_ _pOCOMENT RESQMNE. - , e
®D 205 627

N up 021 102 = "
AOTHOR " Nafziger, Dean H, K
TITLE " Minimum Competency Testing: Mixing Political and
' ' Rducational Agendas. B
'INSTITOTTON = CEMREL, Inc.,’§t. Louls, HMo. :
SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of BEducation (EDY, Washington, D.C.
POB DATE . -, Oct 80 L S , Ny C o
Nor® ' 33p.: Papér prepared for %he Midwast-Policy Seminar
(St. Louis, MO, October 15-17, 1980). Seminar’
convened by the Orban Pducation Program, CEMREL, Inc.
For pelated documents, see 0D 021 090 and 0D 021
096+098. Some +ables may be margipally legible due to
reproduc*tion qgglity of original document. C :
®*DRS PRICE . MP01/PG02 Plus Postaage. T v
DESCRIPTOPS xAccountability: *Competency Based Educatiohf: o
‘ *Bducational Ob{ectives: Elementary Secondary
/Education: *¥Winimum Competencv Testing
ABSTRACT ;

/ i

: . /  This conference paper examines issues regarding
-~ minimum compgtency testing, including: (1) the history and current -
‘gtatus of min‘mum coppetency testing programs, in.the U.S. fand ‘
especially in the midwest: (2) technical characteristics of sinimum’
.competency tests: (3) the relationship of minimum competency tests to
the regqular curriculum and testing program: (4) implementation and
evaluation questions for minimum competency testing programss: and (5)
accomplishment of minimum competency testing goals, (Auth&f/lpu\‘
‘ .

. - ~
‘ v .». . N .
. . ' Lo ’ - ) . o
sk sfeolk 3k o ol e a8 it 38 o e s e o afe ot o o e s okt K o e st o e 30 ok ol ok 3o o o el s ok ok o e ke ok ol e o o sieake sfe o afe afe sie 2k ok ofe ook ofe sk e ok ok

* Reproduc+ions supplied by EDRS are the.best that can be made

* . fvrom the original document. =~ = | "
S o o o o R Ao R R o R R R R o oA o R K R S A




¥

. |
' 1
. 00T 8.0 160 . | e
,z . . ' :

-

»
-

- - ‘

£D205627

: MINIMUM COMPETENCV TESTING i
erms POLITICAL AND EDUCATIONAL AGENDAS

Dean H. Nafziger
Northwest Regional Educationa] Labaratory

T A' ) - -,/A\.‘ﬁ;

-

o™
T - Prepared for
0T MIDHEST POLICY. SEMINAR
\;ilf'*f I - " convened by

_ . . A . Urban Education Program
‘ ' ., v CEMREL, Inc. -y

. , \ funded by a grant from the
. ‘ o Nat1ona1 Inst1tute of Education

A

- :  st. Louis, Mo. -
. October 15-17, 1980

-

. - U.S.DE PARTMENT OF HEALTH,
o ' : .+ EDUCATION & WELFARE
f(ﬂ g . : *  NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION

. . DUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM |
/ . . L THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN«
C : 7 1 ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
N ’ ) .| STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
L' . ) | SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. ' V‘EOUCAYION POSITION OR POLICY
b .

ot
= ﬂ s : ' .. THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO. -

Q)




Prepared by CEMREL:, Inc., a private
-nonprofit corporation supported in
part as an educational laboratory by
funds from the National Institute of.

" Education, Department of Education. .
The opinions expressed in this publi-
cation do not necessarily reflect the
" position or policy. of the National
Institute of Education, and no official

endorsement should be 1nferred

T ebpyright on this document is claimed

.only during the period of development,
test, .and. evaluation, unless additional
authorization is granted by the National
Institute of Education to claim Copyright .
on the final version. For information
on the status of the‘-copyright clai
contact either the conyright proor etor '

. or the Nationa1 Institute of Education.

