewing objectives in programs similar to theirs, program
personnel can begin to define more clearly what kinds of competencies will
be needed within the context of their own program. How competencies are
identified, and where the skill emphasis should be, can also depend upon
the resources available to a particular program. -Before such a review can

. ‘occur, however, resources must be obtained. :

o The task of acquiring resources is typicallz undertaken by the fro-
‘gram director(s) ‘and can be done even prior to the establishment of. a
competency testing program. In this case, the existence of appropriate
performance outcome statements may well affect the initial decision to
implement a testing program. .

. i

The ways for obtaining competency statements and sources from which

they are available are numerous and varied. For -programs concerned with

matching competencies and their assessment to existing curricula, lists of
skill statements or objectives can ‘be acquired from local schools through-
out the state or district. In the North Carolina state MCT program, for
example, the final set of reading and mathematics competencies is based
upon a collating and ranking of objectives collected from all parts of the
state. While this process appears to be straigitforward, reviewers are to
be forewarned that matching competencies to a diversity of curricula can
be no-small task. '

o 2
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In other states, 1ists of competencies that’ reflect state goals (often
with specific performance indicators and sample assessments) are obtainable
from the State Department of Education. The Utah Board of Education, for

. ;é“npu, appointed subcommittees to develop sample objectives and perfor-
mance indigators which wére to be made available to local districts.
_ o Sinilarly, the California and I1linois Departments of Education provide
. local districts with technical assistance manuals which include statements
of competencies. The advantage of these types of ‘guides is that they
present objectives which are matched to state goals and which are perhaps
broad enough to be applicable to mest curricula within the state. They do

run the danger, however, of being tod broad in scope to be useful to
specific programs. . SN

Finally, .commercial objective banks are sources from which competency
statements may be drawn. The NWREL has developed a listing of available
collections of objectives which is included in the “Outcomes" section of
their Guide to Identifying High School Graduation Competencies (1978). In
order to help planners select collections that w be most useful to them,
this 1isting provides the following information about each collection that -
it references: title, description, originator, intended users, purpose/

content, usefulness in relation to competency-based education, history of
development, related materials, and ordering information. '

The acquisition of competencies by one or all of the methods men- ‘
tioned calls for yet another decision as to who wilT* be responsible for
the process of .review and for the final selection of competencies for the

. program, 1 : .

t

Establishing a Task Force or Advisory Committee

_ . In general, identifying competencies is accomplished by an advisory
committee, often representing a cross section of the state's or district's
educators, administrators, and consumers of education (such as parents,
students, or business people). 1In programs that elect to contract with a
testing agency for their competency definition and test development, the
responsibility of overseeing that work and guiding the development of the
competencies still rests with the program staff and/or advisory committee.
Frequently, the local or state board of education is responsible for offi-
cially .adopting or approving a set of competencies, but the first question
is how %o determine the composition of the set which will be submitted for
approval. )

o o ‘ ' .
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While it is not the case that a task force must be established within °

a competéncy program, program developers have usually found it advantageous
to do so. In general, a greater feeling of ownership in the program, with
a subsequent higher probability of program success, occurs when those who
will be directly involved in or affected by a program participate in its
development. . ' ' . o '
There are a number of questions to consider, however, in selecting-the
competency task force. These include: ° :

-= Will there be one group or more? .

What will the composition of the group(s) be?

What will the size of the group(s) be? ®
How will the members be selected? _

-- What will be the responsibilities/tasks of the members?

Let us consider each question in turn.

/ : :

Will there be group one or more? The answer to this question is
1ikely to depend upon other program parameters, such as the overall size
of /the .program and the number of competency areas that have been selected
for assessment. If, for example, the competency areas selected are
numerous, a task force to concentrate in each area may be’ desired. Even
with as few as two competency areas, separate task forces or subgroups of
a [larger committee may be sought to represent each of the subject areas.

What will the composition of the group(s) be? The Ohio Department of
Education recommends in its competency Handbook (1978) that competency
mmittees be composed of “administrators, classroom teachers and educa-
fon specialists.” The Colorado Department of Education similarly recom-
ends involving "teachers representing different areas" (Colorado, SDE,
975), and the I1linois Office of Education (1978) sug?ests that committee
embership might include representatives of the community (e.g., Opinion
leaders), a cross section of local groups interested in the program,

‘representatives of ethnic and cultural groups, parents, school staff, and
- students.

It is clear that the options<for committee membership are numerous
and varied; the ones ultimately chosen may depend on whether the program -
is to be developed at the state or local level, the resources available
for the individual program to draw upon, the kind of expertise desired,
and the amount of community involvement desired. The consequences of
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passing the competency tests may also help to dictate the composition of
the advisory group. If high school graduation dépends upon mastery of the
competencies, for éxample, the more defensible the identification process
will have to be. Involving a representative sample from different regions
| of the district or state, from different ethnic backgrounds, from different
e socioeconomic levels, and from different levels of the educational admin-
. istration will help to ensure that the process is a legally defensible and
poJitically acceptable one. ; - 3

» 9 ' .

What will the size of. the groug!s) be? The Illinois Office of Educa- .
<« .tion, in Performance Indicators for etency Assessment (1978), suggests
that task forces have 15-Z5 members, wggﬁ a number of alternate members,
~-and operating programs have typically had committees of 10-20 members
- (e.g., Massachusetts, New Jersey, Mar*land).'ﬂere again, available -
resources, type of representation desired, and manageability are factors
to consider in determining how large a group is desirable. '

How will the members be selected? Procedures for the selection of
the competency task force commitiees can include appointment by the state
or local board of ‘education; appointment by the local or state superinten-
dent, program coordinator, or other school administrators; random selec-:
tion by the superintendent or coordinator of representatives of various
groups; and open invitation to various groups to obtain their participa- -
tion. The specific precedure selected, according to the I1linois Office
of Education, needs to be "defensible to the:public and conducive of

_effictent task force operations," and “patterned after the selection
procedures typically used by the local district for selecting members of
. other advisory groups" (I11inois, SOE, 1978, p. 9). '

What will be the responsibilities/tasks of the members? In general,
competency task forces are charged with 1dentifying and recommending a set
of competencies upon which to base assessment. Their specific functions
will vary depending upon the purposes of individual programs and the
reasons for which individual members may have been appointed. For example,
members who represent constituencies within the community may provide input
from those constituencies to the process of defining competencies. Commit-

. tee members may also review existing competency sets, review competencies
developed by a contractor, and/or develop their own competencies.

¢ -
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. The basic skills/1ife skills distinctiom... Developing a competency
+ framework.or skill emphasis reaily means coming to agreement within the

_ program on the issue of the appropriate context for the competencies. And
this relates once again to the primary purposes of the program. Is mastery
of the competencies to. certify that students possess .cértain minimum aca-
demic skills upon completion of a particular grade (basic skills approach),
or is mastery to indicate that students have the skills necessary for

. adulthood and the situations they are likely to encounter as adults (life
skills qgfroach)? ' 4

o - To state it simply, basic skills are those skills which parents and
society in general expect students to learn and use in school, &.g., read-
ing, writing, and arithmetic. Life skille may be these same (basic) skills
applied in a "life role" or non-academic context. e.g., reading newspapers

_ (instead of textbooks), f#11ing out job applicat.ons (instead of writing
book reports), and adding grocery tapes (instead of lists of abstract
numbers). Or, 1ife skills may include additional skills:not generally
considered school skills, e.g., using a telephone, administering emergency
first aid, and learning to use a voting machine. A minimum competency
testing program, depending on its purposes and emphases, may include any
one or all of these -approaches to defining those competencies in which

" ‘students must demonstrate mastery.. . :

The Board of Regents in Rhode Island, as one example, distinguishes
among three levels of educational achievement: basic skills, minimum.
competency, and standards of excellence. Basic skills in Rhode Island

5 comgrise specific skills in reading, language arts, mathematics, and
cultural arts. Minimum competency, on the other hand, is defined as the
achievement of certain basic 1ife skills, or competency in everyday tasks;
these tasks are still organized, however, according to the domains of
reading, mathematics, language arts, and cultural arts. The standards of
excellence, not yet an integral part of Rhode Island's developing program,
are considered to be advanced life skills reflected in outstanding scho-
lastic and cultural achievement. ! .

The State Department of Education in Nebraska breaks down the domain
of potential skills for assessment in a somewhat different way. In devel- -
oping the N-ABELS tests, the Department dist ~guished among 1ife-coping
skills, basic skills, and essential learniny -kills. Life-coping skills
are conceptualized in Nebraska in much the sime way as. minimum competency -

.in Rhode Island; théy are defined as those agplied skills such as balanc-
ing a chéckbook and completing a job application. Nebraska's basic skills
are similar to Rhode Island's in that they a-e considered to be skills used
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primarily in a school setting. Essential skills in Nebraska, however, are
conceptualized as "a subset of the 'basic skills' which are fundamental to

continued learning. Essential learnin? skills are the tools of 1earn1n?
necéssary for successful acquisition of competencies in the broader skill
areas". (Nebraska, SDE, 1977, p. 1). S

In contrast to the programs in both Rhode Island and Nebraska, the
Georgia program emphasizes life skill assessment. According to the policy
in this state, “the State Board of Education defines as a major role of
the public schools the responsibility to ready the children and youth of
Georgia for contemporary l1ife roles.” The Competency Performance Standards

- are therefore defined in temms of five 1ife roles: .Learner, Individual,
Citizen, Consumer, and Producer. "

. The point which these three programs illustrate is that, while many
different labels exist for types of skills, the differences among them are
actually superficial. It appears instead that the skill emphasis (1ife
role versus basic) indicates less about the actual skills to be assessed
than about the context within which they are to be tested. It may be, in
other words, that the same reading skills are invoked when students read

- textbooks (basic skills) as when they read and respond to newspaper want
ads (1ife skills). Important to keep in mind then, during this protess of
competency identification, is the relationship between assessment and the
way in which competencies are defined. C

Basic skills to life skills: issues regarding emphasis. Other
issues which the committee may need to consider in specifying an appro-
- priate framework relate to competency measurement, curricula, potential
¢ * legal problems, and public acceptance.

First, t ature of the definition of a skill or competency will
affect the choice assessment procedures by which to measure student
achievement. If the competency is defined as being able to deposit money
in a savings account, for example, then the ideal form of assessment is to
require a student to go to the bank and deposit a sum of money into a
savings account (presumably the student's own). That sort of real-world
assessment can be difficult, time-consuming, and costly. A close approxi-

_mation could be to present students with a simulated deposit situation and
require them to. fill out bank deposit slips. The result, however, is that
test item validity can be called into question, and, indeed, the process
of validating the competencies themselves may provide results that can be
called into question.

For programs that opt to define their competencies on the basis of

their curricula or to structure their curricula to match their competen-
cies, life role competencies can present a problem. Airasian et al.

-35-
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(1978), for example, question whether we currently have the understanding
and tcchnology to teach strictly life-oriented competencies, at least to .
the de?ree that we can go "on record assuming the major responsibility for
fostering the selected competencies" (p. 29). The NWREL (1978) also

_ points out that the life-role competencies are difficult to identify and
agree upon, that they will perhaps require a change in the instructional
program, and that they may possibly be so interdisciplinary in nature that
curricular change or integration into the curriculum may be extremely '
difficult to accomplish. ’ -

Related to the problems of measurement already discussed is the
- potential for legal challenge offered by programs in which the competen-
cies are either not directly taught in the curriculum or not established
as befng valid. Strictly life role tompetencies are particularly vulner-
able to this charge since they can be the most difficult to validate and
to incorporate in the curriculum.

® Finally, both Airasian et al. (1978) and the NWREL (1978) suggest
that the competencies selected for a program should have a broad base of
public support, especially given the fact that the impetus for competency
testing has come largely from the public sector. Ways of ensuring this
kind of support include involving representative audiences in committees
and submitting recommeénded competeficies to a general public review.

Following the consideration and discussion of the above issues, one
useful approach for the committee to follow from here is to come to a
consensus on which general emphasis is desired, and then further delineate
domains for assessment. The latter can be accomplished by specifying
first those domains to which, in the committee's view, all students have
been exposed by the time of testing, and second, those additional domains
‘that represent ideal learning outcomes. Then the committee will be reaay

_to define the content domains for competencies more specifically.

Defining Competency Qggtent Domains

. Organization or topical outline. In general, some kind of topical
outline by which to organize the competency domains may serve as a useful
beginning point for writing or selecting specific competencies. A topic
outline or set of goal statements is a general plan for organizing the
more specific competencies. In its simplest form, the outline may require
only a few category headings to identify subdomains, which can then be:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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further defined by competencies. For example, a general outline for
language arts test may begin with these categories: N

I. Decoding

II. Vocabulary

I1I. Writing Skills

IV. Reading Comprehension
V. Reference Skills

From this beginning, the outer limits of the domain begin to appear; with
each subtopic or competency added under one of the category headings, the
shape of the domain becomes more focused. ' * R

One consideration to keep in mind here, perhaps, is how the test
results are to be reported. When devising a topic outline, programs often
find it both convenient and informative to report student scores in terms
of domains or subdomains, rather than Jjust.by total score for the subject
area. Any number of other organizational strategies are also available
for generating some kind of topical framework. ,

It may be the case, for example, that the competency areas, and .
perhaps some of the specific skill statements, have already been set by . 5
the legislature, or by the state or local board of education. In this .
‘case, gaps may only need to be identified and filled in, according to the
purposes of the program and its relationship to curricula. Other possi-
bilities include taking over a scope and organization from another agency,
adopting some form of skill taxonomy, analyzing preexisting curricula and
“syllabi for an overall framework and determination of scoRe, adopting a
framework identified in national studies, and -analyzing the nature and :
structure of skills typically required in various life roles (NWREL, 1978).
In most cases, the purposas and already determined policies of the program
can help to determine which approach might be most appropriate.

Since the emphasis in Kanawha County's.testing program, for example,
is on its interrelation with the curriculum, competencies were identified
from the instructional guides and programs already in use in the school
district. Both the Arizona and Ohio Departments of Education recommend
that competency scope and sequence be linked directly to logal district
program goals (Arizona, SDE, 1979; Ohio, SDE, 1978). The Illinois Office
of Education suggests that local districts identify priority categories i
for competencies as a first step to selecting or developing them (I1linois,
SOE, 1978). And the Colorado Department of Education identifies ways of

. categorizing objectives in taxonomic domains, with attention to encouraging -

the development of higher-order cognitive objectives (Colorado, SOE, 19 5)

3
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Assessment parameters. After the committee has come to an agreement

-.on a competency framework or topical outline, the members will need to
" determine the parameters of assessment, since these decisions can help to
provide them with guidelines for their actual identification of competen-

‘cies. Issues for the committee to consider, review, or come to consensus
on may include: ~

-- How many competencies are to .be generated?
' How specific or general are the competencies to be?
”/”,,,/’ -- What are the time limitations on the test?
. -- How many competencies per domain should be idéntified?
-- How many test items per competency will there be?

IS

Frequently, time allocations for testing are predetermined within a
program, so that it is the task of program personnel to identify competen-
cies (and later, tests) which can meet their purposes within the specified
amount ‘of time. And because of those limits, trade-offs between the number
_of competencies and the number of items per competency are of ten necessary.
One potential problem to be aware of in making this trade-off is that

commi ttee members, because they are concerned about subject coverage, can
often be resistant to limiting the skills covered by the test.

There are two possible results of this problem, both presenting some
difficulty to ‘assessment and the program as a whole. First, so many
overly specific objectives might be defined that dissemination and accep-
tance of them would be difficult to effect, and assessment options would
be restricted. With respect to the latter, for example, suppose under the
domain of reading comprehension that the following objective was defined:

‘#The student shall be able to identify the main idea of a newspaper '
article.® This restricts assessment to a particular type of question
("What is the main idea of this article?") and a particular type of item-
related content (a newspaper article). Moreover, a case can be made: that
students should be able to read and comprehend all aspects of movie bills,
street signs, advertisements, textbooks, magazines, and various other ‘
notices. Either a large number of competencies must bé identified to
cover all of these circumstances deemed important, or the original compe-

. tency needs to be made less specific.

The second possible result may be a tendency to make the objectives
too general, with the aim of increasing the types of test items that can
eventually be matched to them. The problem here is that objectives may be
made so general that they will provide no guidelines for appropriate
assessment, with the consequence that no reasonable number of items could
possibly assess the competency's domain adequately.

ERIC - - 15
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With regard to time limits for testing, the total test must be con-
sidered when determining both the number of competencies to identify and
the number of items to use for testing. According to the state of/the art
in testing, one minute per conventional multiple-choice item is a general

. rule of thumb, and a minimum of four items per objective is acceptable in
order to meet the minimum for stable reliability estimates (Rubinstein & .
Nassif, 1977; Schooley et al., 1976). Therefore, within these boundaries,

- a typical one-hour test can measure 15 competencies. If a longer test is
possible, then more competencies may also be specified; if more competen-
cies are necessary or desired, then the effect on test length and time for
administration must be considered. While gauging the appropriate level of

“specificity in order to write or select competencies that can be measured
in four or so items is mostly intuitive, practitioners report a surprising

~ degree of agreement when the issues are clearly understood (Rubinstein &
Nassif, 1977). - .

Ariting/Selecting

The probable outcomes of the procedures outlined in the previous
section are commfttee agreement on a number of issues (test parameters,
competency specificity and scope, competency organization) and perhaps a
_ . preliminary specification of a number of competencies., The major task now -
-~ * is to.identify those competencies which are probable candidates for inclu- _
' sion in the final set. As noted previously, committee members can nomi-

nate competencies which they have created, or they may nominate competen-
cies from available sources. They may also choose to revise or adapt an
existing statement to meet a specific purpose, which is a combination of
the two processes. .
Regardless of the method used, an initial set of competencies can be -
. generated as a first step. With the parameters and jssues in mind that
were discussed in the previous section, members may nominate or write,
individually or in a group session, any and all statements that, in their
view, fit the specifications. Then, review and discussion can occur..to
settie disagreements about content and to ensure that no gaps remain that
need to be filled. At this point, statements that are essentially geared
to the same competency may be combined to bring the number of objectives
to a more manageable level. Referring to the example described in the
previous section, for instance, several competencies may be combined to
read: “The student shall be able to read and comprehend materials typi-
cally encountered in everyday-life (e.g., newspapers, magazines, adver-
tisements, etc.)." '

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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At this point, too, a number of specific issues related to the struc-
ture, phraseology, and taxonomic level of the competency statements and
the implications of this for assessment come to the fore. . First, one
standard structure that can be used for generating objectives is Mager's
(1962) model, in which an objective has three components: the condition,
the performance, and the standard. The condition refers to the given
situation to which the performance is related; the performance is the task

or skill to be demonstrated; and the standard is the criterion for judging

. whether or not the examinee has met both the condition and the perfdrmance

Q . oo A
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(in the case of multiple-choice items, the standard is always to choose
the correct response from the alternaiives provided). These components .

.zpecify the particular parameters within which the assessment can be con-
* ducted. e L - d

The second issue relates to the nature of the verb that is chosen for
any given objective, an issue that is important to consider since the verb
will govern the meaning of the objective and the nature of the items that
can measure jt. Verbs such as “describe" or "discuss," for example,
suggest measures other than multiple-choice items; it may be that other
types of measurement besides multiple-choice items are desired, but that
question is one to consider carefully. Verbs such as “demonstrate" suggest

.- observable performance but do not specify the nature of the performance,

and such verbs .as "know" or “understand" involve unobservable behavior.
'Items appropriate for either of these cases- are difficult to identify. It
is generally advisable, therefore, to select verbs which represent actions

'sthat can be tested by the types of items desired for. the test.

Finally, the taxonomic level of each competency is a factor to con-
sider when making judgments about the appropriateness of each objective to
the grade and skill level for which it is intended. “Taxonomic level"
refers to a classification of s<ills (cognitive, affective, or psychomotor)
used to identify the level of, for example, cognitive thou ht required to

. demonstrate a particular behavior. Objectives for the third grade, for

example, are more likely to deal with knowledge and comprehension, which
are relatively simple levels of cognitive process on Bloom's (1956) taxon-
omy, than with synthes\; or evaluation. Verb selection also relates to
taxonomic level since verbs can be chosen to reflect specific, desired
levels and will influence the type of .assessment possible. Verbs Such as
ndefine" and “identify," for example, relate to skills at the knowledge
level while those such as "apply" and “generalize" can be used in relation
to higher-order application skills. ' '

Studying examples of competencies that have been identified for
different taxonomic levels, different grade levels, .and different purposes
is one way in which to gain familiarity with the concepts in order to
apply them to the situation at hand.

-40-
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Revieuing[RefininQIVal1da§1ng,the Competencies
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Once an initial number of competencies has been generated, either by
the selection of existing competencies or the development of new ones or :
by some combination of both methods, a process of competency review and '

. refinement is generally warranted. In conducting such a review, program °
administrators may choose to utilize the same staff who identified the
objectives, or they may organize a separate review committee. (and the same
issues of size and selection pertain here as they did earlier). Reviews
may -be carried out within the committee or agency, or the competencies may
be validated through external reviews by the public, other educators, or
other professionals. Reviews may be accomplished "at meetings or through
the use of more formal instruments such as survey questionnaires. How
each of these issues is resolved again depends upon the purposes of the '
individual program, the degree of external or internal approval that is . Coa

" efther desired or required, available time, and available resources. '

' As one example, if input is desired about the relationship of the
competencies to skills required in a particular occupational field, then a.
rating of the objectives by specialists in that field woyld be appropriate.
'Intthis case, questions like the following could be asked about each com-
petency: : h B

D - How often is the skill used on the job?

- H?? does the skill relate to emerging fields within that disci-
pline? o

-- How important is the skill considered to be, whether it is
currently taught or not? '

Public acceptance of and involvement in an MCT program may also be
obtained through external reviews of the competencies by citizens,
teachers, parents, and representatives of the business community. In this
case, the questions may be of a broader nature, particularly if the compe-
tencies are intended to reflect life-oriented skills (e.g., "Do you think
ninth-graders should know this?"). .

Whether or not extensive public surveys are selected as a means to
competency validation, reviews by content specialists are frequently con-
ducted to ensure content validity of the competencies. Additional commit-

- tees of content specialists may be formed for this purpose, or locally or
nationally known-specialists may be asked to react to the materials.

b
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.Table 1 presents examples of the types'of criteria tﬁat can be adapted and

"utilized in programs for such reviews. These criteria represent the types

of judgments that programs typically make about skills. statements, whether
the judging is accomplished formally or 1nformally. '

. K,__
Selecting the Final Set of Competencies

On the basis of the results of reviews conducted, the competencies.
can be refined and finalized. At this point, another round of reviews may

be conducted, or additional input may be solicited from various groups if

the need for either is felt. If not,.then the final product is complete
and ready for implementation witq the competency testing program.

Summary Guidelines for Defining Competencies:
. _1hree Examples . .

14

Whether a choice is made to follow an explicit model such as those
presented in this section or to define a unique process and set of proce-

. dures will depend upon the particular program--its purposes, timeline,.

-

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC * N <

* resources, staff experience, and staff-interest. The purpose of this

section is to provide additional resources upon which administrators may
choose to draw. ' .

Presented briefly are frameworks for competency definition estabe-

lished by the I11inois Office of Education, the Ohio State Department of
_Education, and the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. :

I11inois

Presented in Figure 1 is a protess for defining competencies that was
constructed by the I1linois Office of Education as a resource for local

districts which opt to implement minimum competency testing. In IlVinois,
. : .=
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TABLE 1 N
Criteria for Reviewing Competencies |
? .
Teachability
Is it pessible for the schools to teach the knowledge, skills, and/or attitudes

(2)
3

‘ Aécggtabﬂig
w .

@

)

described in the competencies? -
Is curriculum available related to the individual competencies?

Will remedial programs; {f needed, be available now or in the near future?

4

Do the competencies represent reasonable standards of proficiency to be
required of all students? D

Are the competencies agreed to be neceésary outcomes for student success in
school or their daily lives? ' '

Are the competencies reasondble, apbropriate and important outcomes of the
total educational experience?

»

Are the 'corilpetencia free of statements that suggest that some 'sociél,

occupational or life roles should be valued more than other roles?

Are the competencies free of bias related to sex, race, age, region, religion,
ethnie, or cultural background?



- C2gs
iy ) ‘\‘. 4
: - . Y .
k TABLE 1 (continued) -
Generalizsbflity . . R N

& ‘

(t> Are the competencies achievable regardless of students' sex, socioeconomic
status, race, rural of, urben setting, and religious belief?

(2) wilall students for whom a particular competency is applicable be exposed to
- . sufficient instruetion to achieve the specified knowledge, skill or attitude?

Are trhe competencies appropriate 'for those students who trensfer within the
. state '

. / ¢
, : &
Suitability - )
- \\;
1) Aee there available and eeeeptable ways t0 measure the outcomes specified by
thqcompetencies? '

:(2)  Can the competencies be measured within the echools' time constraints end |
' resourca? :

(3) win adquete edueational resources (e.g., time, staff, money, books and

materials) * be made available to support the implementation of the -

competencies now or in the near future?

(4) Are the competencies free of specifications which “would require speeial
equipment ar facﬂities which are not available to most students? '

Validity

(1) Does the content of the competency fit the intent of the ‘topie or goal
statement for which it was written’

(2) Can items be developed for the competency to measure the domain intended
by the topie?

-44- ‘
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TABLE 1 (continued) ~. . - .

& .

(3) If competencies are to be used as a basis for promotion.or graduation, do the |

competencies represent levels of student proficiency and accomplishment of
sufficient importance? e ' . .

' (4) Does’ each competency identify a significant or important skill, in relation to

the infinite number of skills which could be chosen?

~ "Specifici - . ' ’ S .

e (2) Ax;e the competencies stated dlearly and suceinctly?

(1) Are the competencies worded specifically enoyigh so that it is clear what skills -

are and are not included in the competencies? .
(2 Is ‘thg content domain specified by the ency too broad or too narrow?

(3) Is each éompetency unlciue, mutually exclusive, so that extensive overlap does
not occur among. them? . ' L

\

-

Taxonomic Level

(1) Is the taxonomic level of the competency appropriate to the subject matter of
_ the topic and to the grade level? : .

Clarity - ° S

3

(1) Are the competencies free from jargm;.slang, colloquialiéms, or other uiusual
s terms? - '

o

(3) Are the competencies written so they communicate effectively to students,
parents, community members, teachers, administrators, and other interested
individuals? ' .
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MCT is a local district option, and the state offers :technical assistance

in the form. of published documents, consultants, and regional centers to
. the lTocal districts selecting the option. \ T

As evident in the figure, I11inois has ‘identified six basic steps
leading to the identification of a set of competencies suitable for gradu-
ation assessment., The first involves the selection of a competency coor- -
dinator and the members of a task force who will be directly involved in
carrying out the process. During the orientation of the task force, com-
petency areas are ranked in order of importance to the individual school
district. Then in Step 3, competency category priorities are established
.and specific competency subcategories are rated. When priority subcate-
gories are established, initial competency statements are selected and
others are developed to fill whatever gaps are noted. Each statement is’
then rated by asking how important it is that a student acquire this skill
before leaving high school. On the basis:of the results, a priority 1ist
of competencies is established. The last major step in this process is to
present the competencies to the district board of education and obtain
approval for implementation. It should be noted, too, that the system
allows for public involvement at a number of points as well as for a
cyclical process of refinement.