Copyright 1980, CPMREL




.
] - . : : :
. . : . s ¥

Minimum compqtnncy Tslcinql Mixinq Poiitical nnd mduoational Agendas
qun H, Nafwiger

P - Northweot nﬁgional sduoationalznaborstory

. .'r> Co ' N
’ ' -

Sinoo it aoquircd prominenoe in Amerioan aduoation five years ago}

\

minimum competancy t:;tinq has become an‘ importan\'. and oontroveruial part
ot eduoational programl. The tact that one ’ntire day of thin poliacy
aeminar ia devoted tq the topic of minimum oompetanoy testing is evidenoe
of the timelineas and importanca of the. topic. ' "

\

1 am pleaaed‘gb have an opportunity to address some ot the issues

@

\" about minimum competency testing £rom the perspective of one who has. been )
- ¥ : )
involved with various aspects of testing over the past several years. I "

have been veryaintereated in the effects of minimum competency testing

. legislation and programs. ; - Co
- £

_The purpose Qfﬁmy paper is to raise some' issues about minimum ‘

< competency testing that - might*bear upon discussions at this seminar. In-
P .
particular, I wish Lo highlight the historical content of minimum

competency testing programs, the areas of technical characteristics of ;
S ] '
”nﬁhimum competency tests, thefrelationship of-minimum competency tests to !

~

the regular curriculum and testing program, and evaluation questions for
Yminimum competency testing programs.~ These areas have been generally

overlooked because so much of the activity regaroiné minimum competency

IS
ot

°

a3

Richard J. Stiggins and Beverly L. Anderson were very helpful in = .-
providing assistance in the writing of this paper, and I wish to’ express
appreciation to them, ' Lo -

-
-
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B tantinq haa puen legal and pelitiaaiu that is, qual challenqes to .

minimum eompeteney teats raleed throuqh the legaI pracess and tne

aocountabiiity 1uaueJ that,have lu:facad in the po mgglwl[.ng hﬂyd
dominated our attentfon, * . L S o

0;' - . . z"r
- ) .....l ; "_r .
S Hiltory and B$atus ot Minimum Competancy Testing-“'-

- Ad . o PO
, ! : !

“w

4,' TO begin-with..; wish to review some ot the recent history o;Q%inimum"

competency teeting and to summarize its current status.’ My purpose is toa

4

.8show three things. Fﬁﬁpt, at the time minimum competeniy testing qained
fPOPUIGFitY, therS‘were already accountability activitie

being.developed

F 1 statazand local 1evels. SecOnd, “the recent rapid increase in mininum .
3competency testing received impetus, primarily from forces outeide of the
' educational communitx‘ And, third, a review of the currﬁpt status of
! R ) ’

;? minimum competency testing reveqls a patchwork of approaches.

It 'is most helpful to look at. the istory of'minimum competency

R ey - D ! y

“testing in periods prior to 1970, 1970-1975 and 1975 to the present. (In
n-ﬁw ,¢ !
*; ordér to support my points this history will be very simplified. A

' f
detailed examination of the history would reveal a more complex situation

\

than I describe, but - it would not " modify the trends described )

Ear&y Historyl <i:>

-h,:. rhaps the eerliest example of a- minimum competencyctesting programx

Ls LR . BN

s &he State testing program of the New York State Regents. Initiated 1n5

>
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-1see Chapter 1 of Elbel, R. L. Essentials of Educational Measurement

-2nd -Ed. )", Englewood Cliffs, N. J./ Prentice-Hall, 1972, r a more.
detaﬁled history” . . o '
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1865. thiﬂ progeam has for over a century ptonaribed and taated cantant

and lkillu to be mastered by all studenta in thq atate who - wiﬂh to .

¢

raqaivnwu Ragentl diplomw. knothor aarly axampln q! larg&magaln mindimum

oompotanoy testing ia seen fn the Towa ﬂvq:ywpupil Tentd a aompatitivn )

aoademio testing program adminiutarad‘throughout Towa baqinnipq in 1929.