Ohio

The_Ohio Department of Education and the NWREL both take a more
question- or issue-oriented approach to establishing a competency program
and defining the requisite competencies. The Ohio Department of Education
_recommends that a task force or advisory committee consider the following
questions carefully in-their competency identification process:

what is the purpose of the competency program?

What competency areas will be addressed?

What grade levels should be used for measurement?
Shall there be individualized or uniform competencies?

The purpose of considering these issues is, in the view of the Department,
. to help provide a framework for administrative decision making.

ERIC
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NWREL

The series of questions that the NWREL considers in its Guide to
Ident__ying Graduation Comgetencie (1978) are: "

(1) What is a graduation competency?

'(2) What kinds of knowledge, skills and attitudes should be included
in graduation competencies? :

(3) How can-one determine that the coverage of a set of graduation
; competencies is accurate?

(4) How generai or specific should the content of a cumpetency be? .

- (5) What degree of difficuity shouid graduation competencies repre- '
. sgpt? .

(6) Should the same set of graduation competencies be adopted for
' all students?

(7). _4ho shouid be invoived in drafting and adopting a set of gradua-
tion canpetenc*es?

(8) What format should be used for stating graduation competencies?

With this set of questions as a basic framework,.the NWREL discusses the
nature of competencies in a competency-based educationai program, their
.potential role in the educational system, and what their adoptien as a

graduation requirement can mean in terms of measurement, inStruction, and
nstructional management. .

\
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“ 'CHAPTER 3
_— | " "TEST SELECTION AND DEVELOPMENT
,Micﬁael Priestley
™~ .
Introduction
Purpose

The entire process of selecting or developing a test is ‘analogous to
distillin? salt water: you begin with a barrel of brine, turn it into.
steam, filter out the impurities, condense it, and out the other end comes
a quart of water pure enough to drink. In selecting or developing a test,
a similar process takes place: the process, from beginnin? to end, is one
of filtering, refining, and gradually defining the materia in specific
terms so as to produce a test that is .good enough to use. ' _ .

- e The ‘purpose-of—this .chapter -is to discuss_issues and procedures

: related to test selection and development that may be useful -to practi-
tioners who are responsible for planning, implementing, or reviewing the
test selection and development components of a minimum competency testin?
program. The site visits conducted in this study of MCT programs, as well
as an analysis of materials disseminated by the programs visited, revealed -
a set of basic issues of concern to practitioners in the field, and it 1is . s
this set of issues that forms the basis for this chapter. In addition, ’ '
the program personnel who were interviewed identified various procedures
for selecting and/or developing a test that they had found useful.

Although specific issues and procedures are presented here, these are
. neither exhaustive nor prescriptive. Rather, they represent lists of con-
cerns and practices cited by program personnel. While, as in distilling
water, a certain sequence of events is a prerequisite for manufacturing
pure water, there is still some latitude with respect to both the order of
events, and within each task, the procedures used to complete it. Simi-
larly, although the activities discussed below are presented in a certain
order, a sequence which is based upon that followed by many programs, it
is not the case that the tasks associated with test selection and develop-
ment must be sequenced in this ordu-. Both the order of the tasks and the
means used to carry them out are choices to be made on an individual basis,

taking into account the specific cirdumstances of each program.

-51-
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Content

.t

The first section of this chapter covers the issues related to deter-
mining whether to (1) select a test; (2) ‘develop a test; or (3) combine
the two approaches in some fasnion, for example, by selecting half of the
test items and writing the other half specifically to match the identified

- competencies. These {ssues represent concerns voiced by personnel in the -
> field. The following sections of the chapter describe procedures for each
of the options that either have been or are being used by existing pro-
grams.. The final section discusses issues relating to test validity-and----
reliability as identified by practitioners and measurement experts. When
apprgpriate, examples involving existing programs will be cited and rele-
vant ‘matérials disseminated by programs referenced.

. L 4

Coqtext

_ In its basic philosophy, ‘this chapter is intended to present a non-
judgmental view of the process of selecting and/or developing a measure- -
ment instrument to be used in any type of minimum'competency testing
program. It is important to stress at the .outset that this chapter does
not advocate any one method or approach over:another, but only presents
information which will assist educators in making informed decisions. As
.much as possible, however, the advantages and disadvantages of each option
will be. noted in an effort to provide a complete and sound basis for a
decision. Similarly, when testing programs are cited in the course of
discussion, the only purpose of these citations is to illustrate an issue
or procedure, or to substantiate a general statement, and not to'praise or
criticize any particular program. o :

The considerations in selecting and developing tests are -so numerous
that a treatment of this size and scope cannot possibly cover all of them.
This chapter will, however, attempt to present in detail the issues con-
sidered most important by those who have faced them in the field, and to

» provide 1ists of resources which may be of use to anyone who wishes to '
investigate further asjects of test selection and development which may

only be mentioned briefly here.

With regard to the specific‘context of this chapter, two basic points
must be made. First, the reader will note that the chapter deals only
with the selection and/or development of criterion-referenced tests. This

-52-
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focus follows from the finding that all programs surveyed use criterion-
referenced instruments. In one program, a norm-referenced test was altered
for use as a criterion-referenced test, a procedure that will be described
later in the chapter. ¥ ' . .

Second, an important point must be made in relation to the three
- standard domains into which competencies are most often divided: the
cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains. This chapter will focus
primarily on the cognitive domain, which includes the skills normally
required for such subjects as reading, writing, mathematics, science, and
history. The affective domain, which includes competencies related to
attitude, personality, and emotional behavior, will not be treated in -
depth. There has been some debate on the issue of whether a minimum com- .
petency program should properly test in the domain of the affective compe- .
* tencies, and testing in this domain was far from widespread in the programs
?g;;gxed for thecstudy. For opposing views, see Wilson (1978) and Ahmann

. In this chapter, as stated, the emphasis is on the cognitive domain;
the affective and psychomotor skills will be discussed briefly in touching
upon other competencies which might be tested in addition to those compe~
tencies of which students must actually demonstrate mastery. Testing in
the affective and psychomotor domains, however, may be useful for diagno-
sis and remediation, and/or in relation to data analysis of test scores.
for the cognitive domain. aﬁégﬁ _ : ' S

There are certain specific issues and procedures whith this chapter
cannot explore in depth, because of its size and scope' and because of its
stated intention (to provide a:basis for making decisions in any minimum
competency testing program). One of these issues is the development of

_ tests for special populations such as the physically or emotionally handi-

" capped, or people whose first language is not English. Since it is not
possible here to state general guidelines which would be applicable and
useful in these situations, it 1s perhaps best to leave this complex
‘matter in the hands of local administrators, who are the persons most
familiar with the needs and requirements of their own special populations.

ERIC 51
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- Initial Decision: To Select or Develop - . .
| t 0 ) | ..v\ | . ‘ .
‘Ppeliminary Considerations o R

Both the experience of practitioners. and materials published on this
‘topic suggest that program planners consider various questions prior to
deciding whether to select or develop a test. Brickell (1978) reviews some
basic questions concerning competency meadsurement, while the California ~— = =
Department of Education in its technical assistance manual (1978) addresses
- the decisions of whether to select or develop a test. Resolving the fol-

. lowing points may facilitate both the decision-making process :and the
implementation of the decision: . - :

» o IDENTIFYING THE PURPOSE OF THE TEST. A minimum competency test

- may be designed for any number of purposes, including diagnosis,

screening, evaluation, certification, and applicatigg/ advance-
“ment/selection. With the-purpose of the test clearggmggfined;

subsequent decisions related to selecting -and developiny a test

can promote the effor{ to match, the test with its intended pur-

¢ IDENTIFYING WHO IS TO BE TESTED AND WHEN. ‘This step can help a -
testing program administrator to plan the program in response to
the stated purpose of the test. For example, if a minimum com-
petency test is to certify students' mastery of competencies as
a requirement for graduation, should students be tested at the

" end of the twelfth grade? the eleventh grade? the beginning of

the ninth grade? These decisions will significantly affect the
test itself, the mode of administration, and many other. issues..

o IDENTIFYING THE DOMAIN OF THE TEST. In the previous chapter it
was pointed out that' the choice of domain can have far-reaching
effects on the nature. of the competency test. A domain, as used
here, is the universe of content knowledge and skills which are
defined by the competencies, and which the test will measure.
Competencies, as used in this guide, are statements of behaviors
or skills which the examinee must demonstrate by his or her test
performance, e.g., "Identify the definition of a vocabulary word
in the context of a sentence." (Such skill statements are
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variously called objectives--performance, behavioral, assess-
ment, or terminal objectives; performance indicators, or perfor-
mance expectations.) The domain identified reflects the ‘purpose
of the test. For example, if the purpose is to certify mastery °
of basic skills (reading, writing, and mathematics) among third- :
. graders, then the domain is defined by competencies that third- *
graders can reasonably be expected to have achieved in these :
subject areas. : Coe .

- e et mam e — v R

Which competencies are identified and how they are stated will deter-
mine, in part, what kind of tést will be required. If the competencies
state that a student must demonstrate the ability to write a coherent
paragraph, then that much of the test has been determined: all students
tested will be required to write actual paragraphs. Similarly, if the
purpose of a test is .to certify auto mechanics, then one of the competen-
cies may state that a candidate must be able to change a flat tire. This
will then determine that part of the test must require candidates to per-
form actual functions required of auto mechanics. ‘

A4

. Issues. to Consider

' . ’ - . 3

There are many issues to consider in deciding whether to select or
develop & test. The Ohio Department of Education (1978), for example,
raises the issues ¢f timeline and the availaiility of commercial instru- °
ments that measurz the competencies of interest. Five issues in partic-
ular were of concern to program planners who were responsible for deciding
‘whether to select or develop their competency tests. Each one is dis-
cussed befow, on the assumption that the primary goal is to develop some
sort of preliminary test specification, a blueprint or descriptive plan of

‘the test, from which the initial decision can be made. | o

Consequences to examinees. Major decisions made on the basis of :
results from a minimum compe- tency test may determine whether or not a
student needs remediation, whether or not the student should be promoted

or graduated, and whether or not a candidate Will be certified or licensed
‘as a professional (e.g., a firefighter, a teacher, a veterinarian). The
more serious the consequences to the examinee, then, the more important is
the reliability of the information upon which. the deciston is based. If
students are to be den1gd diplomas, for instance, on the basis of a test,

Y
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“that test ‘should certainly be a valid and reliable 1nstrument;' (A later
:gg%:on ;n this chapter tredts the technital issues of validity and reli-
ty.) - | - |

- Moreover, ‘the more serious the consequences to examinees, the more
1ikely 1s the possibility of a legal challenge. A candidate who has been %
denied a license to practice architecture because of failure on a certifi-
cation test may have a legal right to challenge the validity and the reli- .
‘ability of the test. . . o e

e
%

*

. The quality of the instrument is one basis for legal challenge.

~ Merle McClung (1977), of the Education Comnmission of the States, Tormerly
of the Center for Law and Education. in Cambridge, Massachusetts, identi-
fies several bases for legal challenge, which are summarized below. -

4 ) ) . °

e VALIDITY. A minimum competency test used to make decisions
‘ regarding -the remediation, promotion, or evaluation of students _
must have “curricular or instructional validity," i.e., it must 2
test what students have actually been taught. :

o= BIAS. A test used to make decisions regarding students, job ° -
. .candidates, etc., must not have an adverse impact on any minor-.
- ity group (EEOC, 1977); this includes the perpetuation of "prior .
‘ effect" of racial discrimination;¥e.g., tracking. Even a test
that is proven to. have curricular validity may cause adverse
‘impact; if thescurriculum is biased and the test measures the .
. * curriculum, then.the test may have adverse impact. - o

* %
I :
AR f‘a“ -
ST e

o PHASE-IN PERIOD. McClung states that a test designed to.measure
12 years of cumulative knowledge which is implemented in a :
phase-in period of two years is unfair to students who then have
only two years to prepare for the test. And the decision in a
 recent case in Florida (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1978) conforms ,
a - with this view. '

Domain and competencies. The second issue {is a pragmatic one: the
domains and competencies identified for testing will influence the feasi-
bility of selecting a prepared test. If the competencies require a paper-

. and-pencil test to measure reading and mathematics skills, then there are
many tests available which may be appropriate. The further the domain
diverges from the basic skills, the more difficult it may be to find a
test which measures that domain and its identified competencies. Few

©
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tests, for example, measure a student's ability to paint a sign, or-use a
voting machine, or analyze the logic in a political debate--all of which

- could be considered minimum competencies. :

Most practitioners will agree that the ideal test provides-a direct:
measure of competencies, but not all qrograms can accommodate the costs,
the time required, and the other problems connected with obtaining the
best of all possible tests. .Possible compromises include using,indirect

_____.measures of competencies, €.g., a multiple=choice test.of wr -gkills

‘instead of an actual writing sample. A competency that requires a €tudent. -

to write ‘a4 grammatically correct sentense may be measured by having the

‘student. pick from four sentences the one that is correct, or--more indi-

" rectly--the one.sentence out of four that is incorrect. -

Again, validity is an important requirement: the test selected or
developed must measure the specified competencies, which are most of ten
based on the curriculum. The question of direct versus indirect.measures .
of those competencies may be relegated to secondary importance if the
selected test measures the competencies in some way. Validity -between a
selected test and the competencies varies with the subject area: tests of
basic skills such as read1ng and mathematics are most often based on stan-
dard curriculum and the most basic competencies. For other subjects such

. _as health and physical education, nutrition, speech, social studies, and

economics, it is likely to be more difficult to find a published test

which measures the competencies identified in one of these areas because

of the lack of agreement as to what skills constitute the basic competen-
cies in these subjects. A developed test, on the other hand, can be con-

‘structed specifically to measure the.competenc1es identified in almost any.

area. .

Timeline. Developing a test usually requires more time than select-
ing one. 1The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), for

example, spends about two years in the development of one of its tests

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

(AASA, 1978). The time devoted to selection or development will vary
depending upon a number of factors. Administrators and teachers ia South
Burlington, Vermont prepared.tests to measure all of the state competen-
cies during the summer of 1977 and revised the instruments the following

{e::. This. was made possible by the state-mandated schedule of implemen-
ation.

In some cases, however, 1e31slat1ve mandate has required the imple-
mentation of testing programs within only a few months. In New Jersey,
for example, the mandate called for immediate implementation of minimum
competency testing. Although Minimum Basic Skills tests were to be devel-
oped, given the schedule of implementation, the tests developed for the
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 statewide. assessment program were used during the first year. These

instruments were replaced the following year by the newly developed Mini-
mum Basic Skills tests. - ‘ - .

A shorter time is usually reqhired to select a test than to develop

~"one because the process is much simpler: a selected test requires.no item’

any, before actual administration.

writing, for instance, and often requires only limited field-testing, if

\ T A

'Resources. The cost of developing a test is generally greater than .
the cost of selecting a test, since test development involves not only '
out-of-pocket expenses but also the cost of staff time. The amount of
staff 'time allocated varies according to who actually does the develop-

. mental work, such as writing items. Staff may be employed only'as project

monitors to coordinate the volunteer efforts of teachers, or they may be

- responsible for developing the entire test in-house. In the latter case,

if permanent full-time staff are used on a-particular project, additional
personne] may be needed to assume the responsibilities of the regular
staff for the duration of the project.

The cost of administering and scoring tests may ndét vary signifi-
cantly between the selected test and the developed test, but’ administra-
tion costs vary with the program design. If a test cam be administered by
local teachers, for example, this is less expensive than establishing a
special team of people to administer all tests. The latter procedure is
used in many programs to improve test security and to standardize condi-

‘tions for test_administration, as in New Jersey where the administration

of basic skills tests 1is supervised by county test coordinators.

In programs in which part or all of the project work is awarded to a

consultant, the cost of the consultant must be considered. Costﬁbasso-

ciated with consultant contracts are generally higher for test d elopment
than for test selection because of the 1ikelihood that more expertise will

" be required in developing a test than for advising on the selection and -

use of a pudblished test. .

Availability of technical expertise. Expertise s usually required
both For selecting and developing tests, although to different degrees.
Types of expertise required most often involve psychometric issues such as
test reliability, validity, scoring, and data analysis; but specialized

- knowledge may also be feeded in such areas as curriculum, subject matter,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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To select a test, technjcal expertise will be required’ in assessing ‘
the quality of test instruments, i.s., their validity, reliability, and °-
lack of bias. This expertise will be required to deveIoKecriteria for -

" .gcreening tests and to develop procedures. for applying these criteria
systematically to the potential tests. - S :

=5 A s =

' To develop a test, technical expertise will be required in order to
- write or select, review, and edit test items, as well as to sequence the .

* jtems and to actually construct the test. Ty o —
Whether the decision is to select or develop a test, expert knowledge
will be advantageous in planning and implementing the overall design of
- the testing grogram and of the test, since someone familiar with these
* processes will be aware of the consequences and ramifications of each step
in the process. For example, a knowledge of how the tesi will be sco ed,
‘* e.g., by specific subtests or by competencies, is essential in determining
the number of items that must be developed for the test. Whether the '
scoring provided by the test publisher (if it is provided) will suit the
needs of the program, i.e., tell you what you need to know, may also a
~influence the decision to develop or select. o :

\ ’ . .

ATT~of these issues are ones to consider in deciding whether to select
or develop a test. Once these issues have been resolved, a picture of what
the ultimate test may look like will begin to form. :

! <

reliminery Test Specifications

< o .

: At this stage, program planners may want to corisider preparing test ’ R
 specifications, a kind of blueprint which serves as an ideal description .
. of the final test. Test specifications are useful at this point because '
they can bring out issues and concerns, that may not have been considered.
For example, if a test is selected or developed this year and administered
‘ to ninth-graders, should the same test be used next year? Or must parallel
' or equivalent forms of the test be developed now for later use? Obviously,
the answers to these questions will affect every aspéct of the test design,
down to she choice of distractors in each test item. . | :

In the programs surveyed, the. test Specifications were geherally
developed .as part of a total program design to ensure that the test which
was selected or developed would meet the needs and purpose of the -testing
program. Careful consideration can then be given to test length, the
number of competencies measured, and the numbers of items required to
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* ..yleld the types of scores desired {e.g., by subtest or by competency). . S

« - These decisions must be made in relation to all of the factors. discussed
~ .previously, but particularly in relation to the purpose of the grogram
“(what kinds of test scores are needed?); cost (how much more will a - .
100-item test cost than a 50-item test? how much more will it cost to .
4 ' score open-ended {tems or writing 'samples than multiple-choice questions?);
< and time, in relation to both the time required to implement the program : ;
- .and-the- actual time-for administering the test (how much 6f the-student's - s
¢ _ and teacher's <time should be spent.on this test?)s v ' B
. . , T .

: This rough form.of the test specifications, then, usually includes:
* (1) an estimate of how long the test should be; (2) how many competencies .
. -will be measured and by how many ttems; (3) what kinds of items will be :
;o used; and (4) what kinds of scores the test will génerate. After this the
* decision of whether to select or develop the test may become clearer, as
the outline of the test emerges from these specifications. This prelimi-
nary test design may have to-be modified 1ater, particularly if the deci-
. - gién 4s in favor of test development; but this step offers a glimpse of
the chimera being-stalked in the search for the right test.

[ 4 . N
L]

‘Types_of Tests & K L o

_ .~ The final issue %p consider independently before making the decision ;
" is what type of test to use, i.e., given specific competencies, how will
these ‘be measured? -Program planhers can turn to various pragrams and .
“materials for examples of different kinds of assessments. The California
- Department of Education discusses various modes of assessment, including ..

perﬁormance-based’%eéting, in its resource materials prepared for Jocal _ .
. districts (1978). S : -
_ , . .

o . : e
Three general approaches to testing are available:® performance
tests, observational. tests, and“paper-and-penci1_tests; A performance
test can be defined as 6ne "that measures performance .on tasks requiring .-
the application of learning in an actual or simulated setting" (CAPT :
Newsletter, 1978). This type of test is the most direct method of assess- 2
ment in a number of situations: when testing competencies that require :
physical manipulation, such as usin? a telephone in an emergency situation
(e.g., ConVal, NH), building with blocks, performing calisthenics, or |
adjusting ‘a carburetor; or when testiny competencies that require “on-the- .
job* situations involving social interaction, such as sales techniques, '
giving and following oral directions, or making introductions (e.g., South s
, urlington, VT). - . '
»
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Observational tests measure competencieé which'iﬁVolve behaviors or
skills that can only be assessed through observation, e.g., teaching

skills, or behaviors in a social segting. This approach to testing is not .

.entirely divorced from performance testing (dbviously, if an examinee iis
performing, someone else must be observing in order.to evaluate the per-
formance), but observational testing also has unique characteristics in

‘that it can be conducted in real or simulated situations. Observational
tests are especially useful Jn situations which are not contrived inten-
tionally for the pdrpose’ of testing, e.g., observing preschool children .

" for such.competencies-as attentiveness, observing rules of conduct, and

- initiating conversation with peers.

. Paper-and-pencil tests are by the far the most common’ tests in use;
these include multiple-choi » tests, tests made up of open-ended items
(such as fill-in-the-blank items), and essa -tyge tests 2wh1chuinc1ude
writing samples, design problems, and so on). Brickell 1978) contends

-that paper-and-pencil tests can be considered performance tests in a
school situation because taking a paper-and-pencil test is an actual per-
formance in school. These tests essentially measure the application of
knowledge and skills. -

Different kinds bf tests generate different kinds of results, so the
choice of what type of test to select or develop is a very important one.
To some extent, the type of test required is determined by the competen-
cies to be measured. For example, the most direct assessment.of a compe-
tency that is stated as "Describe the four basic food groups" would be an
oral or written description. Each type of test is ideally suited to
particular competencies. One type of test may be chosen to measure all
competencies, with some measured more directly than others. Or some com-

bination of the types of tests may be chosen: a performance test for life

skills, such as comparison shopping or using the library, and a paper-and-
pencil test for the school skills. The state of Hawaii, for example, has
developed a battery of tests for third-graders to measure 100 different
competencies (termed performance expectations). The test battery, used
for screening and then for diagnosis, includes hundreds of test items of
different types: performance items for physical exercises, oral-response
-items, verification checklists and rating scales, and several types of
paper-and-pencil items. Hawaii's educators have chosen to use the most
direct method of assessment in every case possible, on a competency~-by-
competency basis.

In general, cost and objectivity favor the use of paper-and-puicil
tests, but relevance and face validity may favor the performance test
(Brickell, 1978; Mehrens, 1978). The further one goes from performance
tests and the closer to paper-and-pencil tests, in general, the less
' expensive testing becomes. Also, the closer to paper-and-pencil tests,
the larger is the number of the tests one will have to choose from.

)
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4 Making the Decision .
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/

This is the point at which all of the factors, issues, and considera-
tions discussed can be weighed, one against the other. The relative
importance of cost versus direct assessment, of timeline versus legisla-.
tive mandate, of test validity versus available resources, and so on, can .
be determined.with respect to the specific program under development. The
results of all the preliminary analyses of these issues and considerations
can be helpful in makingithe decision.

: The following two sections of this chapter describe actual procedures
- generally followed in selecting or developing a test, or to achieve a com-
bination of the two. The first of the two sections deals with test selec-
tion, the second with test development. Following these sections, the
discussion returns to issues which affect both developed and selected
tests, such as field-testing, technical and legal {issues of validity and
reliability, and test administration.

Test Selection

Programs choosing to select a test- (e.g:yNorth Carolina) typically
carry out a number of procedures prior t¢ that selection. These include
considering the test domain and sources of possible tests, developing
criteria for selection, identifying potential instruments, and applying
the selection criteria in order to arrive at a decision. 1In considering
selection criteria, program planners may'elect to use criteria that have
already heen developed and used, such as ithe MEAN System developed by the
‘Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE).. Developing or choosin? criteria
for selection as well as the other procedyres will be discussed later in
this section. .

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Considering Test Domain_and Sources of Te:

. Domain. Thelkey element here is congruence, i.e., the relationship
between what the tést purports to measure and the competencies that have
been identified for ‘testing. Madaus et al. (1979) state that congruence
is a function of two considerations: (1) the number of competencies meas-
ured by the test, and (2) the number of items measuring each competency.
An initial review to identify tests which measure both the broad compe-
tency areas (e.g., reading, mathematics) and the specific competencies,
with an appropriate number .of items measuring each competency, may narrow

- down the number of tests to consider as potential candidates.

Program planners may encounter difficulty in finding a test which
measures exactly those competencies identified for testing in a particular
program; a reasonable approach, therefore, is to seek the test(s) measur-

g the largest percentage of those competencies.

With regard to the number of items required per competency, Berk
(1979) states that the number varies in relation to four essential factors:
21; importance and type of decisions to be made on the basis of results;

2) relative importance assigned fo the competencies; (3) the number of
competencies; and (4) practical constraints. Berk recommends that 5-10
items per competency be used ‘for most classroom decisions and 10-20 items
be used for school, system, and state-level decisions. More items per
competency will be required for scoring by competency--i.e., determining
pass/fail or mastery for each skill--than for scoring by subtest or total
test score. Fewer items may suffice in certain situations, as in a test
for which there is to be only one total score, or one score for each of
two or three subareas; then the total number of items on the test or in
each subarea ocutweighs the importance of the number cf test items per com-
petency. The number of items must beé considered carefully in relation to
the criteria listed above to ensure selection of a valid and reliable test.

. Sources of tests. Sources from which instruments may be selected
include normative-referenced and criterion-referenced tests, with corres-
ponding competencies specified, and item pools or banks, large sets of
items from which appropriate measures may be selected. (For a list of
test sources, see Appendix A.) _ o

As soon as potential “candidates" for use in the testing program have
been identified, planners may write to the publishers of the tests they.
wish to acquire and request copies of the test itself, answer keys, tech-
nical manuals, and any other information that may be helpful. In addition,
planners may wish to follow the example of the Massachusetts Committee on

©
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Basic Sk111s‘lmprovement Policy (Madaus et al., 1979), and ask the test
-publishers to identify those items which, in their opinion, measure the
competencies already identified for the program. "

N

Developing Criteria for Selection

This task usually involves working with staff and other persons
(e.g., teachers, parents, students, business representatives, members of
the community, legislators) to develop a comprehensive 1ist of criteria by -
which to judge the available tests. The particular selection criteria and
the method of review that is chosen or developed will vary according to
program needs. ,

A number of methods for reviewing tests for local, state, and national
programs are discussed in the program and research literature on this sub-
~ Ject (see Appendix A). -In Massachusetts, for example, the Department of
Education contracted with the Public Affairs Research Institute to develop
- both criteria for screening commercial tests and a system for applying
these criteria. (Madaus et al., 1979). The Institute identified criteria
relating both to the content of the test.and its technical properties.. The
.MEAN System developed by the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) is
- another example of possible selection criteria. The acronym stands for the.
four characteristics a test is rated on: measurement validity, examinee
appropriateness, administrative usability, and named technical excellence.
For a discussion of how the CSE staff applied this system, see CSE (1976) .

Criteria to consider include not ohly technical (e.g., validity, bias)
and content-related (e.g., accuracy, difficulty) issues, but also practical

features such as cost, availability of tests, and the administration of
‘test instruments. To facilitate this step, a comprehensive set of review

criteria can be developed to match the needs of the specific program.

IdentifyingAﬁotential Instruments

This simply consists of weeding out those tests which are obviously |
irrelevant or have obvious flaws. For example, tests of personal attitudes
or civic responsibilities are irrelevant if the identified competencies

-64-
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cover only reading and mathematics. Also, a test of mathematics which
requires only logical .thinking and no computation may be considered inade-
. quate if computation is a specified competency.

Aéglxing Selection Criteria

Once the potential instruments have been collected, the people
appointed to review the tests can do so by applying whatever selection
criteria have been developed or chosen. There are a number of ways in
which this step may be accomplished. Most of these procedures involve
the use of rating scales or checklists to quantify data from the review
process. The planner may wish to consult the test evaluations conducted

. by CSE using the MEAN system. The evaluations of commerical tests for all
levels are listed in Appendix A.

It is important to note that in situations which involve lay people
as reviewers--e.g., parents or legislators who may not be at all familiar
with testing programs--program personnel have found it generally advisable
to train these people before the actual review process begins, in order to
.guarantee the internal consistency across reviewers which is essential to

he review process. ‘

If there is more than one committee, then different selection crite-
ria may be developed for each committee. Or different people may rate the
tests on the basis of one portion of a complete set of criteria: for
example, in Massachusetts (Madaus et al., 1979) the committee was composed
of technical experts who reviewed the tests for technical criteria, and
other members, primarily teachers, who reviewed the tests on the basis of
content criteria. Although practical issues were of secondary importance
in Massachusetts because the tests selected were not mandated, but only
approved for use, a different set of people might be appointed to review
the tests only in terms of practical concerns. Ultimately, the results
from all of these separate reviews will be aggregated.

Given a committee of people appointed to review the potential tests
(preferably the same people who developed the selection criteria, who will
thus be familiar with all aspects of the program), there are at least
three approaches to completing the review. One approach is "to have every-
one rate each test independently and compile the results through a totally
objective method, e.g., keypunching and computer analysis. A second
approach, which may be favored by people who wish to feel personally
involved in a group process, is to have all the reviewers evaluate each

ERIC
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test simultaneously as a group, keeping one record of the consensus on
each test. A useful compromise between these approaches is to have the
reviewers rate the tests independently, and then meet as a group to dis-

cuss their ratings and reach a committee consensus.

The advance preparation of rating scales or checklists which are easy
_ to read, understand, and use is well worth the time and trouble required.
The Competency Handbook (Ohio SDE, 1978) provides a number of models which
_include a checklist of purposes for measuring competencies, a list of
criteria for test selection, a test nomination form, a test selection
{nformation form, a test comparison grid, and a rating scale for determin-
ing the relative importance of all the selection criteria.

A sample section of a rating scale from the Ohio Competency Handbook
(1978) is included below. :

-66-
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Careful planning and pre

‘Directions:

Circle One:
M .

L

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

INSTRUMENT SELECTICN CRITERIA

Each.committee member should sort the criteria into one
of three categories. "H" {s highest priority or most
important. “M" is medium priority and "L" {s lowest
priority. The entire committee should then adopt 2a
consensus 1ist of criteria. IT IS MOST IMPORTANT TO
CONSIDER EACH OF THESE ITEMS IN TERMS OF THE PURPOSES
SELECTED EARLIER. ‘

Cost per student includinrg materials and desired
scoring gerv1ces. '

Total amount of time necessary for test adminis-,
tration. '

Ease of administration (e.g., can be given by

teachers.

Recent appropriate norms (i.e., for different .
times of year and for groups of -students similar
to yours). ' S

High reliability and validity for the purposes in
local testing program. .

L_—~—""‘——-""--.___,,_———"""‘-""“--._____,,—w””“‘-‘"“-;-..J

paration can keep the difficulties in reach-

ing consensus to a minimum. The more explicit the selection criteria and

the more practical and e

probably be to reach agreement as to which tests are most appropriate for

use in the program.

After each reviewer has rated each potential test on the basis of the

set criteria, and/or the group has reached a consensus on each test, the
results can be compiled and analyzed.

fficient the review procedures, the easier it will



ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. G295 | - C , | '

Selecting the Instrument‘

For this final step, it may be helpful to rank-order the tests which . =~ '

‘have received the highest ratings. This will be easy-to do {f the rating

process yields a summative score for each test: for example, the MEAN
system, which yields a four-letter rating of each test (“Good" ratings on
each of the four criteria used in this system would be recorded as "GGGG").
Other procedures may yield numerical scores if a certain number of points
are awarded for the adequacy of the test in relation to specific criteria.

When the top tests have been rank-ordered, .there may be some with
equal or very similar ratings. In this case, the group can return to the
individual ratings and weigh the pros and cons of the results of the review
in order -to eventually reach consensus on which test is most appropriate
for the testing program. If after rank-ordering the potential tests there
is one test rated high enough that it stands head and shoulders above the

.crowd, then the job is done: a test has been selected.

Test Development

. In the programs surveyed test'development typically proceeded in one ®
of three ways: (1) by constructing it from the ground up, which includes

“writing all of the items; (2) by selecting the items from item pools or

from other tests, or by modifying an existirg test; or (3) by using a com- :
bination of the two methods by writing some items and selecting others. . .. -
Regardless of which approach is taken, procedures that can help to ensure '
that the test meets its intended purpose are similar. These are:

-- identifying personnel to develop tests;
-- developing test specifications;

-- developing item specifications;

-- writing/selecting items;

-- reviewing and editing items;

-- field-testing the instrument;

-~ conducting validity review;

-- modifying the test, if necessary.

Each will be considered in turn.
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‘Identifying Personnel to Develop Tests

Depending on the scope of the test development project, a number of
T personnel may be needed to complete the process. These include item
“writers, editors and reviewers, test administrators, project coordinators,
content experts, and technical experts to assist in designing, scoring,
analyzing, and reporting the resdlts of the test. Whether personnel with
. these skills are to come from local school districts, department staff, or
consulting agencies will depend on the individual situation; advantages
and disadvantages exist for each possibility. . . '

Teachers may be called upon to perform many of the developmental
‘tasks, particularly test item development, validity review,. and test
administration. In relation to the task of item development, programs
. have found both advantages and disadvantages to using local teachers.
According to Miller (1979), many teachers have had little or no training
in evaluation and find it difficult to develop good test items. On the
other hand, teachers have a vested interest in developing a test that may
affect their schools: they may make up for lack of éxpertise with their
~ enthusiasm and willingness to learn. Training teachers to develop test
" ftems can be beneficial to students, to school systems, and to the teach-
ers themselves; it may also save money if teachers are willing to contri-
bute their time and energy in return for training and experience. -A test
developed by local personnel is more likely to receive strong support in
the schools than a test developed elsewhere. N .

' : In Peterborough, New Hampshire, administrators hired two district
g ‘teachers and sent -them to Educational Testing Service (ETS) to learn how
. 4o write and edit test items. Although prior to this experience they had
no specialized training in this area, the teachers assisted in the devel-
—-- " gpment of thé competenciés and assessment, and now administer and score
competency assessments at all grade levels. By comparison, South
Burlington administrators chose to develop all instruments in-house and
- provided training in a summer workshop for interested teachers. Those
partic}pating received credit toward advancement on the district's salary
schedu le. : o S

Another option for administrators interested in providing staff
members with special knowledge in test development is to bring in consul-
tants who will train district staff. In Gary, Indiana, for example, con-
sultants from ETS taught teachers how to score essay tests holistically.

Test development experts are often more helpful in thoge areas which
require technical expertise, such as designing the test and analyzing the
results--expertise which is less likely to be available in the school

Q vy
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districts or in a department. The budget, however, may determine whether
consultants are employed in a test development project. Some compromises
may be possible; districts magoopt to develop some tests on their ‘own and
contract for others. Although Gary, Indiana developed an oral proficiency
test and hired con§ultants to teach the scoring of an essay test, the
reading test was developed by Westinghouse Learning Corporation, which’
selected items to match the competencies. '

B sl

Finally, the program staff generally assumes the responsibility
for monitoring and coordinating personnel, and completing the activities
involved in the project. .

.Developing Test Specificatibns :

As mentioned in an earlier section, a blueprint or set of specifica-
_tions for the tesp.is helpful before construction of the test beginsy A
test developer who builds a test without a preliminary design faces the
same risk as an architect who begins construction of a house before drawing
the blueprint: the structure may collapse. -For examples of test specifi-
cations, see California's Technical Assistance Guide (1978), Appendix B.
Sample test specifications from materials prepared by the Beaumont Unified
School District are included in this documgnt.

when designing the test, an important consideration is the domain : .
covered by the test. Each subarea of the domain is usually to be repre- : :
sented on the test in proportion to its importance in the domain. For

. example, a possible domain may be mathematics, which is to be measured; in .

a one-hour test. Then within the domain there may be subareas such as

mathematical computation, number concepts, geometry and measurement, and

problem solving. When the relative importance of each subarea within the

domain has been determined (by public survey, job analysis, comnittee

consensus, etc.), each subarea is represented proportionally on the test. .

-On the next pa§e is iisample chart that may be useful in constructing
test specifications; the numbers and competenc ies have been devised to
describe a mathematics test of 60 items in length. Note that in this

hypothetical domain there are .four subareas, each of which is tested by a
number of items proportionate to its predetermined relative importance.

Within a subarea, also, the importance of each competency has been deter-
mined, and assigned a number of items needed to measure it.

.y
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DOMAIN: MATHEMATICS
% of \ Number of - Number of.
Subarea Damain Items/ Competency | Items/
: . Subarea Competency
L. Computation - 20% \.\ 12 1. 4
§ Y 2. 8
II.  Concepts _ 30%. 18 3. 6
' 40 6
| 5. 6
o III. Geometry & 10% 6 6. ”2
. Measurement
7. 4
IV. Problem " 40% 24 8. 6
Solving : _
g. '8
‘ ’ 100 10
TOTALS 100% 60 60
‘/
-71-
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\[ One purpose of drawing up test specifications: is to obviate problems

that might arise in the future. The types of scoreés expected and the

decisions to be made on the basis of test results will help to define the

teif specifications. Within the-subareas-of-a-particular test, the number

of ‘items matched to each competency must also be determined. In general,
the\larger the number of items, the greater the reliability of the test
results and the greater confidence one can place in evaluation decisions

.- (Berk, 1979). Berk recommends 5-10 {tems per.competency for classroom-

.+ level,decisions and 10-20 items for school-, s{stemé, and state-level
decis\ons, and this was generally observed in the-field. P

\ .

When the test specifications have been completed, each subsequent
_step in\ the development process can readily follow from these specifica-
tions. \ . .- . ;

o

z

N Deve?oginﬂ item Specif ications

Test specifications are to tests as item specifications are to items:
they help ygu plan in advance to determine what the items will look like.
As Dahl (1971) and Rovinelli and Hambleton (1976) point out, the most
. important re?uirement in the construction of .a criterion-referenced test
is establishing a direct relationship between each item on the test and
the competency it purports to measure. Translating competencies into :
jtems is an eSsential step in establishing the validity of the test, and a
carefully designed framework for this process can significantly improve
. chances of success (Priestley & Nassif, 1979). Item specifications can be
- of tremendous value in this process because they can. determine exactly '
what types of items must be written or selected to measure each competency.
The process of yeviewing these specifications may also, as in New Jersey,
for one, serve to promote confidence that an appropriate and useful instru-
~ment is being cqpstructed.' :

Generally, specifications for selected-response items include most or
all of the following characteristics: a statement of the competency, a '
sample item, stem attributes (how the question 'is to be presented), and
response attribut&s'(how the distractors are to be constructed). fheytnay
also include stimulus attributes (description of stimulus material the
item requires, e.g., the length and difficulty level of a reading passage)
and a description of the content domain (e.g., what subjects can be tested

. across a set of items matched to the competency). /

v )
£

Y
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For constructed-response items such as essay tests or oral-response
questions, the specifications usually include a description of the testing
. .situation (e.g., "The student will 1isien to questions on a paced-tape and
o record his or her responses"), and a set of scoring criteria to determine
whether or not a response is adequate. . [
. The ideal situatioen is to have the same people who first developed
the item specifications then write or select the items. Through discus-
sion, close. examination of the competencies, and attempts to define them
more clearly, the specification developers can acquire a detailed know-
ledge of just what each competency entails and how it should be measured.
Once the type of measurement and its characteristics have been defined,
item development may proceed. ' )

The development of item specifications, as stated abdve, is an
optional step; many test development procedures go directly from competen-
cies to items without it. Whether or not this extra step is taken will
depend upon factors considered in this section, particularly those related

.+| to test validity. If the validity of a test is paramount,” then item spec-
' {fications will help to ensure that the process of item development will
generate a valid test. Item specifications may also save considerable time
and money by averting a situation ‘in which the first administration of a
gomp]eted test reveals that the test does not measure what it was intended
0. : . * ' :

!
!

 Writing/Selecting Items

To construct a test, items may all be written, may all be ée1ected,
or may be generated through a combined approach. _

If the test items are selected, two considerations arise: (1) avail-
ability of sources from which items can be selected, and (2) how these
items will be matched to the competencies already identified. Items can
be selected from item pools or from published tests--usually tests in the
public domain. Complete item pools, or item banks, do not ;et exist,
although they are under development in many areas (AASA;, 1978). In some
cases, local school districts and consortia have pooled their resources to -
develop item banks, and some states (e.g., California, New York) are in
the process of developing pools of items for use by their local districts.
Commercially developed item pools are also available. (See Appendix A for
sources for items and tests.) . o

?

e
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8 . " 'Selecting items from published tests, which Florida chose to do to
4 -+ obtain some of its ‘items, may incur ‘additional costs for permission to-use
.the items (somé publishers char?e a standard rental fee per item, per
_administration), or it may simply require a request for permission to
. reprint copyrighted materials and -an acknowledgement to the publisher
cited in the test booklet. Ihe fact that tests in the public domain do
‘not require permission for reprinting may be a trade-off for *lower qual-
ity; itehs are released after they have been used, and may -somet imes be
- outdated. ; ;o - - B
. The second important factor in selecting items is establishing con-
gruence between what the items measure and whai the competencies intend
to measure, 1.e., matching items to competencies. Thé most widely used
. approach to this task is @ review by 2 committee of qualified ‘persons,
often. teachers and evaluators. The first step is to define the exact :
intent of each compatency; next, to identify the content or skill measured
by each item reviewed; last, to match the items.to the competencies. This
. -review can be performed on a group or individual basis, in much the same
way as t?e review for selecting pubttshed tests. - "

Although this approqgg sounds simple, it presents some difficuities "
in that criteria other th¥h item/competency match must be applied. For
example, item bias is a concern; ensuring.that the set of itéms matched to
one competency covers a representative sample of skiils or knowledge in ..°

_the’ domain defined by the competerty can be difficult; and 'equating diffi-
culty levels of items measuring a single competency can. be a proktlem.

_gFor a Tore comprehensive 1ist of criteria for item reyiew, see "Reviewing
tems." oo :

-
s

-~ If the decision is to wriféothe,itemS'required to construct a test,
an important consideration again is item/competency match. The use of = =
ftem specifications is one effective way to help ensure that valid items =~
will bg produced. The 1likelihood of producing valid items will be greatcr
Af the item wri* ; are qualified content specialists with demonstrated

. "minimum compet..cy" in writing skills, and if they have heen carefully.
) and systematically trained by a professional experienced in item writin?,
| editing, and item writer training. Those with 1ittle or no ‘experience in
item writing may need a practical introduction to evaluation concepts
before they begin writing., Also, if the team of writers is a representa-
tive sample with respect to ethnic background, sex, and cul®ural pemspec-
tive--insofar as this is feasible--this may decrease the possibility of
 bias -in items across the test. (For sources of information on how to
write test items, see Appgpdix A.) : . :
Other procedures which may be followed to ensure the validity and
quality of test items take place after the -items have been written, at
least in first draft form. These procedures are described in the next
four subsections. '
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Reviewing and Editing Test Items

!

Although the entire"set of items is likely to be reviewed many times
in the course of test development, and it is useful to have as many people
* as possible participate in the review process, for the very first review
: it may be more desirable to submit the items to a two-member team consist-
ing of a qualified reviewer and a qualified editor who can examine each
ftem for content and grammar, respectively, as well as for the quality of
_ the item as a measurement device. The team is likely to be most effective
. if both reviewer and editor have been 'trained in certain aspects-of psycho-
metrics and test development. ‘

Items are generally reviewed on the basis of many criteria. Some of
- these criteria, compiled from a number of programs, are listed in Table 1,
and may be used for reviewing all types of items, either written or
‘selected. For a listing of some additional guidelines for reviewing and
editing, see California (1978), Appendix C. For the purposes of clarity,
jtem-related terms used below are defined as follows:

&
DIRECTIONS: ° Instructions used to orfeiit examinees to the item
format. How to answer the question(s).. | .
STIMULUS: A reading passige, picture, chart, atc., that

. includes :r.formation necessary to-the item.

¢ STEM:—' The main body of the 1£em which states any neéessary
facts and asks the actual question.

ALTERNATIVES: Possible answers to choose'from, which often include
a correct response and one to four distractors.

DISTRACTOR:  An incorrect response in a set of alternativas or
possible answers. '

Once the test items have been reviewed and edited, they may still
need revision by the item #riter, or they may have to be replaced by new
items. When a set of acceptahle items has been produced, they can then
be reviewed by a committee of qualified persons who did not participate
in the writing process. The most widely used approach is to select a com-
mittee that comprises teachers, onc or more members of the departmental

-75-
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Validity

TABLE 1 N

Item Review Criteria

i

Is the item closely matched to the competency, fy@uy does
the item measure knowledge or a skill within the domain of
the competency? ' . . '

Is the knowledge or skill measured by the item a significant
aspect of the domain (which may contain an almost infinite
number of possinilities)? . '

Is the format of the item suited to the skill or knowledge it
is intended to measure? ' : :

S

Could' the item be more difficult to one group than to
another because of an unstated assumption or esoteric
wording? Is the item biased in terms of sex, race, age,
culture, religion, or region? Does it contain a stereo- type?

(NOTE: Bias is a multi-level criterion, i.e., each item can
be reviewed individually and as part of the entire set of
items. One item which presents a woman as a secretary or a
Chii e man working in a laundry is not necessarily biased;
if similarly stereotyped situations occur in many items, then
the test as a whole may be biased.)

Could the item be offensive to a member of any ethnic
group?
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Accuracy

Difficulty

TABLE 1 (econtinued)

Is the item grammatically correct?

L)

Is there only one correct response? o S

Are the stem and alternatives clearly stated and -una.mbigb-

uous? .

Are there structural clues to the correct response?

Are all distractors plausible but still incorreet?

Is the readability level of the item appropriate to the grade
level? \

Is the level of difficulty of the skill or knowledge required
by the item appropriate for the designated grade level?

Are all items matched to each competency geared at about
the same level of difficulty?

-77-
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" TABLE 1 (continued)

Interest Level

—  Will the item-related material, e.g., read assege, be
interesting to examinees? . & : g ’

— Is there enough variability in approach and content across
_items, to the extent that variability is possible, to make the
test interesting?

) Practical Considerations

— Is the item simply too big and unwieldy to be included, e.g.,
an item whieh requires a student to choose one of four maps
¢ when a question about one map would suffice? :

— Is the format of the item clear and understanda:ble?

—  Are the directions clear, concise, and unambiguous?

ERIC - -
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staff, and perhaps parents, student representatives, members of the busi-
ness community, legislators, etc. The selection of this group may depend
_on the importance of the test and its consequences, the amount of time and
“money available, and the nature of the test itself ({.e., the subject
matter, as in a reading test versus a test in engineering). As large and
representative a cross-section of people as possible, given project con-
straints,.is desirable.

_ It may be necessary to orient committee members to the testing pro-
gram and train them in how to interpret the competencies and review test
jtems. Results from a committee consensus on each item written will often
determine the amount of revision necessary before field testing.

Field-Testing the Instrument

Program personnel identified during the site visits two procedures as
being particularly useful in developing a competency-based instrument:
(1) field-testing the instrument with a representative sample of the popu-
lation for whom the test is intended, and (2) examining the test and its
results to determine the effectiveness of the test in measuring what it

. purports to measure. The first procedure--field-testing--is considered

here. The second involves determining validity and reliability,
which is discussed in the next section. :

The purposes of a field test usually include one or more of the
following: (1) to refine the test items; (2) to identify "bad” items,
j.e., items which do not yield the kinds of results expected; (3) to
obtain baseline data for assessment; (4) to obtain data for designing the :
final test(s), e.g., data from which to construct parallel or equivalent
test forms; and (g)‘to gather information useful for refining the instru-
ment as a whole, e.gs, time required for administration. Field-testing is
that step in developing a test which will generate the results from which
evaluative decisions may be made. Field-testing may also be required for
selected tests, for one or more of the purposes stated above.

When the field test results have been collected and analyzed, their
interpretation can be used to refine the test jtems, to provide a basis
for tinal test design, ‘and to provide empirical data for selecting items
to be used in the final test.

-79-
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~ Conducting Content Validity Review

.

In recent years content validity review has become increasingly
important, particularly in relation to tests which are used for certifica-
tion, 1icensing, and high school graduation. Whether or not this step is
taken, however, will depend on the situation. o '

Essentially, a group of content specialists in a particular field
review the test items to determine whether or not they are content-valid.
On the basis of the ratings of specialists, an item is classified as valid
‘or not valid. (See the next section, “Establishing Validity and Reliabil-
ity," and Chapter 4, "Standard Setting," for further discussion of rating
procedures.) Results of a content validity review can be used to refine
the -items; e.g., an item declared inva. the first review may contain
only a minor. error that can be emended. .

If a test does not require the time and expense of this somewhat com-
plicated, technical process, e.g., if the test is intended for use as a
classroom instrument: for fourth-graders, then a content- review by special-
ists in a particular field may be considered. This may be helpful in
several ways: a specialist may discover something in the test which is

~outdated as the result of a recent discovery (e.g., the planet Pluto is
temporarily not the farthest from the sun; thus a science test item
becomes invalid). Or the expert may notice something that was overlooked
in several reviews by staff members who have been closely connected with
the project. A disinterested eye can often spot flaws that go unnoticed
by others. Also, review and a "stamp of approval® from recognized special-"
ists can give the test a great deal more credibility in the eyes of the
public and of other professionals.

[ J

Modifying the Test, If Necessary

The final step in developing a test is to modify the items and the
test design itself, if necessary, on the basis of the results of the item
reviews, the field test, and the content validity review. When this step
has been completed, the test can be prepared for printing, distribution,
and/or administration. '

Q
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T cess

Establishing Vaiidity and Reliability

<

Of the many technical and legal issues related to minimum competency
testing, the validity of the instrument used to certify attainment of the
competencies is generally agreed to be one of the most important. A close
second is the issue of test relifability. The steps required for the pro-

~ cess of either test selection or test development may be determined by the
- need for establishing validity and reliability. The importance of these
 issues bears a direct relationship to the seriousness of consequences to
+ ~ the examinees and the likelihood of 1e?a1 challenge. A test required for
high school graduation, teacher certification, or professional licensure
is much more likely to be chp11enged on -legal grounds than, for instance,
a test used to diagnose reading difficulties among third-graders. In
Florida, the SSAT-I1I, for example, which is a requirement for high school -
diplomas, has been challenged in the courts (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1978);"
) as a result, it was necessary to establish validity of the instrument and . -
- its reliability as a basis for decisions related to the attainment of .com-
petencies. For a test that is susceptible to legal challenge, technical
assistance from test developers, measurement experts, and legal experts
- may be desirable. : '

,

Types of Validity

The purpose of this section is to provide some practical definitions
of technical terms, a discussion of ways in which these issues might
affect a minimum competency testing program, and suggestions for proce-
dures which cam be used to establish the validity and reliability of a

~ test instrument. o

When a challenge to a test arises, the courts generally rely on the
widely accepted Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests (APA,
AERA, NCME, 1974) as the authoritative source on such issues as validity
and reliability. The Standards recognize three major types of validity,
which are defined below. '

Content validity requires that the skills, knowledge, and behaviors
measured by a test constitute a representative sample of ‘the skills, know=
ledge, and pehaviors in the performance domain. Critical components of
content validity include the clear definition.of a performance domain, of
the competencies on which the test is based, and of the method for sampl-
ing from the domain.
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Conatruot validity refers to the ability of a test to measure the
constructs or intellectual concepts which it is designed to measure.
Examples of such constructs are reading readiness, management aptitude,
and attitude. Establishing construct validity requires one or more pro=-
dictions about the hypothetical characteristics of -examinees who score
high on the tes* as opposed to those who score Tow, and data with which
to prove the validity of these predictions. . :

Criterion-related validity includes both concurrent validity and pre-
dictive validity. Comourrent validity consists of establishing the valid-
ity of an instrument by analyzing it in relation to a concurrent criterion,
e.g., a student's grades or scores on an existing test already proven
valid. Prediotive validity requires the demonstration of a correlation
between performance on the test and degree of success in relation 'to the
predictor, e.g., college entrance or job performance. .

In addition to these types of validity defined by the Standards,
three other types are often mentioned. These include the folTowing:
curricylum validity, which demonstrates the degree to which a test mea-
sures what is purportedly taught in the schools (often considered part of
content validity); instrudtional validity, which demonstrates that stu-
dents have actually been taught what is on the test (often considered part
of criterion-related validity); and face validity. @ nontechnical, infor-
mal term that implies that a test looks valid, {.e., appears to be a rea-
sonable measure of the,desired competencies.

Construct validity, according to Linn (1979), is useful in minimum
competency testing {f the inferences made from the test results lead to
expectations about the examinee's aptitude, e.g., 2 student who passes a
test in addition is now ready to begin learning subtraction. This type of

validity, however, is difficult to achieve and seldom practical for appli-

cation to achievement tests developed by educators. to determine masterv/
nonmastery (Nassif, 1978). - , ' ,

Federal guidelines state that a test for licensure or certification
can be considered valid if it can be shown that the test measures a repre-
sentative sample of the skills required in the performance of the job for
which a candidate will be licensed or certified (EEOC, 1977). Both crite-
rion-related validitg and content validity are considered acceptable means
by which to establish job-relatedness. This concept of job-relatedness is
analogous to the requirement that a minimum competency test used in an
academic setting must measure the skills and knowledge required of a stu-
dent to parform in school or after graduating from the school.