»

Thia program eventualxy qavc use’, to tha uell~known Iowa %eata of Baaloc
. q"‘
Skills ' and the Iowa Tests of Edupational pevalopment uuad axtcnaively

- y

LY »”

' qroRnd the nation.

Thc-a are hut two exampla- ot.aarly lafga—hoa%:“t sting proqraml that
'illuatrata tho point the aducatorl‘havo lopg bcan @ee y 1Htcraatedukn=
‘the eound asséssment ot important oduoatiqnal outcome I Thfao and o:her

. programeu ére in placa through the 1960‘a whan the Wntire tqa%ingxqoeno

s

.

began to changz. ?(;.', - o ;J ,_A‘({,l, W ¢ .

. - ) . ' . Fadd . it !

: 197041975 S . A A
\ b u. ‘n ':i‘; J” ”il ;‘«1' ‘ .

‘new approach for monitorinQ\the etatua of _cationdl
."’\.\
( the United. stataa was astablibhed throbgh the first

t

. ~ " . L
u(
. Progress (NaEP)P The purpose of is to provide a pe;iodic reading of
7 g /1 “« -
~;educational 3ttainment in important areas identified by -an advisory group
o

‘of educators. As it was originally conceived \sAEP was not intended to

‘ sugJey conducted by the :ih:onal Adsasament for Educational |

"-/

be, reflective of particular qpyriculum or- educational approachedh but

indicators of educational progressr‘ (Whether or not NAEP has doneéfﬁTE'
: . 4 {/
task adequately has . been the subje%t of periodic d%gaqe, bugfthat

question is not directly rélatedﬂto this discussion)
T L i ) o . a
SO fﬁ AT H

. . v .
A . o L kA o . . ;o
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rather was intended to gag.."!nd supply inform?%ion on a few important f
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ro}lnwtnq thollaad of NAEP and spurred by conaiderable legialative
activikty, many dtates began dqvelopiné theiﬁ awn aducational aaaeaanént
prograns. .Bom3~atata programe followed the NAEP model to the extent of
using SXQ?-tust Lltems and reporting format while oth;r acataa davelopad
totally nou taattnd approaches. 'whiohuvct Epprounh.tha!ﬁtook, the atate
programn‘had some common charaotq;latlca:‘(l) they were intended to be
more geographiocally and, u-uallyf‘inhtructionally coflaotlva of the
tndividual atatu sltuatlonu, (RL data that were reportad tor
accountabillty purpOIQ- wete at an aggregate 1avel (state, looalo
district, region or school). Qnd (3) with a faw excaptions, mlnlmal
contingnncies that were attached to the accountability data. The peribd
botween 1970-1975 saw a rapld growth in a numbor of mtates undertaking

)
;//

aaséonment programa. In 1970, 30 states h#d assesament or other testing
~~ programs and 1975, 44 atates bhad such prognama.

i
i

1975-Prasent

In 1975 drastic changes in the nature ofléqucational accountability

began‘to occur. Concerned by declining test scores, apparently high

.

levels of functional 1lliteracy and increaailg educational costs, public

4 demands for educational: accountability were eard throughout the
country. The result of this»concern.wac ﬁolitfcal action—Ly legislatures
. : . S ' P .
and state boards of education With more rigotoug\demands for
‘accountablllty. A solution seem;d<;impré. ln ordér to demonstrate that

3
H

they had attained an adequgte level of learnxng, students must
)
demonstrate their,competence by passing a tesl. \\

The political activity around minimum:con etency testing during this

=

time was particularly well documented by Chriﬁ'Pipho of ‘the Education

Commission of the States. The freguency with which pipho was required to




update his summaries of legialative activity péévidnd wa with ample
evidence of the high public interest in minimum aampanaﬁﬂv tedting. It
aaenad tgimq then that all of the pubitm trustration with the
1n¢¢¢qqt1v§nguﬂ of ﬁuhllq institutions vas foouaing on & single
solution=~make kidu.pnni a test before they can get out of dahoal.

In a recent summary ot?laqtalu:ivq activity, Plpho? notes that 38
 |¢¢€.¢ had taken some form ot'non;qn by the beginning of 1980, with most
of the activity bcllnq in 1.9'7'7 and 1978. ¢ (The exact number of ptates °
taking action im ditticdlc to establish because of definitional
problems. Pipho uses a broad definition of minimum competency testing,
thereby capturing a wider ar:;y of activity than shown in other .
studies.) In response to the public concern about educational
acéountability,':hu oarly actioql at the state lavel resulted in tditiné
requirements for students. However, since 1978; onlf two states have
taken action involving testing requirehents; More recent state activity
has_dealtiwith the identltication of students with lower academic
attainment in earlier years for the purpose of remediation.

‘With legisiation and state bo;rd action tapering off, Activity at the
state level has been directed towaré implementing the manda;ed programs.
By the end of this schpol Year, many of the programs will be ready for

full imblementation. As noted by Pipho, "Changes in state mandates can

be expected as more implementation problems and issues become evident.

2Pipho, chris, State Minihum‘Competency Testing Programs: Resource
Guide. A final report prepared for the National Institute of Education
under Grant NIE-G-79-0033, Education Cammission of the States. 1980.
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Cours nes&v;;& WAY bg'njawuaial fagtor. The étghnq ot dgaaigx
anéulntionlg such au ﬁﬁpd1aappnd and wigrant atudente may be qnhuhar
Eactor in ohanging wtake progeams. "3 In short, we've only begun ta
f;aaqh the stayge whara particulagly lmpureént aduﬂac}nnal taauﬁg agd

5Quom1nq apparent,

ggggdﬁt Htatus

'é;vqn this brief bhistory, let um examine the currant altuation At‘
mihlmuh&cmmpecnney teating in the United HStatew. The atatus of proygama
waAd chc\ﬁubjcac of & atudy of 31 state and 20 local progcams spondored by
the Nncioﬂ§L-lnntitutc of pducation. Tha executlve aummnry of the atudy
states: :

Sixteen of the ‘31 state-level ,programs ware mandated by the Htate
Board of Education, and 13 were initlated by the atate legislature.
T™wo of the ¢¢q1nlutod mandates call for temporary programs) one State.
Board initiatnd program and one legislated program permit voluntary
participntion of local school districts. Two other states emphasize
the oompctnnox~bacod instructional aspects of their proqram- rather
than the tnutiq? componcntn.... ‘

The majority of proqramup both state and local, were developed in the
two to three years since 1976, but the age of programs ranged from 18
years to less than one year with ongoiny pilot testing. PFourteen
state programs have been fully implemented, while 17 are being phased
in. PFor example, many atatq programs are introducing new graduation
requirements or curriculum changes over a period of years and hence,
these programs will not be "in place " until some time in the
future.... .

Programs in only four states have had litigation alsociqtéd with them
in any way--Delaware, Florida, Maryland, and North Carolina--and the
majority of this activity has occurred in Florida. ) -

With respect to goals and purposes, 14 states cited certification of
basic skills competency prior to high school graduation as a major

'/

3Pipho, Chris, State.Minimum Compqt'v sting Programs: Analysis of
State Minimum Competency Testing Pro rams.' A Final Report prepared for
the National Institute of Education under Grant NIE-G—79—0033,

' Education Commission of the States. 1980.
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PUIPOAR, and WO BEAteR Feported uNing CORPtRncy 4chievemsnt aa one
ariterion for grade-to-dsade Promation 48 A reasan toF tmplamenting o
Minimum competency teating pragram, The woat Eraguantly cited

purpoas for tnatituting such & PFOGAR was to idencigy prudencs ta C
need of remediacion; L9 ataces reported this puspass,  Curilculum
improvement wan mentioned By 10 wtated &s a WATRE PEOGEAl HOA L. . ..