Content validity can be used to support the inference that a person
<who passes a test based on a clearly defined domain and made up of a
representative sample of items measuring that domain has attained at least
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some degree of competency in relation to the skills and knowledge identi-

 fied. This is the most practical approach to validating a test based on .
school skills, A test based.on 1ife skills or survival skills, however,
may require the use of predictive validity to show that results from a
test a.student has taken in school have a definite relationship to success
in life beyond the schoolyard.

McClung (1977) contends that the most important types of validity for
a minimum competency test will more often be curriculum and instructional
validity. A test may be challenged on a sound legal basis if it does not
measure what students are taught in school; a test may be challenged,
therefore, if it measures the stated curriculum but that curriculum is not
actually taught in the classroom. '

\
\

A}

1

 Types of Reliability

Reliability refers to the degree to which the results of -testing
are attributable to systematic sources of test score variance (Standards,
 —1974), ln-other words, a test is considered reliable if it generates com-

( parable test scores across time, across test forms, and/or across subareas

, of the test's domain. . . '

j Reliability is particularly important in relation to the generaliz-
ability and consistency of inferences made on the basis of test scores,
e.g., mastery/non-mastery (Hambleton & Novick, 1973; Linn, 1979). This is
perhaps the characteristic of reliability that is most relevant to minimum
competency testing.

Characteristics of reliability include one or more of the following
elements: comparability of test forms, which refers to the consistency of
scores across different forms of the test designed to be parallel, or
equivalent; internal consistency, which refers to the correlation of scores
between test halves or subtests in a test battery; and comparability over
time, which refers to the reproducibility of scores on a test given more
than once. .

~ In a minimum competency testing program, several situations may arise
which would increase the desirability of ensuring test reliability. For-
example, if a test is given to high schcol students, some of the students
may fail, receive additional instruction or remediation, and then take the

same test again or take a second form of the test. The student's scores °
on each test must be consistent with respect to the student's achievement

ERIC
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in order to produce reliable results. Also, a minimum competency test may
comprise subdomains, such 2s reading and mathematics, and/or subareas
within the domains, such as problem solvin? and computation. The level of /
difficulty across subareas and the reliability of scores achieved in these’

" subareas must be established. . - L !

Procedures for Es%&blishing Validity and Relfability

Certain accepted procedures for establishing the reliability and
validity of a test seem applicable to minimum competency testing; they
will be described here briefly. Further assistance in these procedures
can be obtained from the extensive literature extant on these subjects
and through the use of professional testing specialists.

Establishing Validity

The most important type of validity in a minimum competency program
is likely to be content validity, i.e., establishing that the test measures
the s?ecified domain of competencies. This is also the most practical type
of validity procedure to conduct in terms of cost, time, and usefulness of
the results, particularly in a public school testing program. As mentioned
earlier, content validity procedures stand up in court as acceptable if
done correctly. - :

. Probably the most widely used approach to determine content validity
is the review of the test items by a group of at least 10 content special-
ists. Each content specialist reviews each item independently on the
basis of four criteria: item/competency match (whether the item measures
the competency, and whether the entire set of test items constitutes a
representative sample of all the competencies in terms of their relative
importance); significance (whether each item measures a significant aspect
of the domain of a competency); bias; and accuracy (whether there' is cnly

* one correct response). In addition to these criteria, a content validity
review may incorporate an analysis of the level of difficulty of each item
and its appropriateness on a minimum competency test (see Chapter 4,
“Standard Setting").

\
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Each reviewer should be trained in the rating procedure, and then
 instructed to rate each item individually as valid or-not vaiid, on the
basis of the established criteria. Results from all of the independent-
reviews are collected and analyzed for consistency across.reviewers, and

~ then presented in summary form for interpretation. A consensus of/the

. reviewers is necessary to establish the content validity of an 1t$4; how-
‘ever, the number required for consensus will vary with the situation (see

‘ g:ss{f£-1279)._ A11 items rated as valid are then availablé for use on the

Y

Establishing Reliability

-

Reliabil4ty is determined on the basis of empirical data collected
from actual test administration(s). This can be done hy admindsterin? the
same test to the same examinees at two different times (with too little
time in between administrations to allow significant learning by the exam-
inee); administering two parallel forms of the test to the same examinees;.
or administering two halves of the test at once, providing that both test\\\
halves are representative of the same domain. - . .

Different methods of estimating reliability are designed to account
for different sources of measurement error (Standards, 1974). ‘As a
general rule, the longer-the test is (in terms of the number of items),
the more likely it is to be reliable. In many minimum competency testing
situations, however, the test is not usuafly of sufficient length to
ensure reliability on this basis alone (Linn, 1979).
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Buros, 0. K. {Ed.). The nineteen thirty-eight mental measurements
. arbook. Highland Park, New Jersey: ,Grypﬁon-'ress,_1972,

riginally published, 1938)

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). The nineteen forty mental measurements arbook{.
Highland Park, New Jersey.: Gryphon Fress, 1972. fﬁrig*na!ly
publshed, 1941) ) ,

e Buros, 0. K. (Ed. ‘ aTh th1rd menta1 measurements earbook. Highland
. Park, New Jersey: )

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). The_ fourth mental measurements arbook. High-
land Park, New Jersey‘ fﬁryphon Press, 1953. '/ : .

14

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). :The fifth mental measurements earoeok; Highland
Park, New Jersey: ~ Gryphon Press, 1959. , ' :

Buros, 0. K. (Ed. ).llTests in grint. Highipnd Park, New dersey'--~-—-'3-

Gryphon Press,

".Buros. 0. K. (Ed.). The sixth mental measurements earbook. d19h1and'
. Park, New Jersey. Gryphon Press, 1965, . '
Buros, 0. K. (Ed ). The seventh mental measurements earbook., High-
_ land Park, New Jersey:  Gryphon gress. 1972. ‘
" Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). Tests in print II. Highland Park, New Jersey:’
' Gryphon Press, 19 - o '
Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). English }e;ts and reviews. Highland Park, New
. Jersey: Gryphon Press, . , <

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). Foreign langquage tesfs'and reviéms. Highland
Park, New Jersey: Gryphon Eress, 1975.
- . I 4 ) :
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Buros 0. K. (Ed ). Inte]ligence tests and revieg élighland Park,
o New Jersey: Gryphon ress,

Buros; 0. K. (Ed.). Mathematics tests and reviews. Highland Park,
New Jersey: Gryphon Press, 13/5. . .

© Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). Reading tests and reviews II. Highland Park,
' New Jersey: Gryphon Press,-1975. . '

L]

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). Science tests and reviews. Highland Pa(g,‘New
Jersey: Gryphon Press, o :

e 'Buros. 0. K. (Ed.). Social studie% tests and rev1ews. Highland. Park,
TR - New Jersey: Gryphon Press, . _ : '

Buros, 0. K. (Ed.). Vocational tests and reviews. Highland Park,
New Jersey: Gryphon Press, '

- Tests: unpublished : . - | )

JOhnson, 0. é. Tests;and measurements in child 'development: Hand-

book II. San Francisco, Ca 11?ornia:__dosseye5ass. o

" Johnson, 0. G., & Bommarito, J. W. Tests and measurements in child
_ develogment. San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass, 1971.
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|
Instructional Objectives Exchange
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_+  Sequencing 5 T :
‘;G _;/ Ahmann, J. S., & Glock, M. D. Evaluating pupil growth: Princi les
P of tests and measurements iSth.eq.S. Boston: Allyn and Bacon,
. .. I. 975. S o -

/ - Btoom, B., Hastings, J, T., & Madaus, G. Handbook on formative and

/}/ _ summative evaluation of student learning. New York: McGraw-
b~_' ) ’ . ’ .n" '.‘_ ) .

Gronlund, N. E. Measurement and evajuation in teaching (2nd ed.).
New York: Macmiilan Lo., —

.

'Henrysson, S. Gathering ahafyzing, and using data on test items. '
In R. L{ Jhorndike (Ed.), Educational measurement (2nd ed.).
Washingtoh, D.C.: American Ceuncil on Educatjon, 1971.

ol
%

. Tests : ' - '/

- i : . . J
California, State Department of Education. .Technical assistance

uide for proficiency assessment. Sacramento, California:
Author, 19;7.' - . h

Center for the Study of Evaiuation. CSE Elementary Test Evaluations.
o Los Angeles: .Uniyersity of California, I§7Q.

—

Center for the Study of Evalﬁation. CSE ECRC Preschoo14K1nder9arten :
Test EvaluatignSs Eps Angeles: University of California, 19/1.

-

" Center for the Study of Evaluation. CSE RBS Test Evaluations; Tests
“ p of Higher-Qrder Cognitive, Affective, and Interpersonal SKills.
b Los Angles: University of California, 1972.

Center for theStudy of Eva]bation. CSE Secondar School Test Evalua-
tions. Lps Angeles: University of California, 1974, (thrgp

-, volumes)
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Center for the Study of Evaluation. CSE'Elementar School iest Evalu-
ations. Los Angeles: University of Eai??orn!a, 1976. |
Madaus, G., Afrasian, P., Hambleton, R., Consalvo, R., & Orlandi, L.
geVQIog%ent and application of criteria for screening commercial
standardized tests ‘for the aﬁsac usetts Basic Skills mgrovement _
nstitute, 1979.

Policy. Boston: Public Affairs Researc

National Consortium on Testing. Testing the tests (Staff Circular
No. 1). Cambridge, Massachuset®s: Huron Institute, 1978.

Ohio, State Department of Education. Competency handbook. Columbus,
. Ohio: Author, 1978. _ '

-

Writing

Fy

Test {tems

. #
California, Stats Department of Education. Technical assistance

uide for proficiency assessment. Sacramento, california:
Author, I9;7.

Gronlund, N. E. Measurement and evaluation in testin (2nd ed.).
New York: Macmillan Co., .

Ohio, State Department of Education. Competency handbook. Columbus,
Ohio: Author, 1978.

Wesman, A. Writing the test item. In R. L. Thorndike (Ed.), Edu-
cational measurement (2nd ed.). - Washington, D.C.: American -
Council on Education, 1971.
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CHAPTER 4 : L
~ SETTING STANDARDS s
. Paula M. Nassif - - | .

Introduction, ' ' -

b v
] ]
\|

The purpose of standard setting is to specify the score above which
» performance is considered satisfactory and below which it is considered
unsatisfactody and thus to characterize the capabilities or competencies
of each examinee. Although this score, called the pass/fail or cutoff .
score, is of importance to every examinee, it .is also a focus of attention S O
for parents, teachers, public interest groups, -and other educators. Since :
the ramifications--legal, political, and financial--of setting the cutoff
score are great, it is advisable to thoroughly consider the approach used.

Both the procedures and the issues discussed in this chapter aré -
drawn from a study of minimum competency testing programs. While the pro-
¢ cedures described are those that have been or are being used to set stan- :
dards, the issues reflect a more general and comprehensive focus. At the .
_state and local levels these issues surfaced in committee meetings and : :
review sessions, at public gatherings and in print; not all were
documented in state and local materials, many having been mentioned in the -
course of interviews. As a result, the issues represent a drawing
together of many resources. Just as certain parameters may be taken into
‘account in formu- lating competencies and testing instruments, so should
they be considered when an -approach to standard setting is selected. This
chapter will high- 1ight these parameters.
’ |

The standard setting strategies that will be discussed in this chapter
are the following: (1) administrative decision or consensus, (2) Nedelsky,
(3) Jaeger, and (4) contrasting groups. Appropriate examples of the appli-
cation of each model will be presented. Since the situations, resources,
and neéds of each local district or state vary so much, however, no pre-

_ scriptive rules will be presented. Rather, the procedures represent a sub-
set of possible-procedures, the issues a 1isting of those that the program
planner may want to take into account in setting standards.
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Issues and Parameters
n .

Of the numerous procedures or.strategies for setting the standards .

_for a competency examination, some are brief and simple, while others' are
‘complex and time-consuming to implement. In_ the past, most major testing
programs were norm-referenced and the cutoff score was usually established

in relation to the strict statistical characteristics or outcomes of the

test. With the exception of the Nedelsky method (1954), most procedures
commonly in use.now have been developed, tested, revised, and implemented
in the past 15 years. And of these procedures, some have emerged directly

as a result of needs arising from minimum competency testing programs.

Issues in fhe deveiopment,‘selection. and/or 1mp1ementa£1on of a
standard setting strategy that are currently being considered by program
managers 1qclude: '

e

o legal defensibility
-- legal issues _
-- uses of expert judgment

o ease of implementation :
2= time/expertise available : ‘

-- reoroducibility of procedures | ' -
N ‘-’ ) A
~ @ puplic acceptance | ,

e psychometric characteristics
-- si-gle versus multiple cutoffs

-- whether or .not to include information about performance levels
-- classification of examinee scores '

e political considerations \

) financial‘factofs

The next section will discuss legal defensibility, implementation,
and public acceptance. The section on strategies will present specific
technical and psychometric characteristics of each model. Political and
financial considerations will not be discussed.

s
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"Legal Defensibility

. . .
- . ) .
. ] . . ¢ .

 Legal issues. Although each of the above factors is_ important to -
consider 1n the standard setting process, preference and local need will
dictate which issues will assume more or less importance. The legal
defensibility of the test is one .issue which deserves careful attention.
Recently, in'some notable cases, the courts have disallowed the use of a
1icensing or certification instrument because the cutoff score or passing
score had been arbitrarily or capriciously established. In several deci-

- stons the courts have stated that although the required test standard or

minimum performance level may be specified by the test user, such a score

 must bear a relationship to minimum job performance. In other decisions

~ courts have ruled that for a standard to be valid and therefore appro-

dealing with the statewide establishment and use of cutoff scores, the

priate for ‘use, it must be job-related and logical (Dent v. West v1r31n1a,
1899; U.S. v. State of North Carolina, 1975; U.S. v. State of South (aro-

lina, 1977; Georgia Association of Educators v. Nix 1975; Armstead v. : C
Starkville Municipal Separate Schoéol District, 19755. - ' .

The legal consequences for misclassifying examinees on the basis of a -
minimum competency test may be very similar to those cited for certifica-
tion and licensing tests. Setting standards by a well-documented, techni-
cally sound mgthod -will help to avoid those potential consequences.

7

Uses of judgment. Some years ago a hajor fbpic of discussion was
whether judgment had a legitimate role to play in standard setting prac-
tices. In the course of the development and implementation of many

' different measurement procedures, specialists have come to recognizg, that
.varying amounts of jggggsnt are employed in the establishment of any cut-

off score (Shepard,

‘ As a result, some researchers have reﬂ\sed their 0p1n1ohs. Jaeger,
who initially classified standard setting médels as either judgmental or
empirical, currently holds the following view: .

A1l standard setting is judgmental. No améunt of data collection,

data analyses and model building can replace the ultimate judgmental

act of deciding which levels of performance are meritorious or.

acceptable and which are unacceptable or inadequate. . . . In either -
,--caszé)subject1ve judgment of merit is inescapable (Jaeger, 1979, .

P. .
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Strategies can vary with respect to the type of judgments they require : f'

and with respect to the factors that judges are asked to consider. In _
eneral, the extent to which the nature of the judgment can be controlled
?so ag to minimize extraneous -influences) enhances the defensibility of a
procedure. '

As one example of a model which permits a standard to be set in an
arbitrary and capricious fashion, Glass (1977) cites the example which he
refers to;gs vcounting backwards from 100%." " In this model, the standard
setters spécify that 100% performance on each skill or objective is the
desired outcome. In acknowledgment of a “certain" amount of human error,

~.the required performance level is reduced from 100% to, say, 93% or 85%,
What is arbitrary and capricious about this procedure and other equally

. unstructured approaches is the disregard for real factors and consequences
on the part of those who set the standard. - i

For example, have the standard setters considered at what point in
“counting backwards from 100%" ordinary human error can be confused with
failure or noncompetency? At what point in the process is this issue
considered or even identified? Is ‘here any consideration for the issue
of what percent of students will pass or fail as a result of one Judge's
estimate of error allowance against another's?

'Many educators claim that this last factor (1i.e., percbnt of “students
passing or failing) has little to do with competency assessment. Nonethe-
less, several other models do consider this particular.factor as a means

of facilitating a more focused judgment. .

Glass points out that attempts to set standards are either "blatantly
arbitrary" (as in the above example) or “derived from a set of arbitrary
premises" (as in other, -more structured models). Glass holds the view
that the difficulty of setting standards well, however, does not excuse
educators from doing so when needed; he goes on to caution: "Less arbi-

" trariness is safer." . .

Psychometric Characteristics

The selection of a cutoff score has typically led prdhram planners to
consider the following issues: ‘

- whetﬁér_to apply single or multiple cutoff scores;

ERIC
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-- whether information about examinee performance levels should
be included ox omitted; , . .

- whether the classification of examinee scores is correct. -

. . \ - - :
. Bach of these 1;sues will be discussed briefly.

VAR

i Single versus multiple cutoff scores. Fundamental to this discussion
);/‘ of single versus multiple cutoff standards is an understanding of the
v difference between multipie (versus single) standards on a test which
: apply to all candidates and multiple standards which apply to different
. candidates. For an introductory discussion of the latter issue the reader -
i{s referred to Brickell (1977). This chapter will consider only the
former issue: whether to establish.single or multiple performance stan-.
dards which every student must meet. ° ' - ‘

In setting the standards for a competency test, one should first

_ consider the test purpose. If the purpose is to provide diagnostic infor-

" mation (instead of an overall-descriptive determination), one will follow
different avenues in setting standards.. When the purpose of the test-and

" its outcomes aredclear, and these have been kept in mind throughout all
the procedural and developmental stéps of designing the competency test,
the process of standard setting is facilitated. In order to decide in
favor of either multiple cutoffs or a single cutoff to determine pass/
fail decisions, the researcher who is considering fhe use of multiple cut-
offs on a test may want to keep in mind the following points:

. p
-- Requiring specified levels of performance on Subtests or subsec-
tions within an exam ensures that every examinee classified \
as competent possesses some level of competence in each section
of the domain. - ' :

s -- If subtest cutoff scores are used, the stability of each subtest
criterion will depend upon the number of {tems within each
subsection.

-- One effect of establishing multiple cutoff scores (such that
there are various criteria that must be met from subsection to
subsection) is that the number of candidates who pass all
sections will be’reduced.

©
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. aim is to ensure that examinees possess some level of ski

The cutoff-score in each subsection need not be extremelxﬁ?igh,izizce :he
on that sub-

*section of the test. ¢ A°trade-off {s often necessary here, in order to

keep the cutoff score from being uhreasonably high on the subsections of
the test, and yet still above the level of a chance score. In setting

.muktiple cutoff scores, too, the possibility of misclassification is

- &
-

L)

increased with each additional cutoff ‘score. If there is only one cutoff

scoré on the test, there is only one possibility fer misclassifying candi-
dates: at the point of the cutoff score. If there are four cutoff scores,
one for each subsection of the test, there are four possibilities for mis-

_c1as§1f¥1ng candidates. $See “Classification of Examinee Scores" for a
discussion of issues of misclassification.) .

If there is a single cutoff score, errors of misclassification may be

" reduced, but subskill performance is not ensured. For example, a candi-

date who achieves a high level of competency in one area of the test can
in this way compensate for extremely lqw perfonnance_in another area.

In addition, one may choose to have a combination of both single

~and multipld cutoff score methods:  that is, multiple cutoff scores for .

subsections of ‘the test as well as a tota] cutoff score. Such a choice
further increases the possibility.of error, however. It will, admit to the
field of passing candidates only those who demonstrate a minimum level of
competency in each of the subareas of the test and who, in addition, can
meet some extra criterion in connection with the total test score; since
no compensatory performance is allowed, it is likely that, only a small
number of examinees will pass. '

 Shepard (1979) indicates that the interpretation of data or the use
of results from a test with.multiple cutoff scores can be confounded in
two ways: first, the cutoff scores may vary mostly as a function of
variabi1fty in the judges' ratings and not as a function of differences in

 the importance or complexity of skills; second, the variability in diffi-

culty of the test items used to measure domatns for which there are dif-

. ferent cutoff scores will affect the performance. profile of examinees on

those differently scored sections of an exam.

Afrasian, Pedulla, and Madaus (1978) consider the decision for.a
single or multiple cutoff score in terms of the uses of testing results.
while a total test score allows for pass/fail classification, it provides
little -information for diagnosis and remediation. This information is even
less helpful when the test measures heterogeneous content. TFr2 authors
indicate that there is no easy answer. The application of a single cutoff
score may yield 1ittle diagnostic information, yet is clearly the easiest

I

Q. " ) ) VR
ERIC g

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



caos < L L o

°

o

‘method to administer. Multiple cutoffs, although they may 1ncreise.c1ass-"

{fication error and increase administration and record keeping,-generate

‘more specific deéscriptive information about thé individual examinee's com- -

petency.

.
b

e

Inclusion of examinee performancd levels. As stated ‘earlier, stan-
dard setting-modeTs involve relfance on expert judgment in setting a cut-
off score. Even in the most structured models, judges rely on their edu- .
‘cational experiences as students, teachers, administrators, etc., to help
them set a benchmark or expected performancé level. Another factor to
consider is whether performance level (i.e., difficulty level ,or p-value)
or other normative information should be included in the process of set-

ting cutoff scores. Among programs which take-into account this type of -
information about students in setting,standards are Rocky River, Ohio and .

__- New Jersey. ‘ .

Despité recommendations that ftem difficulty should influence the

"é.cutoff score (Klein and Kosecoff, 1973; Millman, 1974), several procedure{ -
to be considered involve ratings which are independent of actual examinee -.

‘performance on the item. There are compelling arguments .both for includ-
ing and for excluding item difficulty in setting cutoff scores.

_ One issue that bears on this point 1s'the purpose of the testing pro-
~—~._gram. If one goal of the program is to classify students as masters or

normasters on the basis of an “{deal" level of competency, this miy decide °

the issue .of whether or not the standard shou¥d be tied in any way to
current examinee performance. When the cutoff score is to reflect an

jdeal level of competency which candidates must achieve, then current per-.
formance information is generally excluded. .

In sétting a cutoff score independent of normative data, the judges .
may definé a standard that will result in the need for a great deal o
4mprovement and shange. On the other hand, the researcher may find that
/student performance is already quite close to the ideal level:- When the
cutoff score is set in relation to an ideal level of performance, educa-

- | tors can claim that the performance levels required for passing relate
directly to a defined skill level which has been determined by experts.
Such. a standard may be said to be uncontaminated by information about
current performance levelds which might have led to a relaxation of the
ideal standard. .

A disadvantage to this approach is that the ideal level set by expert
judges may bear little or no relationship to the current performance
capabilities of ‘students. The judges may conceptualize minimum competency
in terms of experts, not in terms of the current examinees, and a large
number of students may fail. .

7
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A modified version of an approach independent of pe. Jrmance is ome

in which overall test performance is provided as-baseline data. (Typi-
-cally, the inclusion of performance levels is accomplished on an {tem-by-
item basis, or on the basis of a subarea or test section.) . \
-« P 3
, Shepard (1979) claims that if judges: create their pwn subjective '
models for nomative data, there is a great risk that their 'comparisons
will not be made on the basis of representative information. .Therefgre,
‘she recommends providing representative data to the expert judges.
Similarly, Conaway (1979) recommends that judges who 'set absolute stah- -
dards for objective-referenced tpsts take the empirical difficulty of | the B
items into account. He states that the effeox of item difficulty on test b
scores is "pervasive." Therefore, judges who set standards.for objective- '
-, referenced tests should have this informatfon about {tem diificulty whtn e
‘reviewing the ftems which are the link between the objectives anc the test
scores. Very high or low standards might result if, indeed, thesé levels

- reflected only the judges' requirements. Normative information may fac&!-
~ " “{tate the judges' task, since it can provide them with more guidance or.

, focus. Judges may be able to incorforate fnto their decisions the factqr ®
of the .percentage of students passiny at various cutoff.points (if that
information is furnished) and review:their ratings accordingly. . - k

. An inherent disadvantage in providing such normative informatjon to.!
the judges is that they may feel inhibited if their ratings depart from ‘
the empirical information provided. Cne may be concerned that standards | ‘
set in this way merely mirror the status quo and provide no incentive for .
improving performance. Supplying normative information, such as percent
of students passing at various cuteff scores, may mean -that standards will
be set largely on the basis of achieving a desired passing rate, without

— considering the content of the test or the level of competency deemed .
necessary relative to the domain measured. -ToErqy1de too much infonn -
tion may defeat the original purpose of the task. : : .

o

\

- ]
~

<>

s Classification of Examinee Scores

- A critical issue in setting a standard is that of m1n1miz1ﬁg error or
misclassification. This issue, in fact, usually takes précedence over all
others in any discussion of standard setting, since it is the measure of
success of the standard setting process. Floridy's statewide assessment ’
program, for example, is one which has paid particular attention to mini-
mizing the risks of misclassification. .

-
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The explicit or implicit goal of a standard setting method is to
achieve the maximally correct classification of examinees. If a student
who is actually a master of the material being measured is classified as a
nonmaster, the classification error is called "false-negative." Con-

- versely, an actual nonmaster of the content who is. assigned mastery status

exemplifies a false-positive classification error.

| gviad

: To assess the extent to which a given standard setting methodology
has accomplished the goal of ciassification, it is necessary to ask what
proportion of the students tesied have béen rightly (or wrongly) classi-
fied. The answer to this question entail$ reference to some other "true"
measure of a given stugent's mastery status. Where .one is unlikely to
obtain such a measure, bne can appeal to some intuitive practice aimed at

Minimizing the proportion of students misclassified. ‘

cation error without affecting the 1ikelihood of committin e other type
of error. A standard set too low, for instance, is one that passes not
only true masters but also some nonmasters. On the other hand, a standard
set,too high is one that fails not only true nonmasters, but alsq some

- The problem is that it is difficult to minimize one tyngg?f classifi-
g
t

. masters. -

- Lowering the cutoff score reduces the 1ikelihood of committing false-
negative classification errors (because a larger proportion of the students
will pass). Raising the cutoff score reduces the 1ikelihood of false-
pg?}tive1§1assif1cation errors (because a larger proportion of the students
w fail). T _

Therein lies -the problem. What is the optimal point-at which the

~standard should be set so that an appropriate compromise is made between

the two types:of errors? Should the trade-of f between false-positive and
false-negative errors he decided in favor of one or the other; or.should -
one favor neither, and instead seek an evenly balanced compromise? Asking
how serioys each type of ertor is when placed in the context of the pur-
pose gf the test or the use of test resu}ts-is ong way of answering these
questions.. : . *

N

In practice, then, thé question c;g be answered in terms of the prob-
able effects of committing the two diffierent types of 'errors. It is clear

. that to generate decisions of either the false-positive or false-negative .

type could have serious implications for individual students, for teachers
and administrators, for policy-makers, and for testing programs as a whole.

o Theaimplicafions of false-negative decisions include: (1) the psychol

logical and social burden to be borne by students who are incorrectly
classified as nonmasters: (2) the culpability (either ethical or legal) of

-101-
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the decision maker in such an instance; (3) the costs (bogh in dollars and
human resources) of providing remediation to students who Yo not, in fact,

 require it; (4) the costs of retaining students in grade in larger propor-
tions than had previously been expected or encountered; and (S) loss of
confidence in the vaHdit¥ of the test instruments and in the decisions
emerging from their administration.

. The implications of false-ppsitive decisions include: (1) unfounded
aspirations for success in competency-based endeavors on the part of stu-
dents wrongly classified as masters, (2) unfounded expectations on the
part of potential employers about the skill levels of such students as
potential employees, and (3) the perception of the lay public that grad-
uates lack sufficient command of skills (leading to a loss of confidence
in the value of the high school diploma). : .

- The purpose of the tests orétesting program and the use made of the
r:;ults.w111 help to determine the seriousness of one type of .error or-the
other. : : |

The ability of a particular snethod to classify examinees correctly is
a prerequisite for selecting that standard setting approach. It is, how-
ever, one that should be viewed in térms of the degree or extent to which
correct classification is maximized. There is no procedure known that
will correctly classify 100% of the examinees. Many cutoff score models
approach this issue in different ways. In some methods, such as decision-
theoretic approaches (Hambleton & Novick, 1973), an explicit emphasis is
placed on controlling the amount of misclassification. In models which
involve judgments on test questions (Nedelsky, 1954), the control is
implicit in correct application of the model.

Airasian et al. (1978) also raise the issue of classification accuracy
as it relates to public acceptability. Suppose that a method of setting a
cutoff score maximizes correct classification, but has the result that an
overwhelming percentage of the examinees fail the test? Such a method
risks failure not because of its statistical weakness, but because to pass
g0 few students will have enormous and far-reaching educational, psycho-
logical, and financial consequences.

L4

Ease of Imp]ementatioh .

The establishment of cutoff scores genera11} requires not only statis-
tical sophistication, but also an awareness of certain political, educa-
tional, and financial concerns. In either selecting a cutoff score model

-102-
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which has been used previously or creating an approach taflored to the
needs of a particular situation, therefore, program planners may want to
consider the following factors: ' : :

-- time and technical expertise: what is available versus .

what-tsneeded; ' .

-- reproducibility of procedures.
The issue of pub11c_acceptance will be discussed separately.

Time and technical expertise. . The developmental phases of a minimum
competency program can be quite Tengthy, particularly when they involve
determination, definition, and resolution of complex political and theo-
retical issues. While exercising care in the determination of a cutoff
score is generally desirable, the task need not be so time-consumin? that
it hinders the completion of the project. Procedures that require input
from large numbers of people for a substantial amount of time are cumber-
same to implement and very costly in terms of professional time (e.9.,
Jaeger, 1978). Moreover, there are some procedures which require judges
to make several ratings or judgments. In such a process, the judges can
become confused or the scores collected can be unreliable because of the
complexity of the required task.

19

Reproducibility of procedures. A feature of some competency tests is
that they measure sﬁiiis In the context of "real life" situations. To the

extent that this is true, the timeliness and appropriateness of test items
may be of concern and may therefore need to be reviewed periodically.
_Everf in programs in which the assessment instrument is not written in life
role terms, the test items measure objectives, the importance of which may
_vary over time. Whenever the objectives and/or items change, the cutoff
score or standard may be affected.

In some testing programs, a desire for test security has entailed the
generation of multiple forms of a test. In these cases and others in which
new tests are developed and introduced frequently, it may be necessary to
recalculate or reapply a cutoff score method to a new set of test ques-
tions. In these cases, a standard setting procedure that is not unduly
complex or expensive, but sti11 sound, has been found to be most useful.

&
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' Public Acceptance

On the basis of evidence from the prograﬁ in Kanawha County, West
Virginia, Candor-Chandler (1978) states that a primary consideration in
the implementation of a minimum competency testing program should be

— —whether-the-mode] can be easily-understood by ‘the-community. Public

acceptance is 1ikely to be facilitated if the apgoaches taken. in develop-
ing and implementing the program are understandable and acceptable to
teachers, administrators, and the wider community. As a key component

of the program, standard setting may merit particular consideration with

respect to the issue of public acceptance. ‘

One notable outcome of a competency program is the number or percent
of examinees who pass or fail. According to the example from Airasian et
al. (1978) was cited earlier, although a standard setting approach may
statistically maximize the correct classification of examinees, it ma

" fail more students than.the constituencies of a program find acceptable.

Standard setters often take this factor into account. They may estimate
the minimum percentage of examinee failure that the public will tolerate;
gri%hey may set a cutoff score to achieve a specific percent of passes and
Miller (1978), in reporting on national conferences on minimum compe-
‘tency testing, states that it is the process for selecting the cutoff
score which is the key to its acceptability. Both community representa-
tives and experts in the field can contribute important information to the
vprocess. Furthermore, it is recomménded that the. standard setting process
1ot be viewed as a single or isolated task, but rather as one that should
be reviewed from time to time by ‘different judges, revised on the basis of
field data, and reconsidered in the 1ight of possible changes in the goals
or emphasis of a particular minimun competency program (Fremer, 1977;
Miller, 1978; Shepard, 1979).

\

Standard Setting Strategies -

In the following discussion of standard setting models currently in
use in the field, highly empirical models will be excluded. It has been

s. found that highly statistical models are not feasible in actual practice

because they require conditions which cannot be met. For example, Millman
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(1973) has defined a model for use only with individual students. The
Emrick model (1971) requires homogeneity, an equal level of item diffi-
culty, and equal item intercorrelations. Other Bayesian approaches require.
collateral and prior information (Hambleton & Novick, 19733 which is often

difficult to obtain. A1l of these empirical models also incorporate Judg-
ments (Block, 1972; Millman, 1973). - ,

The models that will be discussed are: : }/

(1) administrative decision or consensus;
(2) Nedelsky; '
(3) Jaeger;

(4) contrasting groups;

With the exception of administrative decision or consensus, ‘the
methods above can be classified as requiring either (1) judgments on items
_or (2) judgments on examinees.. This distinction is also used in part by
Hambleton and Eignor (1978) and Zieky and Livingston (1977), and the reader
is referred to these works for additional discussion. '

)

' Administrative Decision or Consensus

Neither the administrative decision nor the consensus method of set-
ting cutoff scores can be classified on the dimensions ‘of Jjudgment or of
“statistical assumptions, because there is very 1ittle structure on dimen-
 sionality to analyze in either approach. They are included in this dis-
- cussion because, for a variéty of reasons, they are.the methods which are
most commonly employed. ' B

Setting standards by administrative decision means simply that the
cutoff score is determined by one or more persons holding a position of
authority or responsibility in a testing program. Although these judges
may be capable of making an extremely informed decision, 1t may not be a
decision which is open to external verification of its appropriateness.
As a.result, a disproportionate number of students may pass or fail the
test because, in setting the standard, there was no accommodation for the
pass/fail rate. : -

]

The second and very similar method for establishing a cutoff score is
by consensus. The procedure @or setting the cutoff score may again be
largely undefined, but the judges in this method are usually members of a
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group which is large enough to minimize the outlook of any one individual.
Also, such a group usually consists of educators representing various edy-
cational constituencies, co that a complete array of educational beliafs
is brought to the issue of setting a passing score (Wilsen, 1976).

~ Standard setting by administrative decision or by consensus is popular
for a great many reasons. As a first effort toward standard setting, these =~
approaches are easy for all of the participants in a program to understand.
They are not time-consuming or costly methods, and require no additional
technical expertise. What these two procedures may lack in statistical
strengtf they compensate for in other areas....For example, they accommodate
certain issues better than many other models. Financial, political, and
public concerns weigh very heavily and are usually carefully considered in
these standard setting processes. . The judges involved are often acutely
aware of the importance of these issues. '

It should be noted that ohe aspect of the consensus method, that of .
group decisions or recommendations by expert judges, is a major component
of many of the procedures which will be described below. Each of the
other procedures, however, includes structured review requirements and/or
empirical information. , : . :

Setting standards by administrative decision or consensus may also
involve considering the specific competencies to be assessed. In Vermont,
for example, administrators prepared a list ‘of competencies in five areas
following statewide reviews and for each competency set an individual
~ standard. Standards below 100% were set only for those competencies on
- which a student might make errors due to carelessness rather than lack of
mastery. Such competencies are those measuring processes (e.g., writing - o
names of arabic numerals) rather than a student's command of facts. Where
processes are being assessed, the Department defines 80% as meaning that
the pupil must-answer correctly at least 80% of the examples. .

Administrators responsible for setting standards may also consider
using field-test data in arriving at a decision. In Maryland, for
example, Project Basic staff reviewed the results of a field test of four
reading competencies before setting a passing standard of 80% -on each
competency for the secondary-level Functional Reading Test. For a more
complete 1isting of state and local programs using field-test data and
specific standard-setting procedures, see A Study of Minimum Cg%ggtenc
gestin Prg gams: Final Summary and Analysis Report (National Evaluation
ystems, 1 g ) . ' ’

¢ ]
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Judggents on Items

14

The methods to be described here are the Nedélsky approach, and the
model propesed by Jaeger. - -These are methods which require specialists to

examine a test or its items and to decide on the score which a person with'- o

minimun competency should attain.

Nedelsky

One of the most popular approaches for setting standards for minimum
competency programs is one that was originally developed for use on exami-
nations in medicine. The Nedelsky approach is flexible enough for use on
any number of test items--i.e., a test of any length. The ratings can be
completed with or without normative data. The number of judges or raters
can vary. Nedelsky's approach can be used only on multiple-choice items,

for which there is a single correct response.

_Glpssu(IQIB) has outlined the Nedelsky procedure as follows:

k4

Directions to Instructors

LY

. Before the test is given, the instructors in thé course are
given copies of the test, and the fdllowing directions:

In each item of the test, cross out those responses which the
lowest D-student should be able to reject as incorrect. To the left

of the item, write the reciprocal of ‘the number of. the remaining
;esponses. Thus if you cross out one out of five responses, write
/4. - o

Example. (The example should preferably be one of the items of the
test in question.) _

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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: Light has wave characteristics. Which of the folloning is the
- best experimental evidence for this statement?

-tight operates a photoelectric cell.

- ~

) Preliminafz Agreement gﬁ'StAndafds

. After the instructors have marked some five or six items ‘o
following the directions above, it is recommended that they hold -
.a brief conference to compare and discuss the standards they have
used, It may also be well that at this time they agree on a
-tentative value of constant k (see section on The Minimum Passing

—1—Score) . After such @ conference the Instructors should proceed

independently. _ :
. L -3

" Terminology ' T -
o | : : - ' ./

In describing the method of'cbmﬁuting thérscore corresponding
" to. the lowest D the fqllowing terminology is convenient: ' -

a. Responses which the lowest D-student should be able to -
reject as incorrect, and which therefore should be primarily attrac-
tive to F-students, are called F-responses. In the example above,
response E was the only F-response Tn the opinion of the fnstructor

- who marked the item. '

A Light can be reflected by a mirror. '
B Ligh$ forms dark and 1ight bands on passing through a small -
opening. :
C .A beam of white light can be broken into its component
colors by a prism.
1/4 g ‘Light carries energy.
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b. Students who possess just enough knowledge to reject F-
responses and must choose among the remaining responses at random

: :re ga&led F-D students, to suggest borderline knowledge between
an . : . ' .

v

3

. c. The most probable mean score of the F-D students on a
. test is'called the F-D guess score and is denoted by "FD' .As will

be shown later, Mc, s equal to the sum of the reciprocals of the

‘ numbers of responses other than F-responses. (In the example
.». .| above, the reciprocal is 1/4.) . | :

d. The most probable value of the standard deviation corres-
ponding to MFD is denoted by Fp°* '

‘It should be clear that "F-D students" is a statistical
abstraction. The student who can reject the F-résponses for every
|~ item of a test and yet will choose at random among the rest of the
1 responses—probably does not exist; rather, scores.-equal—to Mgy will

be obpain&d_by students whose patterns of respbnses vary widely.

- The Minimum Passing Score

_ The score corresponding to the lowest D is set equél to o
Mep + k pps Where Mgp is the mean of the M., obtained by varfous . |7 -~

instructors, and k is a constant whose value is determined by sev-
eral considerations. The F-D students are characterized not so much
_ by the positive knowledge they-possess ‘as by being able to avoid
. certain misjudgments. Most instructors who have used- the F-D guess
- score technique have felt that this “absence of iguorance" standard r
is a mild one, and that therefore the minimum passing score should
- . be such as to fail the majority of F-D students. Assigning to k
the values -1, 0, 1, and 2 will (on the }&@rage) fail respectively
16 percent, 50 percent, 84 percent, and 88 percent of the F-D stu-
dents. ' An informed final decision on the value of k can be reached
[

- N
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after the instructors have chosen the F-responses, for at that time
they are in a better position to estimate the rigor.of the standards
they have been using. In keeping within the spirit of absolute stan-
_dards, however, the value of k should be agreed on before the values
of "FD are computed and certainly before the students' scores are

known.

It is the essence of the proposed technique that the standard
of achievement is arrived at by a detailed consideration of individ- -
: ual items of the test. Only minor adjustments should be effected gg

.| varying the value of k. The reason for introducing constant k, wi
“|'  the attendant flexibility and ambiguity, is that F-responses in most -
~ ‘examinations vary between two extremes: the very wrong, the choice
~ of which indicates gross ignorance, and the moderately wrong, the
_ rejection of which indicates passing knowledge. _If a particular
1. test has predominantly the first kind of F-responses, th)s eculi~ -
- arity of the test. can be corrected for by giving k a hig value.
miTarTy, a Tow valué of k will correct for the predominance of
the second' kind of F-responses. It is expected that in. the majority
of cases a change of not more than + .5 in the tentative value of k
agreed upon during the preliminary conference should introduce the
necessary correction. It would be difficult to find a theoretical
justification for values of k as high as two; for more tests the
value k = 0 is probably too low. This suggests a rather narrow
working range.of values, say between .5 and 1.5 with the value -
k- = 1 as a good starting point. ' '

If a part,A»of a giVen.test consists of NA.itgms, each of which
~ has s, non F-responses (one of these being the right response), the
F-D guess score for each item, i.e., the probability that an FTD
student will get the righ? answer in any one item, is pp = ljsA.
The most probable values of the mean and the square of the standard
deviation on this part of the test are given: by Ma ’.pANA and

)
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A= Pa(l - pa)Na. Mpp and fpp = A A. The value of -
Mpp must be.accurately computed for each test. pp, however, may
be given an approximate valuie. In.a test of five-response items
s may vary from one to five. If.these five values are equally fre-
quant, Fp = .41 N. If, on the other hand, the extreme values,,
g =] and s = 5, are less frequent than the other three values, as

o

k pp is usually much smaller than Mpp, approximations- are in
order. With - . '

| With k=1and pp= .45 N, the equation, Minimum Passing.Score =

Wep + .45 N, should work out fairly well in the majority of cases
- and {s therefore recommended as a starting/point in experimenting

withjtherproposed teqﬁnique-(GISss. 1978, pp.,22-24).

seems 1ikely to be true for most tests, .41 N pp .50 N. Since

)

2
v

Ada tation/ 1ication. Sinée minimum competency testing programs
specify a stanaargnof Tn terms of traditional D or F classroom scores,

Nedelsky's procedure has been adapted in a number of ways. Nedelsky's -

-procedure is also of ten -coupled with the Angoff method, although the

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Tatter is more typically used in setting standards for licensing .
examinations. New Jersey, in its minimum Basic Skills program, used both

methods, but modified Nedelsky's procedure in the following way:

>
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1) The first step in applying the standard setting procedure is to '

think about what you consider to be the lowest level of performance
Eou are still willing to classify as mastery of the sE11qs measured
y the tes a u worked on.. you neve -recent classroom expe-
rience, -it may help you to think about students you have known that

were just barely good.enough to be considered masters of the basic .
skills measured by est. L . ,

We expect that there will be some differences of opinion as to what

o

T

‘~ 1s meant by minimally acceptable performance.

2) . The second step is to look at the first question in the test
and decide how man¥ wrong answers are so wrong that even the mini-
mally acceptable student wou now that they are wrong. . .
For example, the following question is similar to one on the Grade
Three Math test: .. I

Thé schoo! lunchroom. served 506 peoﬁle'on Monday and 315 people.,
.on-Tuesday. How many people were served on the two days?

(A) 191
(8) 201

e -':(C)—r811 S R .... _

(o) 821

You may decide that even the minimally competent student should
know that A and B are wrong because the total for two days would be
greater than the-number on any single day. But you may decide  that
wrong answer C involves an error that the minimally competent student
would not know is wrong. You would therefore decide that two wrong
answers for the questions are so wrong that even the minimally com-
petent students would know that they are wrong. .

3) We will then ask for a few volunteers to tell the groups -
which wrong answers were selected and their reasons for selecting
them. You will be encouraged to discuss the choices. The discus-
sions may either confirm your earlier opinions or change your mind.

-
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4) The last step is for ygu to record the number of, wrong answers
- you sélected as being so wrbng that even the minimally qualified

student would. know they are wrong. | _
. . . . ) ~ eo
- 5) We will go on to the next question and repeat the process.

After you are done, we will estimate the tentative standard for

edch .test based on the data you provided. ' - '

' The'commjttees-utilized the modified Nedelsky procedure and each - - S ¥
| . «pefson déveloped an estimated proficiency standard for a particular -
test. Next, a mean estimated standard was obtained. This mean was _ °
the best estimate for the proficiency standard using the Nedelsky
procedure (Koffler, 1979, pp. 9-10). -_ o

- -

o

(4

%gglication. The Nedelsky model was applfed by the Kanawha County
schools In West Virginia (Candor-Chandler, 1978). Although consistency -
was found across -groups of judges who completed the process at three -~
different times, the researcher reports that the application was not
successful. Teachers were uncomfortable with the process of setting
standards and of determining minimum competency. In addition, it was . °
found that teachers tended to estimate that there was less probability, .
that students would get "easier® items right than the more "difficult®
 4tems. The judges felt that a student could get an easy item wrong by
~ .making a simple error, but in the case of the more difficult items, “the
. students either knew it or they didn't." o

Candor-Chandler indicated that the cutoff scores for Kanawha County

‘were then set after a review of grelﬂminary data and consideration of
. certain educational/instructional factors.
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Jaeger ? ‘ )
. T'!e/“°de1 proposed by Jaeger. (1978): 0

(1)

cipation and involvement of educational constituencies;

(2) is an iterative process;

(3) 1involves normative data 1nlpariiof the review.

1

" competency without using that term in the body of the definition,
. avoids circularity. 4 . - .

+ O.

is technically straightfdfihrd, quite long, and maximizes parti-

1t shouid be noted that this model, unlike some others, defines minimum ¢

and so

. Jaeger proposed this method f
1ina high school competency test.
. (registered votérs,

teachers, counselors,

or standard.setting for the North Caros .
To accomplish this task, 700 ‘persons
and administrators) convened in

“ ... groups of 50 tbo procee

d through the standard setting model. .

-]

~ Judges were first required to take the exam which they would later : }
rate. For each item Judges were asked one.of . the following two questions:

(1) Should every high school graduate be gble to ans this item

correctly? '

¢

) ¢ ° ) . . ‘ ) » .
(2) " If a student does not answer this item correctly, should s/he
- ‘be denied a high school diploma?: o : .

¢

Judge§ next received the results of the above survey questjoné as Qell
as actual performance data. With this information, judges were asked to
review and revise their initial judgments as .they might consider necessary. |

Jaeger's procedure calls for recalculation of the judges' ratings,
*  redistribution of the new ratings, and another judgment. Judges then
_ received information on the proportion of students who wculd have passed
“# or failed, as determined on the basis of the recommended cutoff:. scores.
. With this information, judges were asked to.make a final statement on the
“necessity* for each item on the test. | )

]
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Median scores were calculateJ by group (type or constituency), and
the-passing score was then set at the minimum median score calculated for *
a group . L D e ’

Ad%gtationéagglication. The Gallagher report to the North Carolina

Board of Education (1978) stated that there was a delay in setting stan-

“dards until the completion of four studies, designed to provide additional
decision-making infdrmation. The studies consisted of:

‘9

(19 a compafison of competency test results with norm-referenced
test results; . o -

‘ '(2) identification of the minimally competcat and incompetent.
student; ,

(3) teacher judgment of the tests; | .
(4) a statistical study of the spring (1978) trial distributions.

In support of (1), scores from the SHARP Reading and TOPICS Mathema-
. tics were compared to the Califdrnia Achievemént Test. Both the total-
scorc and the separate reading and math scores were reviewed for the total
group tested and for subgroups classified by sex and race. “All of the
 results support the need to place (these) raw scores or percentage scores
into some more standardized set of measures that wouid allow one to make
iggg legiilgate comparisons across subject areas" (North Carolina, SODE, .
. s Po o’ ° g T

For the second study, schgols in a samplé‘group were asked to identify
_students whom they considered marginally competent and students considered
“noncompetent. The performances of fhese students on the various tests led

‘the author to stress the.need for differentiated cutoff sco.as in different
subject areas. w

The procedure used for *he third study is very similar to that pro-
posed in Jaeger (1978). Specifically, teachers and other curriculum spe-
cialists participated in a one-day conference for the purpose of-giving:
judgments as to a minimum passing score for North Carolina on the SHARP °
and TOPICS tests. The judges' tasks were to:

(1) 'take the test and tﬁy to see the test through the eyes of g'
competent (not superior) student;

3 ®

S
\
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,3 (2) Judge the percent of correct answers that should be nequired'
: as ‘passing scores for the reading and mathematics tests;

(3) review and revise their original judgments as necessary, when
given student trial performance data (it is interesting to note
that the math standard was reduced, while the reading standard
was relatively unchanged as a result of this step); ~

(4) review and revise the second judgment made, if necessary, when
-given the group results on the recommended standard. :

9

~ Gallagher notes that the ratings which teachers made for, the math test
changed with the increased information provided to them at each step. The
teachers believed that the information provided assisted them.in making
informed judgments. : ,

¢ .

, The fourth study was a focused statistical analysis of the number and
placement of items students omitted from their responses. Time and/or
motivatiom seemed to be relevant factors in accounting for the increased
number of items omitted in the last part of the test.

With all of the information from the four studies, the North Carolina
Competency Test Commission met and established the standards for the read-
ing and math tests. ' »

3

‘Judgments on Examinees

‘" Two methods for setting cutoff scores proposed by Zieky and Livingston
: (1977) respond directly to many concerns encountered in minimum competency
assessment. These methods, called the "borderline groups" and "contrasting

groups“ methods, require judges to make judgments on examinees, and not on
he test or its items. :
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Contrasting Groups \\\\\‘\\__\
. . ‘.\\ .
. T~ .
" As the name implies, the contrasting ?roups method involves examina- T~
tion of scores of students classified in discrete groups: those considered ' &

to be masters of the material measured by the test (for which the standard .

-~ {s to be set) and those considered to be nonmasters.

. Judges who are familiar with each student's current capabilities
in the gontent of the test are asked to identify those students who are
~clearly masters and those who are clearly nonmasters. According to Zieky
~ " and Livingston (1977), a minimum of 100 classified students is needed to
- achieve a stable estimate of the standard. - - )

Following the test administration, the score distributions of the
students in these two distinct groups are superimposed on each other. .
An initial standard for the test is the intersection point of the two ~
grapbs. An advantage of this method is that the cutoff score can be . '
adjusted (raised or lowered) to minimize a selected error of classifi-
cation. The following table illustrates this method.*

N Estimated
Standard
§
b
° .
3 Non-mastery 7. Mastery
g Group 57 2 Group
z .
0 [l 1 2 1 1 1 1 ? 1 3 1
100 105 110 118 120 125 130 135 140 -148 150 1 160 185 17 175
Score : )

In this method, the graphic representation of score disf}ibutions
facilitates the consideration of errors of misclassification. While it is

* From Manual for Settin Standards on the Basic Skills Assessment
Tests, by M. Zieky and S. Livingston. Princeton, New Jersey:
Educational Testing Service, 1977.
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poss161e in other models to recalculate percents of students passing or
failing by adjustments to the standards, some researchers may prefer the
visual presentation--an integral part of the contrasting groups approach.

 Application. A procedure used by Fillbrandt and Merz (1877) to set
standarSS for a California school district is similar in concept to the

_ contrasting groups approach of Zieky and Livingston (1977) and the optimal

" cutting score method of Berk (1976). The researchers determined.that to

I distinguish between students who are competent and noncompetent, they
would testand establish standards on the basis of. the performance of
"successful® ‘persons in the community. Fillbrandt and Merz used matrix
(test item and examinee) Sampling to minimize the test-taking time' of
participants selected as meeting the criteria specified for “successfully
employed persons.” -

Standards were set on the basis of the empirical results of the test.
For example, ) | ' T

Score Distributions Derived from
Multiple Matrix Sampling

Parameters Reading Test Math Test
Mean 25.63 . 29.88
Standard Deviation 4.63 : 9.80
Median 27.14 31.00

Q + 2.09 7.27

90th %¥ile . 30.00 _ 42.00
75th %ile ' 29.00 _ 38.00
50th %ile' 27.00 | 31.00
25th %ile - 23.00 23.00 .

Reliability .854 ‘ .916

A cutting score of 20 was established for the reading test. This
- decision was based on plots of the distribution which indicated that an
asymptote was reached near the scores of 19 and 20; it appeared that below
the score of 19 the curve flattened, indicating that the percentages of
* those sccring at each point below 20 were about equal. In addition, the
score of 20 represents 66.6% correct and identifies the upper 90% of scores
(Fillbrandt & Merz, 1977). ‘
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Two other programs that have used this standard-setting procedure are

- . Kentucky and Peterborough, New Hampshire. In Kentucky, the Department of
'_Education asked a representative sample of teachers to classify their stu-

.dents. into three groups: those who do or do not need remediation; and

those who may need remediation in the specific competencies. The students
then took the screening test on whigh a standard was to be set. The stan-
dard chosep was the point of intersection between the scores of students
who do need remediation and those who may need .it. In Peterborough, New

. Hampshire, a standard for each competency in communication and computation

was set by comparing the scores of students two grade levels ahead and two
behind the grade level at which mastery of the competency is expected.

The success of this procedure has been attributed to the involvement

of the community ‘and the definition of standards in terms of functional

competencies actually needed in the job market; in addition, the complexity
and technical detail of the study furnish very strong evidence for its
acceptability. ‘ '

Wilson (1976) describes the use of an external criterion group, such
as the one utilized here, as a better approach to standard setting than
administrative decision or consensus. He also acknowledges that to use
such a group is more expensive and more difficult in terms of the techni-

. cal expertise and logistics which are necessary. . :

©

BAFuirtest provided

Program planners may also wish to consider a companion procedure to
the contrasting groups method known as the borderline groups. In-this
method at least 100 students whose performance cannot be clearly classi-
fied as-adequate or inadequate are tested. The median of the scores of
this group is computed and used as an estimate of the cutoff score.

1

* d h Kk hk kKK

Whichever method is used, the ease of implementatiom is enhanced by
the use of procedures that are simple yet sound, and neither costly nor
time-consuming; both are based on the judgments of teachers who are
extremely knowledgeable about stuuent capabilities. This last factor can
present a problem if teachers are not carefully selected and trained and
if .their judgments are not accurate with respect to the classification of
specific students. These two approaches also rely on a definition of
minimum competency relative to the content being tested, and not one
directly related to the test. This definition of minimum competency must
be applied to classify students into groups for the statistical analyses
:equ1red by the models. It is therefore critical to the accuracy of the

ests. . .
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. what Is Actually Being Done

o This chapter has cited examples of the application or modified appli-
cation of each of the standard setting procedures selected for discussion.
These examples have been drawn from descriptions of both state and local
minimun competency programs. In addition, the following table summarizes

. information about the total number of programs which employ each of the
various procedures to set their standards. R '

»

Procedures Used 1n-Setting Standards*

Procedure _” ., State Local
Adninstrative Decision | 5 . 6
Contrasting Groups - 2 | 3
Nedelsky/Angoff - . 1 | 2
et e
Competency Definition - 3 2

EUl

* From National Evaluation Sysfems,€1979. The reader is
referred to this report for additional information.

In the table above, the procedure labeled Competency Definition is
a process in which the standard is established as part of the competency
definition. The procedure or method for this is not specified.

Similarly, several states specify standards using field test data and/
or statistical techniques. This in itself is unlikely to be the procedure,
but only a material adjunct to a process such as administrative decision,
consensus, or Nedelsky. In addition, there are very few statistical tech-
niques that generate a standard. Again, most represent a component of the
process. Further information or details which would tie the techniques to
a procedure were not available.
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' - "CHAPTER 5

L

' INTEGRATING TESTING WITH INSTRUCTION
" 'Mary F. Tobin

’. IS

Introduction

.

The rise of minimum competency testing has spurred renewed interest
in curricular ‘and instructional issues, ranging from speculations about T
the impact of such testing upon the curriculum to discussions of how test
_ . results can be used most effectively. Some observers, for example, fear
. ~that the implementation of minimum competency testing pro?rams will lead
- to a narrowing of the curriculum, while others have specu ated that an
. increased focus upon test results will undermine credence in the profes-
- sional judgments of teachers. .

Nonetheless, both critics and proponents of minimum competency tesi-
ing suggest that a significant challenge which administrators and program
planners face in implementing a minimum competency program is to deveiop a
course of instruction for students who will take such tests in the future,

. as,well as for students who have already failed the tests. As Ryan (1979)
. and Shoemaker (1979) point out, a testing program will neither improve nor
. guarantee learning. An additional problem that confronts those planning a

minimum competency testing program is to develop testing activities that
are an integral part of the instructiénal program. The purpose of this
" chapter is to discuss how different programs have resolved these {ssues
4 and to summarize the suggestions and comments of program planners.

A fundamental assumption of this chapter is that integrating testing
with instruction means ensuring that testin? activities, provide appro-
priate information to, the personnel responsible for décisions that affect
students, the curriculum, and instruction. Those responsible for these
decisions can include, for example, classroom teachers, the school or
district curriculum coordinator, school or district administrators, and
state-level personne] (e.g., Department of Education staff). Just as the
S?F#re of their decisions vary, so will their information needs

ero ' *

- The first step to help ensure that the ‘testing activities provide
useful information is to identify who will use the test results and for
what purposes. . This chapter is specifically concerned with those uses
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re1at1hg to curriculum and instruction and also with those groups of
people who typically use test results in making decisions related to-

~curriculum and instruction. The first part of this chapter will present

examples of the ways in which teachers, local curriculum coordinators, ,

" administrators, and state-level personnel use minimum competency test

~results in altering and assessing cUrriculum and instruction.

In determining to what extent test results will be used in maki

n
* {nstructional and curricular decisions, administrators and planners m?ght

want to consider ways to promote the use of test results by key consumers

(e.qg., teachers, school personnel). Some programs have developed methods

for encouraging the use of test results. These will also be described.

Programﬂp1anhers responsible. for developing instructional programs

both to introduce the competencies to students and to provide remediation

may wish to consider a variety of organizational arrangements. Programs
that have been implemented yield examples of possible arrangements. Some
options may be more appropriate to providing an introduction to the com-
petencies rather than remediation, and vice-versa. Factors to consider in
choosing one arrangement over another include the number of students, the

" size of the instructional staff, the availability of curriculum materials

ERIC
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 related to the competencies, the g?ysical facilities, the ability and

interest on the part of the staff in providing remediation, and the possi-

~bility of using paraprofessionals and volunteers. The second part of this ...
chapter will discuss possible arrangements and how these factors influence

the choice of options.

2

In the third ﬁhrt of this chapter the general issue of how to inte-

" grate testing and instruction is explored from a more comprehensive per-

spective. This discussion will treat the development of. program compo-
nents and the consequences for the instructional program. For example,
the choice of the testing schedule can have potential consequences for the
{nstructional program, such as ensuring that the staff which is to provide
remediation have the necessary training to do so. This discussion is
intended to point out that in dealing with the issue of how to integrate
testing with instruction, the methods chosen need not be 1imited merely to
using test results in more and better ways. Rather, a more comprehensive
view may be taken in which the testing and the instructicnal programs are.
designed to complement each other.

The discussion below is therefore intended to provide a general
introduction to the following topics: .the key audiences who might use
test results in making decisions affecting curriculum and instruction,
ways to encourage the use of test results by members of these groups,
options for organizirg regular and remedial instruction in the competen-
cies, and suggestions: for integrating testing with instruction based on

) : {
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the design of specific program components. Where possible, ongoing pro-

.grams will be used to illustrate the options ‘available to program planners.
3 ,ngmd1scussfon does not assume that program planners have identified how '
-test resu}ts will be used, or that they have decided to alter the curri-

. cula. Rather, the ways in which test™results are typically used are des-
cribed, and general suggestions for organizing instruction in the compe-
“tencies and for integrating various components of the testing program with

"the instructional program are in¢luded. ' ' _

¢

(4
]

' MCT Resuits and Decisions Related to Curriculum and Instruction

As noted above, key audiences who might use test results in making

decisions concerning curriculum and instruction include ‘teachers, school

~ orTocal district curriculum coordinators, local administrators, and state-
leve|l personnel {e.g., legislators, Department of Education staff members ).

. Test results may be used for dfagnostic purposes in working with individual
_studen.s, for assessing the strengths and weaknesses of a partigular course
or program, or for assessing the strengths and weaknesses of a school dis-
trict's instructional and curricular program. In most cases, whatever the

. purpose, test results are used in conjunction with other information. A

" teacher might review a student's records in reading as well as the results
of a-minimum competency test in order to determine whether the Student -
required remediation. In few instances do administrators and planners
consider that minimum competency testing yields all the information needed -

_ to make specific decisions. L - '

L4

.

Using Test Results for Diagnostic Purposes o T

¢

Hil1sborough County, ‘Florida, 6ffers one example of a program in which
" both test results from the statewide assestments administered in grades 8
and 12 as well as the results of locally developed minimum competency tests
are used to identify students in need of remediation. Administrators in
tuis program have developed a compensatory education program for grades
7-12.  Once identified, students are assigned to Special classes in which
diagnostic tests are first given to determine specific areas of weakness.

) - 126"
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A posttést is also administered in these classes to measure students' pro-

gress and these results are used to détermine whether more remediation is

1 .
A !

required. ,
The extent to which the results from minimum competency tests can
yield diagnostic information is a subject of debate among educators since .
these tests typically indicate only whether a student has or has not mas-

" ‘tered the competencies. Some have recommended that test results be used

primarily for streening to identify students who require remediation, and

" . that results be used in conjunction with other indicators, such as teacher
.judgments. As Means points out, "If a student fails a test of minimal
~ competency in reading comprehension, the presumption underlying the model

is that diagnosis of the reading comprehension problems must be success-

" fully completed and that inferences must be made about the diagnostic test

<

ERI

ata so that instruction can be prescribed. Yet, the task of diagnosing
problems related to reading comprehension is difficult because at present

test makers cannot factor discrete reading skills out of the tests" (Means,

1979, p. §).
-  Means goes on to suggest that even ?1ven the absence of diagndstic
information from current popular tests of reading comprehension, “the

.talented reading teacher may be able to successfull prescribe instruction

in /reading comprehension” on the basis of test. results which merely indi- -

~ cate general problems in this area. Hence, one issue administrators and
..planners may face in determining how test results will be used and in
de elopin?lmﬁnimum competency tests is the extent to which testing both

cgn and will be used to yield diagnostic information. As in the case of
the Hillsbordugh County. program, one option is to use results to identify
students requiring remediatbon, and then to obtain diagnostic information ,
useful in prescribing instruction through other means {e.g. other testing,
nsultatiofi With teachers trained in diagnostic techniques).

Ways to encourage'appropriate uses. of -test results among teachers
nclude workshops and staff meetings in which the uses and 1imits of the
est data are discussed. The role of teacher judgments vis-a-vis the test
ata is an issue administrators may wish to consider carefully. In some

programs (e.g., Fitchburg, Massachusetts) the teacher uses test results in
.conjunction with a personal judgment to assess the progress of sfudent§ in
‘basic skill areas. Too great a'reliance upon test results may lead to the
neglect of other useful information about a student's learning 'difficulties

and their causes; minimizing the-role of testing, however, may result in

" the program being perceived as a pointless demand upon staff time. Given
estimates of the extent to which standardized test results are used by -

teachers (see Goslin, -Epstein, & Hallock, 1979), administrators who per-
ceive minimum competency testing as yielding useful information may, be
interested in trying a variety of procedures for encouraging the staff to
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 use test data.  Administrators may also want to consider instituting $uch
procedures as periodic surveys or interviews to uncover particular obsta-
cles (e.g., obscure report forms, “lack of interest, or hostility) that
prevent maximum use of test results on the part of the staff. :

¢

¢

\,.;. )
¢ Y
. i
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o
.

U Minimum competency testing has been touted by some writers as a means |
of assessing the strengths and weaknesses in the instructional and curri- -~ - °;

.+ -cular offerings of a school or district. In some programs that have -been ,
.+ implemented, the introduction of minimum competency testing has stimulated _ L

.review of the curriculum in areas in which specific competencies are
-tested, while in other programs -the results have been used as an indicator
of the areas in which changes in the curriculum or teaching methods are
necessary. - R ' : ' .

Iﬁ South Burlington, Vermqht. the state mandate that districts assess o 3.

. specific competencies in the areas of mathematics, reading, writing, lis-

$a

8

tening, ahd -speaking led to a review of the grade_1-12 curriculum in those
areas pnjior to implementation of the testing. Administrators and teachers

" undertook this task in order to determine when mastery of each competency
could be expected and hence, when assessments could begin; in doing this
they a1$0 identified when instruction in each competency begins. Adminis-
trators report that. staff members-share.a sense of responsibility for o
.teaching the competencies, since the éurriculum review and assessment _ -
results have indicated that each grade level, not just the .one in which .
testing of the competency begins, makes a contribution to student mastery

of the basic competencies. , o

In some programs staff members have prepared instructional materials
"~ for teaching the competencies in regular classes.. Detroit provides one .
example of a program.in which city administrators have prepared a manual .

- that makes suggestions about:instruction. Thus, adoption of the competency

ERI!

program there has resulted in additions to the curriculum,

Changes in the curriculum and instructional program have also been
initiated because of the results of competency tests. Administrators in
‘Peterborough, New Hampshire, report that staff members, have, on their own
initiative, reviewed test results and altered teaching methods and course

materials when the results revealed major deficiencies in basic skill

": areas. Administrators and program planners, therefore, may -ant to con-\wim
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sidef whether a review of the instructional prdgram and the curriculum,
- undertaken- as part of program development or as a consequence of ,the test
date, is an activity to encourage or initiate. |
. . ) * : ) hd . M

Using Test Results for State-Level Decision Making -
] . ! A ) -: . ' . ' ‘\ 3
A third way in which test results can be utilized is to assess curri-
culum and instruction at the district level. In some states, test results
are desidqed for use primarily by state-level officials. In Rhode Island,
for example, the implementation of a testing program in basic and 1ife
skill areas is designed to provide information to the State Board of
Regents on the quality of the educational system-as a whole. The Board
will use this information in making decisions about t': allocation of ‘
o - resources for technical aseistance. In Michigan, results of the statewide
© assessments are used to identify school districts with large numbers of
- students who are deficient in the basic skills and.to allocate resources
to these districts so as to correct and prevent these deficiencies. In
other states, such - North Carolina, one use of test results is to help
in the estimation of tRe financial assistance districts will receive for
remedi ation. Both the number of students requiring remediation and the
severity, of their deficiencies are taken into account by state officials
in ‘allocating funds. Thus, another ‘way in which test results are used,
particularly by state-level personnel in making decisions related to
curriculum and instruction, is as a.global indicator of the extent to
whigp an educational system has achieved its goals.

: i
|
h

In a recént presentation, the Superintendent of Instruction of North
Carolina suggested measures to be taken by state and local administrators
‘ to encourage the use of test results. He proposed, for example, that
reports of test results contain a section devoted- to discussing the policy
" implications of the results. Such a practice can help to ensure that the

larger considerations are not lost in the implementation ‘of the program.

Summary - ' ' /-
. . 1'
This discussion is intended to illustrate how test results can be

used by various groups in making decisions relatec to instruction and
curriculun. Ways to encourage the use of test results in this connection
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include informing audiences of how results may be used and the limits of
the information yielded by test data. As noted, observers of the rise of

* minimun competency testing have suggested that administrators and program

planners consider issues such as: (1) the relationship of test results to

~ other indicators of the effectiveness of the instructional program, (2) the

extent’ to which the development of competency testing' will include or spur
curriculum review, and (3) the use of test results in making state-level
decisions about providing technical assistance and/or funds. '

L]

Options for Organiging Instruction and Remediation

Program planners at the state and local levels have identified a

. number of arrangements for introducing the competencies to students and

for providing remediation. Detroit school. officials, for example, have

" develgped a program manual in whith they 1ist ways tp organize instruc-

tion. In addition, other writers have suggested general guidelines for
developin? competency-based instructional programs, particularly those
designed for remediation. This section will aiscuss options for organiz--

ing instruction in the minimum competencies drawn from the work of Detroit

* administrators and other program planners, noting the guidelines suggested

'by various writers. In addition, this section will also describe factors

. that can influence the choice of instructional program.

Creating Spec1a:tz;2§§§§

One way to begin teaching competencies to students or to provide
remediation is to create separate classes and instructional materials.
Students could attend these classes in order to learn specific_competen-
cies, while remaining in the regular program in other areas. Because all
students are generally subject to the same competency requirements, pro-
gram planners who have chosen this option have, in most cases, created
special classes for remedial purposes, finding it more feasible to inte-

_ grate the initial teaching of competencies with the regular instructional

programs. Assignment to the special remedial classes is, as in the case
of Hillsborough County, an automatic consequence of failing the state or
local minimum competency test. '
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. Hillsborough's testing program does provide a cautionary example for
administrators and planners who opt to provide remedial instruction
through the creation of specfal classes. .In a class action suit brought
against both the Hillsborough County School Board, the Superintendent, and

.. various state officfals and groups, the plaintiffs claimed that the crea-
tion of the compensatory education classes had resulted in a resegregation
of the public schools. In a ruling handed down in July 1979, the Jjudge
determined that although the classes were populated by a majority of black

. students, the program allowed the students ‘asy access back into the
regular instructional program if they demonstrated mastery of the requi-
site competencies. Moreover, the purpose of the program was to remedy the
educational deficiencies which were a result of previous segregation. An
issue, then, that administrators and planners may want to consider, if
special remedial classes are created, is how to ensure that students can
move easily between remedial and regular instruction.

5

Establishing Resourc : Centers

One alternative to special classes is to create centers where stu-.
dents can go for assistance in mastering specific competencies. In Omaha,
Nebraska, for example, a student who has missed a specified number of com-
petencies may go to a mathematics laboratory for assistance. Activities
in the 1ab include working with instructional materials geared to those

. competencies or seeking help from the resource pérson, who is usually a
mathematics teacher on the staff. Administrators responsible for staffing
~ such centers or labs might wish to consider the possibility of employing
- paraprofessionals or parent volunteers. .

Administrators in Detroit suggest utilizing the competency lab to
provide more formal instruction to students. For example, lab instructors.
could teach mini-courses covering one or more competencies for students
who were unfamiliar with them or had failed to demonstrate proficiency.
Under this arrangement students could remain in their regular classes with
¥hetexci$tion of brief periods during which they would attend the lab for

nstruction. .
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Tutoring K .

Tutoring is another way to provide regular competency instruction

_ and/or remediation. Students who have mastered the competencies can tutor
students who are just learning the material. It may, of course, be more
feasible to introduce all students to the competencies at the same time;
in this case, small tutoring groups may not be the most effective strategy
to select. . : : o

‘ If tutoring 1s selected as a way of providing remediation, it can

- occur both inside and outside of regadlar classes. If the number of. stu-
dents requiring remediation is small, then tutoring might be more practi-
cal outside the regular -classroom. “For example, a nonprofit, nonpartisan .

~ organization in New York City, the Public Education Association (PEA),
organized a volunteer tutoring program to help New York City high school
senfors pass competency tests by June 1979.  The competency requirement
was the result of a 1976 resolution by the New York Board of Regents, and
by February 1979 approximately 15% of the seniors in New. York City had not

. passed the tests in reading and mathematics. . The Public Education Asso- :
ciation, in.conjunction with other interested organizations, recruited and
trained adults as tutors. Students were tutored on a'one-to-one basis in
the high schools durin? regular school hours when possible. Tutors also
utilized other facilities, e.g., community centers and libraries, if
needed, and on the average met with students twice a week for one hour.
‘PEA used a variety of media (such as radio, television, leaflets, and
newspaper-articles) both to recruit tutors and to inform students.

Community centers are the sites used for remedial tutoring in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina. In this program, tutorial centers
~ -, are open after school for interested students. The centers send contact
persons to inform students who have failed either the state or local com-
petency tests of the tutoring available at the centers. ‘

With respect to community centers, MCT program planners may want to

. consider supplementing regular school instruction in the required compe-
tencies with tutoring provided by paraprofessionals or volunteers at such
centers. Competencies that require practice work or close monitoring in
order to achieve mastery might be introduced in the school, but practiced
outside of school. Teachers in Peterborough, New Hampshire,\developed a
booklet on the essential competencies for parents of elementary students.
This booklet was designed to explain the particular competencies; it also
suggests activities a parent can do at home with the child to facilitate
mastery. These activities are intended to supplement the introduction to

the competencies a child receives in school.
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" _petencies may be adapted for remedial use. Bot

C2%.

‘Individualized Instruction

- Anothef“ﬁay of prov1q1ng‘1nstruction or remediation that, 1ike tutor-

"ing, can occur within there?ular.pro?ram is to have students work indepen-.

dently with ‘self-paced learning materials. These materials can be locally
developed for specific instructional or remedial purposes, or state- and .
district-developed exercises that- have been pre:ared for teaching the com-

tor Vermont Department of Education staff members have developed

ailed sug?estions for teaching the competencies. Local school officials
may fi\n: their instructional materials useful. |

Choosing the,Aggrogriate Ar§angements

Factors that will influence the choice of remedial and instructional
options include the number of students expected to participate, the size

" of the instructional staff, the availability of curriculum materials, the

physical facilities, the training and interests of staff members, and the.
‘availability of paraprofessionals and/or volunteers. As mentioned above,
{ntroducing the competencies may be more efficient and cost-effective if
done in the context of the regular program of instruction. In cases where
mastery of a competency requires close supervision of a student's work or

the time spent in class does not permit all the necessary drill, program °

Toxt Prov

planners may want to consider supplementing such instruction by using
paraprofessionals or volunteers inside or outside of the school. Thus,
tutoring would be one way of providing additional instruction, as would

providing the students with curriculum materials geared to the competency
for independent review. o .

Real differences emergé when these options; considered as remedial
strategies, are compared on the basis of the factors listed above.

e 11

Detroit city administra-
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: Given a fairly large number of students who are approximately similar :
in ability, compensatory education classes may be the most efficient way o
to provide remediation. Establishin? special classes does entail ensuring
that the staff has adequate preparation to provide remedial instruction.
This option also entails having sufficient room to accommodate the newly
created classes. Demands on the staff could be reduced if paraprofes-
sionals are included as part of the instructional staff.

- Establishing Resource (Centers

" This option makes similar demands upon staff time and the physical
facilities. The availability of curriculum materials might help to offset .
. demand for staff time, especially if resource instructors served primarily
to refer stu'ents to materials rather than to provide actual instruction,

Using paraprot essionals or volunteers to staff centers would also reduce
. demiands upon tne local staff.

Tutoring-

As ‘a way of providing remediation, tutoring may be most effective
given relatively small numbers of students needing close supervision. If
persons other than teachers or other -staff members serve as tutors (e.g.,
volunteers, parents, peers who have mastered the competency), this arrange-
ment requires a smaller amount of staff time to maintain. The availability

. of curriculum materials could enhance the effectiveness of the tutors,
~ particularly if they received training in specific remedial techniques.

®

Individualized Instruction . . .

This arrangement potentially places the least demand upon staff time
and facilities. The quality and comprehensiveness of available materials
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will, of course, affect the extent to which students will need the assis-
tance and attention of the teaching staff. In addition, staff members may
require training in using such materials to teach the competencies. . Para-
-prgfeis}onals or volunteers might also assist students in using self-peged ..
materials. ' ‘ L ' -

‘

Summary - . -

_ The selection of an option is always, of course, the result of trad-
ing off factors such as the ones described above. °‘Furthermore, no matter
what arrangement is chosen, some writers suggest two more general ?uide-
lines: (1) that deficiencies be remediated at the earliest possible
instance in the curriculum, and (2) that, if remediation is provided at
the secondary level, students be given opportunities to.participate in the
regular instructional program. The Massachusetts Right-to-Read Committee,

. for example, asserts that “students must be taught the skills and kinds of
knowledge which the tests call for, and remedial instruction must begin as

* goon as students show they have fallen behind in their progress . .toward
mastery of basic skills* (Slingerland, 1978, p.,lzz. Speaking to the
issue of remediation at the secondary level, Ryan 19793 suggests that

_remediation be "supportive, not demeaning; that . . . [it] be appropriate
to the age level of the .student and conducive to the development of self-
esteem" (p. 17). '

Integrating the Testing Program with
_ Curriculum and Instruction

Apart from determining how test results will be used and by whom, how
t0 encourage their use, and how to structure basic instruction and remedia-
tion, program planners and administrators can further ensure the integra-
tion of testing with instruction by considering the development of each
program component in 1ight of its implications for the instructional pro-
gram. This section will briefly discuss three specific components--the
minimum competencies, the test instruments, and the testing schedule--and
‘how their design can affect instruction and curriculum. The purpose of
this discussion is to underscore how a concern with integrating testing

. with instruction can underlie the entire process of program development.
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L Although the procedures for defining competencies are discussed in
- another chapter, this chapter will consider this component from the stand-
point of the relation between instruction and testing. In some competency .
testing programs, administrators and program planners have written compe-
~ tericies in order to make them easier for teachers to understand ‘and to
teach. In Detroit, for example, city administrators have prepared a pro-
. gram manual ‘in which each competency is -carefully defined and ways of '
~ teaching the competency to students are described. Similarly in Vermont,
State Department of Education staff have developed a handbook for teachers .
‘that describes ways of teaching competencies in reading, writing, mathema-
tics, listening, speaking, and reasonin?. Competencies written with a
_ view to their comprehension and teachability will ensure that the program
~components will mesh with the instructiona] program.

. The Test Ins‘truments and Instruction

»

Testing activities can also be made an integral part of instruction.
For example, in some programs evidence of proficiency includes course work
or extracurricular fnvolvement. In Omaha, Nebraska, students demonstrate
proficiency in problem solving by defining a social problem in a required
- history course and then-proceeding to follow a six-step process to solve
. it. Steps include proposing and researching a solution. Students first
solve such a problem as a class. homework assignment, and then choose @
different problem for solution in order to demonstrate competency. '

In St. Paul, Minnesota, students attending the St. Paul Open Schoo]

can assemble a portfolio to demonstrate competency in areas such.as career”

education, community involvement, and consumer awareness, Such a port-
folio may include letters of testimony from employers and personal accounts
of work experiences. : , :

The National Education Association, interested in encouraging the use
of indicators other than standardized test results, has cited a variety of
options for educators to consider. In their handbook Alternatives to
Standardized Testing, Quinto and McKenna (1977) suggest contracts, con-

erences, and teacher-made tests as ways of assessing proficiency. While
the authors address the more ?eneral issue of how to assess student pro-
gress, their discussion is re evant to the issue of how the minimum com-
. petencies may be assessed. Their suggestions for alternative means of
. assessment may provide a way to better integrate testing and instruction.
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: To give yet another example.of how a program.component can be viewed
- 4n terms of the relationship between testing and instruction, consider the

. 4ssue of how to determine the testing schedule. In Vermont, for example, .
 the state specifies the competencies to be assessed but does not specify
the testing schedule. Rather, the state stipulates that-beg1nn1ng with
the class of 1981, students must master competencies in par fcular areas

-in, order to graduate. To determine when to begin assessing students-on
the basic competencies, administrators in South Burlington, Vermont, along
with a group of teachers, conducted a curriculum review. The purposé of.
the review was to find out wheén instruction in each competency began, and
to estimate when a student could be expected to have mastered eath compe-
tency.. The point at which mastery is expected is the point at #hich the

. student is first assessed on .the -competency. In this program, testing

- activities were keyed to the instruction,

In addition to considering the option of relating the testing schedule
to instruction, administrators may also promote the integration of testing
‘and instruction through carefully weighing the potential impact of the

< testing schedule upon curriculum and instruction. One such consequence,:

if - the numbers of'studentsnrequirin? remediation is high, might -be a need

- for teachers with special training in teaching the competencies at an..

- appropriate level. For example, since introducing minimum competency
tasting into the high schools, school administrators in Gary,.Indiana,
have hired teachers who are trained in providing remediation in the basic
skills to high school students. These administrators discovered that many

- secondary teachers eithér were not trained to teach basic 'skills in high
school or were not interested in teaching remedial classes. Instituting .
remedial classes at the high school level meant hiring teachers specifi-
cally to teach remedial courses in basic skills such as reading. Thus,

the selection of a testing schedule may result in special demands being -
made upon the talents and interests of the staff.

Summary

-

The above examples are intended to {1lustrate the point that a con-
cern for strengthening the relationship between tcsting and instruction
need not be 1imited to considering how to promote the effective use of
test results and possible remedial strategies. This concern is an appro-
priate one for all stages of program development.
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! | CHAPTER 6 -
A " PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
e " William PhilVip Gorth and Peter E. Schriber*

Yo | . " .Introduction

This chapter will present a set of preliminary procedures for prepar-
~ing a managemént plan for a minimum competgncy testing program. In the

. preparation of ‘such a plan, the specification of personnel needs and the.

"\ determination of costs will play significant rolas. -Since budgetary con-

‘“straints affect every component of a program,-this discussion will touch

id be stressed, however, that neither specific costs nor estimates
.be offered to the reader. - : : -

! MCT program will find it necessary to locate and identify personnel to

© «perform Q: many tasks which the program may require. Consequently, guide-

1 tines and ;rategies'for meeting personnel needs will also be discussed

here RN . : ) »

© " .This cha\pj:er essentially provides a repertory of procedures and strat-
' egies from which educators responsible for program management can draw at
*will, This presentation will not exhaust all possible alternatives and
_will not prescribe specific techniques or modes of organization. It is a
possibility that -nbne of the procedures under discussion will be apposite
.to a particular. program. It is hoped, however, that even in such a case,
. this discussion will be useful in that it may stimulate educators to 100k .
. “at their management needs in a fresh light as a result of the considera-

tfbns introduced here. -

oy )

.
BN
,

L

. The topics brought forward in this chapter have been selected because
they are the issues which seem to be of the greatest interest or concern
to those responsible for the desi?n of management plans for competency
programs. In the course of the discussion, examples will be drawn from

* With organizational assistance from Dolores R. Harris.

t
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upon the nature of the .costs which an MCT program is 1ikely to entail. It .

‘insaddition. those responsible for the planning and.management of an..
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tvarious programs. This practice, hdﬁevér. is in no way an endorsement of |

a particular procedure; these examples have been chosen only to illustrate '

¢s under examination.

~ a'point more clearly and to sug?est the wide range of solutions possible |

for each of the problems or top

As a step preliminary to planning for an MCT program, it has been
found useful to establish a center of control or focus of responsibility
for the activities which are to be undertaken, In all. 52 of the programs
of the study--whether initiated at the state level or the local district
level, whether initiated by legislative mandate, by -the action of a state
board, or at the direction of a local agency--the control and administra--

‘tion of the program had been delegated to a single agency or individual

that assumed all responsibility for planning, coordinating, and managing:
all the activities which the program called for. In the field, a varfety
of arrangements for this purpose wepe encountered. Throughout this chap-
ter on planning it will be assumed that the center of control and respon-

. sibility for an MCTtprogram has been established, and, for.the sake of
‘convenience, it will be assumed that this center of control resides in the

person of a program director. However large or small the program, the
duties and functions of such a program director remain essentially the

same from program to program.Since this role is.such an important one, it.

may be worthwhile to consider the functions of the director and the quali-
fications which might equip a candidate to occupy this position &nd carry
out its duties successfully. o ' L T
. . - * ' r
“In a minimum competency testing program the director occupies a posi-
tion which is intermediate between the initiating or policy-making bodies,

_ and the constituengies that will be affected either directly or indirectly

3
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by the program. Important qualifications for the director, therefore, may
be the ability to understand the diverse viewpoints and concerns of these
groups, conjoined with the ability to find common or unifying themes in
this diversity which will facilitate the task of implementing the program,

To increase the 1ikelihood of accomplishing -the program goals, the director

might best be drawn from a pool of candidates familiar with a given educa-
tional system and with the community it serves. Experience in educational

_planning and administration_and demonstrated ability to organize and direct

groups are also extremely ‘desirable attributes in a prospective program
director. _ .

[

As additional sources of information on the duties and qualifications
of a program director, the reader may wish to consult the Competency Hand-
book of the Ohio Department of Education and the California Technical
Assistance Guide for Proticiency Assessment, both of which appear in the
reference 1ist at the end of this chapter.

f
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In order to assess-the planning and management neéds of a minimum. '
* competency testing program it may be helpful, as a’first step, to prepare
a full account of the stated purposes ahd goals of the program. and a-1ist
of the prescribed activitie$ through which these goals are to be realized.
This procedure can clarifyp.the nature and ‘extent of the.tizk,-since it
will delineate the essential and irréducible structure of the program.
This essential structure or form will, of courge, vary from program to
program. In some instances, as in ‘certain statewide .programs, fer example,
the pdlicy-making body has_rot only initiated the program, but has' also
specified its components 4n detail. Such programs may.present the planner
with a set of competencies, an established testing schedule, predetermined :
target groups, appraoyed testing instruments, prescribed standards, and ' - e
explicit directions for generating reports, of the.test results and for the ,
i§es of these test résults--both in making decisions abput students and in . - -
supp1y{gg,1nfonnation.to the public. = - ' '

. At the other extreme, some state and local pro?rams have been formu-
lated in the broadest terms.possible, leaving decisions on thigse and other
.{ssues to the discretion of the individual agency, and, in effect, to the
program director or. planner. In either case, however, this first ptroce-
dure will establish all and only the essential elements of the MCT program.

It may be useful at this point to categorize these elements as belong-
ing to.one of three program components:. (1) instruction, (2) testing, and
(3) remediation. By definition, all MCT programs will have a testing -com-
ponent. The inclusion of one or the other,.or both, of the remaining ‘two
- components appears to be an optional feature. Itsmay be wise to point out
here that the adoption of this mode of categor{zation does not mean that
. 411 of the components in a program are of equal importance. .For example,
one program may key its testing to the curriculum, So that the curgiculum
_ components will define the domain of the testing. components; this has been

the course followed in the MCT program in South Burlington,:Vermont. In'
yet another program, the reverse may be true: the testing ‘component will
- establish the desired educational results, requiring the adjustment or
. redesign of the curriculum component. The program in Peterborough, New
. Hampshire exemplifies the second configuration. '

After the essential structure of the program has been outlined, its
various elements.categorized under the appropriate components, and the \
hierarchical’ order of the .components determined, it may then be possible "~
to specify the tasks-necessary to implement each component. To character-
ize the nature of each task identified, it is often helpful to ask a set
. of questions which will aetermine the procedures and resources necessary
~ to accomplish that task. For the purpose of discussion, it will be assumed
that the task is a unitary one, which cannot be broken down into subtasks.
Same appropriate questions might be grouped as follows:

*
A
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SEQUENTIAL 'ORDER:

-- What tasks, if any, must precede this one?
' What tasks must foilow? o :

METHOD: °

What methods éan be employed to accomplish this task? '
-- What methods are available for use in this program? '
-- What ‘method is the most feasible for this program?

y RESOURCES:

'Personnel

& : ) X ' ‘\

L

-- What personnel does fhis task require?
= What personnel_are available?

Expertise
¢

-- What kind of expertise does this task require?.
-- What expertise is available? o

u

Time

- Ha% much time will the task require?
m- How much time is available? '

Funds

-- What expenditures -are necessary for the task?
-= What funds are available?

These questions point up the fact“that in planning and managing a program,
the issue of prograﬂ&needs versys the availability of resources-needs to,
be considered at every step. -/ )
. . [0
Since specific-tasks, such as identifying the competencies, test _
, development, standard setting, and dissemination, are dealt with in other.
chapters in this document devoted to these topics, the remainder of this
chapter will concern itself with a discussion of two subjects: personnel
resources and the wdys in which-a program director, might develop and employ
 these resources to their maximum effect’in order to achieve the stated
- goats of the program; and the costs which anWCT program may ‘nvolve.
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A program director may wish 'to call on both 1nteﬁna1 and external
~sources to satisfy the personnel needs of a given MCT brogram. Interndl
L gources -include the teaching staff, -administrative and -technical . staff, -
and clerical staff employed by an educational system. “These staff members
will be the most likely source of personnel for tasks which, for their
; accomplishment, require specific knowledge of content areas, methods of
_ testing and evaluation, and curriculum design. ‘In some programs, the
-1ocal district may also be in a position to draw upon the expertise of
state-level specialists to assist them in these matters. Internal staff
often play an important role in test development in programs which engage
in this activity. Also, members of the teaching staff usually administer
tests, and frequently score them. Remediation, reportin? results, and
dissemination are other activities in which internal staff may participate,
conditional upon the design of the MCT program. X :

External resources for personnel may include outside educational con-

~ tractors, consultants, or specialists called in to assist with one or more

components of the MCT program. Their use. is often dependent in large part
not so much upon need as upon the availability of funds for this purpose.

A very important source of .external personnel is, of course, the com-
munity which an educational system serves. It appears that the most
successful programs of the study, in many cases, were those which engaged
a broad representation of community members in the tasks of program devel-

. opment.- .Active involvement seems to generate support and enthusiasm for
a program which can act as a powerful catalyst. .

, The formation of a committee is the most usual method by which com-
munity members are drawn into active participation in an MCT program. A
review of the programs of the study will reveal the wide variety of acti-
‘vities and tasks which such committees have undertaken in the design_and
implementation of MCT programs at both the state and local district levels.
And it has been observed that “communities are more prone to accept changes
in their school systems if they are not only informed but also involved in
the process" (California, SDE, 1977, pp. iii-6).

_ Thefe are at least three kinds of committees which can be employed in
MCT programs: :
¥ (1) "ADVISORY COMMITTEE -- represents wide range of interests and
reviews general program policy.

_ ' . -143-
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STEERING, COMMITTEE -- deals with detailed aspects of pfogram .
policy, may prepare draft versions of policy statements, and : S
may have membership which s a subset of the Advisory Committee. -

WORKING COMMITTEE -- one or more Working Committees may be
established to accomplish specific tasks necessary to implement :
the MCT program and may have membership which overlaps partially -~ =~~~

or ngt4§t all with the Advisory Committee (Ohio, SDE, 1978,
ppo' - . - v ’ ! o .

A review of the state materials prepared tg assist planners with MCT |

program development shows widespread agreement on the considerations which .

- are especially relevant to the formation of such committees.

.
¢

 Committee Comp®sition

. It is recommended that the composition of the committee be carefully

“Planned, appropriate to the tasks it will be assigned, and representative
.of the community affected by its work, whether that community is defined
by the geographical boundaries of the school district or of the state.
The .committee, if it represents a cross section of the community, can make
it possible to gather information about all constituencies as to what they

. want, approve of, understand, and will support. The extent to which these

different constituencies are involved in the MCT program may determine the
extent to which the results of the program will be supported by the com-

munity. i
the school may be as important as those in the community; therefore, the

It is important to realize that special interest groups within .

~ members of  such groups will also be desirable as committee members.

\ - v

Committee Selection

©

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

It is recommended that a selection strategy be explictly determined
by the local or state board or superintendent and implemented by the pro-
gram director. One strategy is-to appoint individuals who have been o
active in school affairs. However, if all the members are selected in
. this way, the committee may not accurately reflect the community. A N ~
second strategy is to set guidelines for selection in order to achieve a v
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- balanced membérsh1p. A third strategy is to solicit the participation of
community members by open fnvitation, which allows for greater community

" {nvolvement. It is possible also that a combination of these strategies

—————

can help to obtain members from all the interest groups crucial to program
success. At the beginning of the selection process it may be wise to °
emphasize to prospective members that they will be expected to serve ..
acfivé]y._."m....m"“mi_“mu_mm__“___ . . .\,

‘;

}

!

Committee Functions

The functions of the committees versus those of the program director
_ may need to be clearly differentiated. Although each committee may be
. generally considered as advisory in nature, a-committee can assume a
decision-making role as a primary voice to the community or as the techni-
cal experts in a particular subject. Therefore, the committee may be use-
ful as a forum for sounding out ideas or for defining and selecting alter-.
native epproaches at every stage of program development.

.q"

‘Committee Size l . : . R

The nature of the task which a committee is to perform will very often
determine ‘its size. If the committee is an Advisory Committee designed to
* represent community interests adequately, it may very well contain 25-50
.members (e.g., Massachusetts Statewide Advisory Committee). A Steering
Committee, on the other hand, may require only 5-10 members to handle
material development effectively (cf. the Detroit Public Schools program).
. Working Committees usually require 5-12 members to represent the various

f professional opinions adequately. - .

* k ok k ok ok ok Kk k& .

\,
. For further information on this subject, the reader may wish to
consult the materials prepared by the California, I1linois, and Ohio
Departments of Education. These handbooks present useful informatien,

organizational charts, and strategies designed to assist program planners
in meeting the personnel needs of their programs. _ . T

~
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It is also possible to achieve community‘participation by'other

. means. In some programs public meetings have been convened for the pur-

pose of permitting members of the community to express their views about

the minimum competency testing program. If possible, several such meet-
ings could be held in different locations in order to reach as many people
as possible. Meetings may also be scheduled for such groups as business

and professional organizations, trade unions, associations of parents and -

advocates of students with special needs, and ethnic and cultural organi-
zations. ‘It is advisable to prepare carefully for such presentations,
since they will usually serve a dual function; not only do they permit
educators to collect information about the concerns and needs of community
members, but such meetings also provide the educators with an opportunity

to inform the public about the goals and, purposes of the MCT.program.

The survey is another useful metﬁod for reaching the public. It may
be a comprehensive survey, such as that employed in the Detroit program,

"_ in which completion forms printed in the local newspapers solicited the

ERIC | : 1

opinions of all those wished to respond. On the other hand, a survey can
be employed to facus on a particular segment of the community. In the
Maine program, the Benchmark Survey was confined to a representative
sample of high school teachers, and sought their views on the performance
levels which could be reasonably expected of Maine eleventh-graders.

The public meetings and surveys described above were connected with
various aspects of program design and development. Another task to which
members-of the community might contribute is that of remediation. In New
York City, volunteers were recruited and trained as tutors for deficient
students. Such a measure has the added advantage of supplying students

" with individual remedial instruction at a relatively low cost. Remedia- .
" tion offers opportunities for involving certain other constituencies with

an interest in the program. Parents, of .course, have an obvious interest. -
in a child's success, and many programs require parental participation in
the design of remedial programs for a student who has failed the minimum

competency test. Parents who are involved in this fashion may well be
more receptive.to suggestions as to how they may help their children to

achieve mastery in the required competencies.

The Detroit Program Manual su?gests peer tutoring as one way of meet-
ing the remediation needs of an MCT program. Students with demonstrated

competency may be able to assist their contemporaries to acquire the skills
needed for mastery, and deficient students may respond more positively to
instruction from a fellow student. Program directors will know best which
strategies are appropriate for use in their own programs.
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: Costs

_ ‘The-costs of a program will be dependent upon the components of the
plan. For example, a program may be designed as part of a larger compe-
tency-based educational program, in which new curricula are developed, or
it may entail the use of a s1n?1e, commercially available test. Obviously
the costs for each program will differ greatly.- Therefore, it may be most

" ‘useful simply to characterize the various kinds of costs common to most

W

L

©
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pmgrams o. i '

Airasian, Madaus, Pedulla, and Newton (1979) discuss costs associated
with MCT programs under four different categories: program development,
test administration, consequences of the program, and intangibles relating
to acceptance of the program. The following discussion has adopted the
:1r?¥ three of these categories in order to present the material systemat-

cally. . =

P[ggyam.béve1opment

This category covers start-up costé. They occur only once in a pro-
gram; however, if the program is constantly refined, these costs may have
their counterparts in the maintenance costs of the program.

- planning. These are largely personnel costs and at the local school
district Jevel may be absorbed in regular salary time by the reallocation
of staff efforts. However, the more complex the program, the higher the
cgst {or stiff because a complex program will require more staff time for
planning. . - o ‘ : '

Identification of competencies and development of competency state-
ments. 1n most programs fEis process will involve input grom educators
and community members. Time of the ?rogram staff is necessary to coordi-
nate the activities of the many people servin? on the advisory committees
and working committees which are usuaily involved in the development of
competencies. Because the competencies are the basis for later develop-
T$nt, their identification may require a ~elativaly large amount of staff

me. :
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; Development of curricula or matching Eom%etencies to_existing curri-
“cula. . Jhis inciudes the alignment of instruction with the MC! program.

IT curricular development or modification is planned, significant costs

* miy be necessary to fund staff time for the development.of mnaterials,

'dup_jication, and secretarial support.

Program dissemination.- Supplying 1'n'format10n to the community and

the stafr o school may be one of the requirements of the program.

Staff time will be necessary to write the notices and reports.. Printing
and distribution is directly proportional to the number of persons con- .
tacted. Nonprint media may be much more expensiye to develop but have a

lower distribution cost, if radio and televisio atgons will contribute

In-service education. Staff members may need training in developing/
selecting competencies, Interpreting and use test results, and in planning
instruction to align their teaching with the competencies.  Costs may be
separated into preparation of materials (professional staff, secretarial
sgppo:tt?nd)priqping) and costs for the presentation (presenter and parti-
cipant time). ' .

. . .
i .

Test selection/development. More staff tiée 1$ hecéSs;ry to develop
than to seiect a test. A commercial test, however, involves the cost of

" buying copies of the test for each administration. Either development or
selection will require staff time to consider the content appropriate to - .
. the test, and to review the test with conmittees. If the test is devel-

oped, added staff time will be necessary for writing items, editing items,
pilot testing items, revising items, and producing the final copy of the
test for duplication. Supplies, the duplication of materials for review
and pilot testing, support for the analysis of pilot testing, and secre--
tarial support for the preparation of drafts and final copy will also be

necessary.

]

| Tesfing

After the test has been selected or developed, a number of costs will
be repeated at each administration. These costs are stable from year to
year, except for increases due to inflation, and, therefore, predictable.
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Test administration and §c‘or1n . Space and t'ibm'e allocation, test |
_ administrators, Eesf printing or purchasing, test security, test distribu-
.. tion and collection, and test scoring a1l require an estimation of costs.

-+ Reporting of test results. Preparing and writing the reports of test
results, wﬁeiﬁer computer-based or narrative, for the student, the parent,.

the media, and for instructional staff will result in expenses for staff
time, secretarial time, printing, and distribution. C(omputer programming,

computer time, and consultant time will add to the expense if the agency

feels it needs these resources. \ -

L

" Provisions for special students. Students with special needs and |
limited Englﬁﬁ-speaiin students may entail additional costs, if the pro-
gram decides to offer alternative assessment strategies for these students.

e

L]

~v

Instructional implications of the testing results. The available
resources of money, teacher time, and instructional materi als will deter-
mine the number of students served and the nature of a remediation or
alternative instructional program. ' .

]

T Litiqation.” Since &n MCT program focuses on_student performance, some

" “"lawsuits have been filed with respect to the legal grounds of such a pro- —_ = - ——-

gram and its policies. Contingency planning for the costs of -staff time

and legal services in this connection may be necessary..

Dissemination. Test results are important to the public in their

functTon Doth as parents and as taxpayers. Expenditures which may be

involved in the dissemination efforts of a program are discussed in detail
in the next chapter. _ N

* k% k Kk Kk k kN

In addition to the discussion in this chapter, a monograph published
by the U.S. Office of Education, titled The Resource Approach to the

- Analysis of Educational Project Cost, presents a model which is based on'
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_ the resources pecessary to operate a program-and which may be used to com-
gare different configurations of a project in different locations. It may
e useful to make a preliminary estimate of costs based on‘th {nformation

provided by existing programs at district and state levels. - Other arti-.

‘cles which provide general information about costs are Anderson (1977) and -

- Miller (1978).
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° CHAPTER 7
| * DISSEMINATION - °
Peter E. Schriber and William Phillip Gorth

Introduction

Purpose

‘-

This chapter discusses issues and - techniques relevant<to preparing a"
dissemination plan for a minimum competency testing program. The issues '
and techniques are those identified in the survey of 31 state and 20 local

MCT programs; the discussion is based upon interviews with program planners -

and administrators as well as an analysis of program materials. In addi-

tion, the writings of other professiona1§ in educations were used to high- .

1ight key points.

L4

tive with respect to the general topic of dissemination nor are they pre-

scriptive in nature. The discussion is directeqftowards program planners - -

and presents examples of considerations and practices they may wish to
consider in developing a dissemination strategy;gr an MCT program, Exist-
ing programs and program @ater1a1s are cited to Jﬂustrate §pec1f1c points.

. 'The chapter is organized in the following way. The basic elements
involved in the planning process for dissemination are presented and dis-
cussed first, with examples of ways in which. such }a plan may be documented
concluding the chapter. - The significant outcomes of the planning process

- are the identification and selection of appropriate media by which dissem-

©

JAruitoxt Provided

" {nation of information about an MCT program is to take place. While the,

discussions of these outcomes appears late .in this chapter, it essentially
serves as the justification for the earlier discussion.

Ve .
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The Planning Process

. Program planners suggested that dissemination activities be carefully .
planned and executed in order to maximize effectiveness. Since a major ' \
purpose for dissemination is to promote awareness and gain acceptance and '
support for an MCT program, a poor dissemination effort ma¥ result in- . .

strained comunity relations, misunderstanding by special interest groups .
both' in the community and on the school staff, and loss of community trust |

. in the schools. The following subsections discuss issues raised by pro-
gram planners, as well as those found in program materials.

. Identifying the Purposes for Dissemination | . B e

- It is assumed that the MCT program is necessary, endorsed by the o
___ schools.in the district (or, if statewide, by the distyicts in the state), |
. and so designed as to achieve 1t3 objectives. In gengral, it has been
- found that, if the program initiataors and implementers are not behind an L
MCT :program, the -dissemination effort is“1ikely to be -of little use. For .
. {nstance, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolind, district carefully -
planned approaches for community. awareness and involvement through public
"media and other community outreach efforts from the very irception of its
MCT program. -This dissemination effort was and continues to be an ‘impor-
tant activity of the managerial staff of the program. In general, dissem-
ination activities are an integral part of an MCT program and, as such,
require -as much thorough consideration and planning as other program com-
ponents. C ' ' : T

- DiScussions of the general purposes and principles of dissemination . ; :
may be found in various materials. The California Department of .Education o /
. in its Technical ‘Assistance Guide stresses the importance of using dissem-
ination to promote community involvement, while the National School Public
Relations Association publishes_a booklet on this topic. Goals of dissem- .
. ination fdentified in this publication, as well as in the Californta mate-
* rial, include to inform, to ?ain acceptance or compliance, to obtain. '
support, cooperation or participation, or to-encourage the use of results.

Since the first three purposes typically require increasing degrees.
of involvement on the part of the target audience, each succeeding one may
require more effort to accomplish. .

Va
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Identifying fzées of Information to be COmmunicatgd ' ., SR f

. . [
4 o

California administrators suggest that a critica1-comp6nént'of a

* dissemination plan is usually a sqecificat1on of the types of information

to be disseminated, and as a resuit, that program developers consider the

kinds of information various audiencies may be interested in. Conse-

.quently, it may be advisable to start by compiling a complete 1ist and by °

organizing this information Tist in such a way as to achieve an overall .
view of the dissemination plan. This will help to identify and remedy any
major gaps that may be apparent in the plan.. . . . '

It may also be helpful—to prepare a detaiied description of the MCT.
program, complete with the rationale for each component and .procedure, for

s

~ eventual comnunication-to different school and community audiences (Hubbell

: & Stech). - ‘A‘/

. Identifyiny aspects of,thé program. Among the issues typically con- :
.sidered by program planners in determining what to disseminate are the

amount and the nature of the information to be provided. ‘Current MCT pro-
grams across the country generally recognize that the. purpose of a dissem-

ination effort is to present a coherent view of a well-designed and well-

conceived program with clearly expressed goals vhich do not discriminate
against any group. The major aspects of MCT programs are identified below

. in the form of a-.checklist which may be useful to include in a dissemina-

tion plan. The. specific details of the plan. for a local or state-level

program may be completed as the planner sees fit. Y

. . G o, L
(1) . Program name ' : . e s
(2) Policy history. :
(3; _Program goals/purpeses : : :

. (4) Competencies ' _ ' )

(5)  Standards of performance c : : '
(6) Target groups and testing schedules
(7) Test instruments
(8) Test administration ' .
(9) Use of test results B , ,

-

Determining the types of test results. Test. results can be generated
and reported in many formats and in various forms of descriptive statis-
tics. Understanding these results and the different modes of presentation
for these results is often a problem for the disseminators as well as the

_ intended audiences. A thorough discussion of the types of resylts that

Q ' '
G - L
.

can be prepared for particular tests and audiences is beyond gbe scope of
. : N .
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‘this document. However, being aware of the importance of test ré%utfs and
of their impact on various audiences will facilitate the planning for,

dissemination. Test results are the ddta most easily and most often mis-- -,“

understood in any program which involves testing (Hubbell & Stech). One
_ important reason for this is that -numbers, scores, and statistics may be-
" reported either ‘without-suffitient explanatidn or without sufficient know-
ledge.of the level of understanding that each audience will need in order
.t? ass;m11ate the information in the mgnner prescribed in the dissemina-
~ - tion plan. . " : . ' _ ]

] ' - .
A discussion of alternative methods of presenting test results to

variou$ audiences and for the use 6f test results in nstructional diag- ,).

iq; nosis and planning is prese¢nted in another chapter of* thi$ document.’

\
-
IS
.
[ -

Identifying Key-Farget -Audiénces SR

/’

-, The MCT programs represented in the study disseminate a wide variety

of information to a wide variety of target audiences. In general, it has
- .been found that a well-planned ;trate?y will identify these dudiences and

rselect the information and the dissemination method appropriate to each.

To assist in this task, some.MCT programs, such as California and Florida,’

have ‘asked thg'follow§ng questions:
'\o\". o , !

" -- What are the audiences and who are their members?

. w== What ére thé critical concefns of each audtience? '

Nhét'is the perspective of each ‘in understanding or dealihg\with
.the MCT program? - L

What 1hformation“mhst be presented- to each agdiencé and for what
purposes? . . ) . .. .

- -
°

. == How will critical.concerns be faced? oo

1

:"In planning a strategy to_answer these Juestions, there are specific
issues and gquidelines which help to add focus. The discussion which
follows is based on discussions with program personnel and on’‘treatments

-

of the issues by Hubbell and Stech in a publication of the Colurado Depart-

*ment of Education. Critical issues and decisions will be highlighted and
.potential problems in the dissemination effort wi}ﬂ be identified.
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As "an introduction to the discussion, it may be useful to consider . _
the various audiences for information from which support may be needed.

'« There are many audiences, and it may be important to identify as many

. groups and key individuals as possible. For instance, special interest
groups may have particular and potentially troublesome concerns about the
MCT program. It could be crucial to identify each of these groups and to

- anticipate its concerns, since the support of special interest groups may

gﬁkekaigrogram. Similarly, the absence or withdrawal of this support can
. brea . g -
-

Some audiences may become more involved or concerned over time. An
MCT progran can run for a considerable length of time, and may even become
‘a permanent program. Just as the program may be modified ard revised over
time, so audiences will change in composition and particular interests.
New special interest groups may emerge. For example, local businessmen may
come to depend on test results in hiring high school graduates, Parents
whose children are preschoolers at the outset of a program will take a

, greater interest’ when their children participate in the program.

. There are certain subgroups which may require special attention in
_ the disseminatfon.plan. It should perhaps be kept in mind that such an
audience need not be large to be essential to the success of the program.
For example, the town council and local labor unions can be small in size
but extremely influential. Neighborhoods with predominantly non-English-
speakin? residents may need special consideration. A language or socio-
cultural barrier may mean that a special effort is necessary to keep all
the people in a community fully informed and to keep communication prob-
lems at- a minimum. \ :

In identifying all pertinent groups, it is important to recogni ze
that there are groups within the school system itself which are also

potential target audiences: teachers, students, and school administrators.

Since an MCT program is very likely to be labeled an "assessment®
program, it is also 1ikely that many audiences will have a personal and
emotional interest in such a program. These groups may feel that their
student members will be stigmatized or discriminated against as a result
of their performance in the program. . N

It is useful to remember that the MCT program is essentially for
everyone's benefit. But, since it is a testing program, it will identif
students as deficient. And, as any program, it requires tax money for its
support. These two facts alone may generate negative feelings which a
cursory or half-hearted dissemination effort will do little to allay.
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-~ Identifying Audience Concerns and Goals of Dissemination B
/

The following list presents a sampling, of categories of target
audiences with a brief characterization of the typical concerns and the -
goals planners might set in developing a dissemination plan. Programs in .
which some or all of the audiences listed below have been identified and

. addressed through-various media include, for example, Michigan, Califor-
nia, Florida, and North tarolina.  Program materials from Florida and
North Carolina include pamphlets to students dealing with some of the
concerns listed below. Mikhigan educators focussed on a number of audi-
ences, including district administrators, in developing dissemination .
materials, while California, in its Technical Assistance Guide, describes
how an administrator might address the concerns of the community in pre-;
sentin? assessment resuits. . The discussion bel¢w, then, is based upon .
interviews with planners as well as an analysis of program materials. Ffor

_ other discussions of the same topic, the reader {s referred to Hubbell and

. Stech (n.d.) and NSPRA (1976).

(1) IN-SCHOOL AUDIENCES. The four major categories are: students,
teachers, administrators, and boards of - éducation.

<

~(a) Students

' Concerns: Consequences of poor test performance are
usually the chief sources fdr cencern. Questions most
frequently asked are: o

" ! -- What happens to me if I fail?

-- Do I get behind in other'courses if I am a$sighed to
remediation? :

-- Is theré a stigma attache& to being in a remedial
group? L.

Dissemination goals: Gaining student acceptance and allay-
ing their fears are foremost. One approach which may be
employed is to help students understand that remediation
will make them more employable apd better prepared to face
1ife after graduation. Planners may also want to give con-
siderable thought to the means by which passing or failing
scores are reported. :
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- (b) Jeachers

Conserns: Teachers may feel that the program will add

to their workloads. Some may also feel that differences
{n test scores among classes will lead to evaluations of
teacher performance. Other concerns are the effect of the
program on the students and potential curricular changes.
Questions may include: '

.What additional duties will be expected of me?

< Will the administration rate.me as a teacher on the
basis of my students' test scores?

Will the progrhm be beneficial to students?

Will the curriculum be changed? Should the curriculum
be changed? L -

Dissemination goals: If the program is a local one, many
of these concerns may be addressed by encouraging teachers
to take an active part in the formation of the program. It
is common knowledge that a program has a better chance for
success if the participants have planned and developed the
program themselves. Thus, beyond mere acceptance of the
program, teachers may be more supportive of the program if
they are active participants. = :

(c) Administrators

Concerns: These will vary from administrator to adminis-
trator. Primary concerns may include a loss of operating
funds due to the fact that program needs have received
priority, extra work involved in organizing staff for pro-
gram implementation, and impact on the daily school routine
of program components which must be scheduled. The admin-
istrator may also be concerned about comparisons of schools
based.on test performance, about the administrator's role
in directing pragram components, and about increased com-
munity concern translated into more frequent requests for
}nf?ngation directed to the administrator. Questions
nclude: :
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-= Wi11-I lose funds for my school because of money put
into. the program? : N

-- Will I have extra work to do in terms of planning for
- testing (or for curricular.or test development)? :

- Wi my staff have extra duties to perform?

Dissemination goals: Gaining acceptance and obtaining
cooperation and support are considered to be ke¥ ?oals'in
terms of having every school in a district participate
equally. District-level and’ building-level administrators
may require tharough briefing on their roles and the roles
of their instructional staff in MCT program:development and
implementation. As with teachers, active participation may
foster cooperation and support. The California State
Department of Fducation, in its handbook for local school
participation in MCT programs, delineates roles for admin-
istrators within the MCT programs such as program monitor-
ing, involvement in standard setting, and establishing
remedi ation courses and alternatives.

(d) Boards of education

Concerns: The greatest concern is community 1mbact. Ques-
tions include: * '

-= Will the community provide positive support?

-~ Will the program better prepare students for 1ife after
graduation? h

<= What special.intereét groups may respond negatively?

Dissemination goals: The board of-education may need to
be involved from the inception of a local district program.
The board is very 1ikely to expect information about the
dissemination efforts planned for the other target audi-
ences. :

o
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(2) COMMUNITY AUDIENCES. These audiences are parents, resideﬁts
" without school-age children, business groups, and special
interest groups. _ ' -

E (a) Parents

Concerns: Their main concern is generally for the effect
the program will have upon their children. This concern
is often manifested as fear.or anxiety that the MCT program
. will single out for failure the students with learning
“problems and other disabilities. The way in which the
jssue of parental concern is handled can play a significant
:o]$ Ln determining the success of a program. Questions
nclude: '

== What are the criteria for passing or failing?

-- Will my child get special attention if he/she doesn't
pass the test? :

—- Wil1 a child who fails be singled out and stigmatized?

-- Will the program focus on weaknesses in school academic
programs?

Dissemination goals: Program directors agree that parental
involvement in and support of the program is essential for
its success. Parents need to know why the program has been

' initiated, what it will test, and why. One device commonly ©oo
used by many local districts is a parent council to review
program content so that parental understanding of the con-
tent of a program is maximized. The Michigan Educational
Assessment Program adopted another approach and produced
several question-and-answer newsletters and brochures for
the general comunity. One, entitled A Pamphlet for
Parents, is directed solely at parents and describes the
program, lists sample objectives, and provides information
about the standard of performance. Careful attention to
providing information on how students with failing test
scores are treated and remediated is important in every
current program. \ :

e
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(b) Residents without ch11dren_1n_s;hoo] L

Concerns: These people may be members of several different
target audiences. They can be childless couples, parents
with preschoolers, parents with grown children, and elderly
or fixed-income people. Their concerns may range from the
amount of tax money necessary to the impact of the MCT pro-
gram on the community. Questions include:

- Will taxes go up?
-- What good is more testing?

-- How.will students be bettet educated because of the pro- .
gram? '

*e= Wi11 the program reduce the number of graduates who are
functionally illiterate or unable to perform simple
arithmetic calculations? -

.

- Dissemination goals: The general purpose is to gain com-
munity acceptance and support. Fears about increased taxes
may need to be allayed. One possible approach is to clearly
describe the benefits of the program to the community. The
American Friends Service has put out a guide for the general
community, entitled A Citizen's Introduction to Minimum Com-

etency Programs for Students, which describes succinctly
and clearly what citizens look for in developing and evalu-

ating MCT programs.

(c) Employers and business organizations .

Concerns: A chief concern is whether the program will pre-
pare graduates better for entrance-level occupations which
require only a high school diploma. The most frequent
question is:

~

-- Wi11 the students passing the test make better employées?
Dissemination goals: Acceptance and support of the .program

'‘may be facilitated by showing a connection between school
preparation and success on the Job.
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(d) Special 1nterést groups

Concerns: These groups may include trade unions, socio-
cultural neighborhoods, ethn1c-1dent1tg groups, or equal-
rights groups. A major concern of suc - groups -is the
possibiiity that the MCT program may discriminate against
members of the group. If a particular group has a dispro-
portionately large proportion of students who have failed
the MCT tests, then to achieve success, the MCI program
will need to engage the support of the parents'of the defi-
cient students in order to help such students to partici-
pate and succeed in the appropriate.remedial programs.
Failure to meet this issue might lead to charges of dis=

" _crimination, because the special interest group may feel

~that the MCT program is designed only to label its student
members as deficient; the group may need special attention
to see that its members understand the function of the -
remedial component of MCT as well. Questions include: ..

-- Will failure on the test reinforce a student's negative
fealings?

-= Will the program stigmatize minority groups?

-- Why is the program good‘if students are rated by test
scores? _ '

Dissemination goals: Gaining acceptance is a first-level
goal. Cooperation and support would be greater if any of
the members of the special interest groups have children
who will be involved in the MCT program. One apparently
effective approach to this problem is illustrated by the
community outreach program implemented in the MCT program
of Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina. As part of its
remediation effort, the district has organized after-school
community tutoring centers in disadvantaged neighborhoods
and has initiated a door-to-door outreach effort to inform
parents of students who fail the MCT test about the remedi-
ation program and its value to their children.

(3) OTHER AUDIENCES. Important audiences that may go beyond the
boundaries of a community are the news media and education asso-
ciations.
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(a) News media

) ' Concerns: The news media may be the special group which
‘requires the most careful dissemination effort of all. The
members of this group may see thé program as an additional
source for news, and test score as interesting reading;
unless there is good rapport\petween the district $or the
‘state) and the media, anything which is controversial may
be emphasized at the expense of the goals and successes

of the program. Questions from the media may include:

e -

-- What is a good test score?

What, is the rationale behind the program?
.- Are the program goals realistic?

What is the response of various interested groups? e

.- Hhat;are the consequences to students?

; ‘ == Is the program well conceived and implemented?

Dissemination goals: Many program contacts agreed that
good press support can be essential to make sure that
incorrect or distorted information is kept to a minimum,
and to gain public support of the program, - .For a descrip-
tion of ways administrators might present information to
media representatives as well as a sample news release, see
California (1977). Many programs plan several news confer-
v ences and even hold public question-and-answer sessions on
television (as, for example, the Charlotte-Mecklenburg,
North Carolina district). “The Florida State Department of
Education invited 37 representatives of the news media to
take one of its minimum competency tests and then to write -
stories about their impressions of the test (Fisher, 1978).

(b) Education associations

Concerns: Education associations, including unions, may
view the MCT program as a threat to the teacher--in terms
of the extra, generally uncompensated work the program may
require, and in terms of the potential for teacher evalua-
tion which may be based unfairly on student test results.
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Such groups may ask whether the program really has been
designed to aid students or to provide a cosmetic and
superficial means of satisfying-the community concern for
accountability in educstion. Questions include:

-= Will the program really help students?
-- Wil the teacher face an unfair burden of extra work?

-- Wil1 any part of the program evaluate a teacher's per-
formance? . :

Dissemination goals: If the MCT program is statewide,
state-leve] education organizations can be key target audi-
ences, and the goal of dissemination might be to gain pro-
ram acceptance. A local program may have to win over the
ocal teacher associations and unions. If teacher support °
has been fostered at the grass-roots level, then organiza-
tional support or acceptance may be easier to obtain.

| Identifying Resources for Supporting Dissemination

. Dissemination is a large task which may require a substantial commit-
ment of time and money. Two critical tasks for a dissemination plan are
to determine the message and to get it across to the right audience. The
chief resources of a dissemination effort are its personnel and the means

.available for reaching the various audiences.

- 1976) can be important.

Personnel. In planning for dissemination, involving key people from
the earliest planning sta$es of the MCT program (Hubbell & Stech; NSPRA,
hese persons are most 1ikely to be extremely
familiar with the MCT program and in close touch with the political leader-
ship of the community. It might be useful if the release of information

. is monitored by the state or Tocal district administrative leadership.

Public relations always play a large part in the operation of any educa-
tional agency. The personnel in charge of dissemination can enhange tie
chances for the success of a program if they are experienced and of suffi-
cient stature to command respect of any groups or constituents they may
have to address. : )

A
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Often dissemination is a team effort. At the state level this team
may consist of State Education Department public relations staff and MCT
program staff. At the local district level, such a team might include the
superintendent or a designate, the MCT program director, and guidance

- gtaff--all persons experienced in conmunity interaction within the school

district. ) '

" Materials and funding. Althou?h it is 1mpdssib1e to develop a
- formuTa for the fundin og a dissemination effort, two useful activities

are a]lowing for the allocation of funds and setting up a budget for this
gurpose (NSPRA, 1976). In-this connection, a major factor to consider may
e the nature and the amount of effort necessary to ensure adequate accep-
tance and/or support of the program from the target audiences. :

To offset the large costs of dissemination and to handle its logis-
tics problems, the multiptier effect and donated resources are frequently
used both by state Departments of Educdtion and by local districts. The

‘multiplier effect refers to the dissemination of information to al group

whose members in their turn make a similar or prescribed dissemination to
other groups.. At the state level this may entail training “trainers" at
regional levels who will then visit ‘the local districts and individual
target audiences as part of a statewide dissemination effort. At the
local level, a presentation (with handouts or packets of back%round infor- -
mation) can be an effective way to reach the executive committee of an
organization or the leaders ‘of a targeted group. If the presentation 1is
successful, these individuals can then make their own presentations or

_endorsements to their constituencies. In this way, it will be possible to

contact a large number of people with 1ittle cost and effort. Such pre-
sentations by the leaders of a group or organization will further enhance

* - the positive effects of dissemination. Donated resources may be in the

form-of free exposure by the media: newspapers, radio, television, com-
munity newsletters. The audience reached can be enormous; - donated

. resources, therefore, are an important consideration for every dissemina-

tion plan.

Identifying Appropriate Media for Conveying Information )

As evidenced in operating MCT programs, the medium and the format for
carrying the information to an audience are important aspects of the
dissemination plan. A key parameter in selecting or using a medium is the

. Q
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: amo‘um': and nature of the resources available={NSPRA, 1976); therefore,

‘./ " . . | . . .
S _ _ ) . -4 -

-

which media are selected by any given program will depend upon the parti- g
cular circumstances within that program. ' - - -

Available means for dissemination. In selebtin the means for
dissemination, pT@nners may wish to consider the following two questions:

(1) which means will reach each target audience most satisfactorily, and

(2) what resources are available to support the means. :

SRR, \ '
A brief discussion of the means of conveying information appears
below. A1l are familiar; what may be unfamiliar to those inexperienced’ in

~ a large-scale dissemination effort is the careful planning necessary to

select the most.appropriaté means for each audience, so that the intended
information is transmitted and the intended effect of that information is

- achieved. An inappropriate choice may be a waste of time, effort, and

©
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money, and may produce an adverse impact as well,

(1) CONFERENCES/WORKSHOPS. Generally these work best when the .
. participation of the audience is desired for program develop- ’
ment, implementation, or evaluation. Therefore, many programs
- use advisory or steering committees composed of local community
members. Teachers come to workshops to learn how to develop the .
competency statements, prepare tests, or interpret and use test
results. In South Burlington, Vermont, for example, a group of
teachers attended a workshop during the summer of 1977 at which
they developed assessments for the state-mandated competencies. s
. Parents and other community groups may also be invited to help
in reviewing the competencies or in setting the passing stan-
dards for the tests. However, to use the -workshop or conference
most effectively, it is often necessary to use other avenues for
diffusing ipformation in order to make audiences aware of the
_ MCT progran and to persuade them to participate.
. \ _

(2) PUBLIC MEETINGS. The public forum can be very useful, providing
the disseminator knows and understands fully the ;intent of the
meeting and the composition of the attending audience before the
presentation (NSPRA, 1976). For example, many pup]ig'meetin?s
relating to school or community affairs are attended by people ,
who wish to participate in the decision making process. This
participation may take the form of the community or group pres-
sure which their presence can effect. In Oregon, for example,

ERIC.
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. "\\ ”lthe superintendent called for public heetﬂngs to be held_state;

. wide; the purpose of the meetings was to gauge public sentiment
o concerning what ‘skills public schools should be responsible for
.-+ teaching. A public meeting which has been called for the pur-
\ pose of presenting information about the MCTcgrog¥am usually
.. guarantees an interested audience. In Massachusetts public ‘
" 7 7" meetings are sponsored by the Department of Education in order . “
) \  to present and answer questions concerning! the results of basic . -
\ . skills tests. In such meetings, the audience may consist , -
largely of people who are very supportive of the school system -
and, it is to be_ho?ed. of the program; at .the other extreme, it - .
may consist of people with negative attitudes toward the school . ‘
.system{n general or toward the program itself. Thus, the e
disseminator should be prepared to-cover the full -gamut of pos- ~
\ sible reactions and queries in connection with the program. A
- _ second possibility for disseminating. information at a public
. Eeeting is “piggybacking," oradding a dissemination effort to a .

meeting set for a different purpose: a school board meeting to
iscuss a controversial budget, or a town meeting to select and
‘ d}scuss political candidates. Many MCT program directors warn
of the.danger of .inadvertently associating the program with )y
: ofher, perhaps emotionally laden issues and controversies on the
reqular agenda of a meeting. A meeting of people who have come
' tpqtote down a district budget, for example, may not be the
' appropriate cccasion for disseminating information about a pro--
gram which can itself arouse strong feelings. ‘

(3) NEWSLETTERS/FLYERS/BROCHURES. Newsletters can be a very inex-
pensive means of informing the community of the MCT program and
of keéping people. informed of program progress. This is.parti-
cularly true if a newsletter is the regular periodical of a .
schooli district, since the costs of adding the MCT program
description will be relatively small. Nearly every MCT program

uses this method. Flyers and brochures in a question-and-answer
format have been found to be particularly useful. The Michigan
Department of Education has produced several such flyers and
brochurds, as did the North Carolina Department of Education.

(4) NEWSPAPER ARTICLES. This medium generally reaches the largest
number of people. Unfortunately, it can be the hardesz to con-
- trol.in terms of accuracy and emphasis. Hubbell and Stech and
the California Department of Education (1977) provide guidelines
and approaches for achieving good media releases and interviews.
Program planpers may also want to consider Florida's use of

- | 18- -k
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newspaper reporting in its program (Fisher, 1978), _The Depart- .
. ment permitted a small number of reporters to take the eleventh- ' ' \
- grade Functional Literacy Test in order to foster greater ’ a
understanding of the content and difficulty of the test among
the public. In contacting the press, however; program personnel
* have found that material for publication may need to be reviewed
- _carefully by the dissemination staff. Misinformation, once in
““print, may produce an effect which is djﬁ;icu]t to overcome. ‘4

, (5) TELEVISION BROADCASTS. Because'of the high visual impact and
i .wide exposure which this medium provides, it is important to
present spokespersons who will appeal to particular audiences. AP
For example, a good review of the MCT program by the spokesper= -
son of a special interest group may be most -beneficial in gain-
ing that group's acceptance and support. = '

-

(6) RADIO BROADCASTS.. ‘There are-generally two modes of radio pre-
sentation. One method is to havé a newscaster présent a capsule
summary, perhaps periodically, of the MCT program. A consecu-
tive set of presentations every day for a week,gay'reach a

" - diverse set of audiences. A second mode of disseminatian m1$ht,

“" be in the form of & discussion or question-and-answer forum 1in
which key school staff (or state-level staff) meet with a com- -
mentator or with the spekespérsons of key target audiences to
answer their questions and .respond to their concerns. For
example, Florida Department of Education staff members were
interviewed by representatives of national radio networks to
answer questions concerning the assessment program. -

o ’ - R .

(7) WRITTEN SUMMARY REPORTS. Written reports are usually directed
.. to a speeialized audience, since interest will have to be at a
' fairly high level to ensure that the report will be read. How-
" ever, reports take on added value as background information
_ packets for use in multiplier-effect situations and with donated
- sources. In surveying summary reports for existing MCT *pro- - .
grams, those pro?rams with a record-of success fnvariably have’
produced well-written reports ‘in.1anguage which the general
reader can understand., Such reports often emphasize program
components and their rationales, topics which are-known to be of
interest and concern to a variety of public audiences. Michigan °
is one of a number of programs, for example, which prepares.. .
summary reports for various ?roups, including classroom
teachers, parents, and schoo administwators.

v

-+
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(8) WRITTEN TECHNICAL REPORTS. :This type of report is ?enera11y
. useful for state- or local-level.planning, for local assessment
1 of a program and the need for°modification, and for assessin?
the value of each component of program planning, implementation,
and evaluation. Reports .prepared for. current programs, such as
' the Michigan Education#! Assessment Program, focus'on fmportant
data presented in tables and charts so that a reader receives a
comprehepsive view of the. program. ~Since such reports are
generally available to the public, accuracy of content should be
tightly monitored. These reports may a1s0 serve as -resource
material for media stories... " A

{9) MOVIES/SLIDE-TAPE SHOWS. Program planners may find these media
to be more appropriate for disseminating information in a lively,
topical fashion. In order to acquaint parents with the purpose
of the testing program and the part they could play in strength-
ening their children's skills, the Mic..igan Deqartment of Educa- -
tion prepared a-filmstrip for district use. Slide/tape shows -

. represent another avenue for conveying information, one that can
"be prepared in advance and used with many different groups.

It is frequently helpful to establish criteria for selecting the
means for the diffusion of information. Some important issues which stand
.out in a review of existing programs are cost, available lead time, acces- ' .
sibility, and breadth of coverage and impact. Cost is always a prime con-
sideration. Conferences, workshaps,-flyers, and brochures can be -expensive
due to high production and preparation costs and the size of such:projects.
Léad time may often mean that plannfhg will take place weeks or even months
before the information is expected 'to reach the intended audiehces,f For
example, to mount t- '~ dissemination efforts, ‘the Michigan Educational
/Assessment Program a. the Massachusetts Basic Skills Assessment planned
. strategy and documents months before the programs were .operative. Since a
program may change or testing may occur before the time set for initiating -
, the dissemination effort, it may be necessary to make readjustments in the
" dissemination plan. : i

The accessibility of the possible meahs for communication ‘- another
- ymportant consideration since scheduling depends on their availapility,
costs, and the work necessary for preparatign or development (as in the
case of documents). The breadth of coverage and t expected impact of a
particulgr mode of dissemination are two factors to consider as well,

Q . bay -
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The form of the message for the vehicle of dissemination. Once the

_means has been selected, the content and format of information to be

~ disseminated can be planned. If the method chosen s a workshop, then

materials will be a consideration. Group presentations may require over-.
head transparencies, filmstrips, or handouts. - The facts and summaries for
the med{a may néed to be carefuily reviewed for accuracy, completeness,
and impact not only as a whole, but in the light of the effect the¥ will
have as partial presentations. The choice of language for materials may
often present problems. On the whole, it has been found that the avoid-
ance of technical terms and concepts and.of: educational jargon is_best.

The form of the message is also dependent on the circumstances in
which the presentation of .a message is to occur. It should certainly be
useful to keep a record that will indicate what information is to be dis-
‘seminated when, to whom, and how (Hubbell & Stech). '

In preparing a plan for dissemination, it may also help to draw up
charts with detailed descriptions in each box of the chart of the type of
information to be cisseminated, the vehicle, and -the target audience(s).
The use of planning charts will permi% planners to maptout the entire dis-
semination effort in outline form so that coordination, sequencing, and
time commitments can be easily compared and grasped at a glance. -

L]

3

N

Loy . - -

- -Documenting the Plan

. —
¥
*

It can be time-consuming tn prepare a ‘comprehensive plan for dissemi-
nation with stated procedures, and rationales for the suggestions and
selections made. As with the planning of the form and content of dissemi-
nation presentations for particular audiences, the use of charts in other
aspects of the planning process will permit the development of planning
components in a c¢lear and orderly manner. Charts also provide a systema--

 tic means of organizing a great deal of information in a format which ‘s
easy to understand and to explain to others. Two charts from state-level
programs are presepted here. The first is a timeline for the dissemina-
tion plan produced for one year of the Michigan Educational Assessment
Program. The reader may rotice that the dissemination tasks continue
throughout the year inclucing before, during, and after the test cates.

. The second chart is from the California State Department of Educa-
tion. It is a suggested means of producing an overall plan fcr managing

. the assessment information for local dis.~icts. The chart shows major
audiences for dissemination and major sources of information..

-;71? ’
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;T Recordkeeping (by) -
Community and Principal's designee;

Topic Student Parent school-board Teachers ¢.8., counselor Administrator
Standards of | .1. Content of law 1. Content of law 1. Content of law 1, Monitoring-of each lf)iandards to be . Criteria for profi-
proficiency | 2. Skill areas to be 2. Skill areas to be 2. Skill areas td be Student’s progress in covered in each ciency assessment

covered - covered covered reaching required department and . Proficiencies to be
3. Proficiency levels 3. Proficiency levels 3. Proficiency levels levels of proficiency course : included
: : A 2. Students who have
\ and have not
- attained proficiency
levels
. 3. Students on special -
\\ projects
Assessments | 4. Frequency \, 4. Frequency 4. Frequency 2. Methods of 4. Methods of assess- . Monitoring of all
S. Dateandtime ' | S. Date and time 5. Date and time ~ evaluation ment’ assessments
. 6. Individual results -6. Individual results 6. Group resiits 3. Specific date and 5. Individual student . Statistical data for
i ' time results schools and districts
4. Results
Conferences | 7. Notification of 7. Letter announcing | 7. Formative and sum- | 5. Participation.in 6. File copy of confer- | 5. Verifitation or com-
' conference conference mative data on conferences © ence notifications, pliance -
8. Status 8. Follow-up tele- conferences . 7. Follow-up phone . Provisions for alter.
9. Ideniification of phone call 8. Student and parent calls natives
alternatives " reaction 8. Date and time of
conferences
! 9. File copies of deci-
sions made at confer-
ences, including
alternative courses
. selected
: ' 10. Special projects
' : ——
fnstructional {10. Courses available 9. Courses ava.lable 9. Courses available 6. Standards to be 11. Standards to be . Courses of study
processes; 11. Alternatives avail. 10. Alternatives avail- 10. Alternatives avail- covered in their covered in each and alternatives
alternatives able able able cousrse and department course and depart-

7. Course alternatives

nient

12. Students on special
projects

13. Alternatives to
regular program.

* Froq(!f,l);g;‘hnica] Assistance Gdide for Proficiency Assessment, Califcrnia, State Department of Education, 1977.

181



Lo ‘ S Figure Il * ' ~
Tln;ellne for Dissemination
Tasks April  May Jume .July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. ' Feb, '\ Mar. April )

¢ 1. Compose & produce reports
8. Objectives & Procedures _
b. Individual Student _ =

¢. Classroom, School & District -
s d. Technical _
¢. Statewide Results r
2. Compose & print teacher cards o
3. Produce filmstrip for all tchrs. ‘ $
Snmma—

4. Produce interpretation filmstrip
5. Produce test-day cards

R -8, Pgoducgwogkﬁ;opfouo‘ ' NUETY S ﬁ 1 U R PRt IR P S )
.

7. Conduct workshops
8. anduct briefings

9. Produce curriculum analyses 7 S
10. Newsletter releases - ' . T —
11. Report to State Board & : ’ r ' :
Legislature
12. Testing dates ) ]

13. Retum of data to districts *

* From Releasing Test Scores: Educational Assessment Program, How to Tell the Public,
National School Public Relations Association, 1976.




C295
Summary

In the case of a potentialtly controversial program, such as an MCT
program, the dissemination effort may require more components and consid-

- erably more planning than that necessary for the report of an occurrence
such as a sporting event in the local papers. The specter of accountabil-
ity may be of concern to every identifiable audience: teachers, students,

' —and-administrators-as well as parents; the news media;-and special inter- - -----

est groups.

Dissemination, then, becomes a delicate and demanding set of activi-
ties ranging over the duration of the program. Consequently, it is impor-
tant, to recognize the need for comprehensive and careful planning in the
early stages of an MCT program, so that dissemination activities can be

~ fully integrated with the other.elements of the program. :
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