Redding and BALNORALICE weEa JORPeteniy arwas asedded Ly al) atate

and 1ogel programs, Twenty-deven OF the state Proyrame asseddad

wkille in language asts and/or wilting, while 19 local dlateiuts v

aduess thedse same akille, @kill in ocher subject areas, auch ad

speaking, Listening, conaumer economics, sclence, gavernment, and
history, are assesned in only s few programa. Almost all of the

teats administered in both wtate aud local programa donaist vr{pqrxly

ot multiple~ghoice ttemm, and a non-multipla-choloe asdaduient,

In short, the initial activity mandating minimum competency testing
Programne reflevtud the public desire for styingent accountability of
students, and tddclﬁg for gqraduatlion wam the prlinaxy ompﬁnulu. Wwith
time, tHat approach was perceived as tou narrow ands attant lon shifted
away graduation reguirementms.

¥ |
Minimum Competency Testing Activity in the Midwest

There are people representing 12 central states participating in the
Midwest Policy Seminar. The states represented are I11linola, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Kgntucky. Michigan, Missouri, Minnesota, Nebraska, Ohtio,

Tennesee, and Wisconsin. In this section of the paper the minimum

competency teasting activity in the participating states is summacized.

4Gorth, W. P., Perkins, M. R., A Study of Minimum Competency Testing
Programs: Final Summary and Analysis Report. Amherst, MA: National
Evaluation Systems, Inc. December 1979.




The atudien cefasencad sasling Ia che PAPRE Lidicate Chat winleum
Competency Cestlng actlun pas been taKen at  Rtatw level 1o «lght acates
10 Ehie Feglon--flitnale, mllana, Kenwas, Kentuuky, Michiigai, Rlsauusl,
Nabismaka, Tannesacsa. (Avtlan 4t the lacal dlats bt lavel la it
aumei Lead in the atudien un wniUH;k am stalying.) table | avwmas laea the
pEdggama I ﬁ'lwn. slyht states accasdiiyg BG the Jdlsendlune af (1) thae
Lype Of action Caken, (1) the Vesponalbilicy foi aetting the ataddasd,

H.) the saapemathtilitty For wilthiy oy aeleutling a taal, (4} the s adle
aruaa'hulndlgﬁuduudd, (1) ahkill dieas tu Lie assedaad, (6) the uae of the

»

atandards and ‘tha tests, (7) the lmplqm;nlathm suhadule, (8) the ways in
which wpecial é@);}\llat’.iuuﬁ are tu be tésted, and related Lafurmation {hat
ahauld be notead),

Of the eliyht ._ntat.ce; which have experioncad action fiom the atate
level, three Auvc Nindntau through.lngtulattvq avction, four have mandates
through ugate board

(0§ atate department) action and one hay a mandate

through a combination bt the two,

v

~

anpﬂnulbtllty for| twat selection or development resides primacily at
the state level, with &ix of ;hn alght giving responsibility to the
. #state, However, reuponulbility for setting standards ls treatad
differently--only three of the states maintain that responsibility.
It is difficult to summarize what grade levels afe assessed across
states because so0 many comblnaiioqs arelposﬁ}ble. In Illinois, the
‘ optional(nature of the program And the féct that the program is still
under study results 1n'no specific grade levoi requirements. Of the
remaining states, six require testing a£ some point in grades one‘through
+ 8ix, seven requirg testing somewhere in grades seven thrdugh eleven, and
only one reéuires testing in grade twelve.; .

4
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a . ) . . o .
As one would expect, the most prominent content area in which testing . . \
. o |
is done 1is reading; seven states require that area to be assessed. Three ,

-

states require assessment in writing, two in spelling and one in language

arts. six states require assessment in mathematics with one state ' « \
requiring assessment in mathematics application skills. In other content S \
'areas, Indiana reguires assessment in composztion- Missouri,assessment in L E\

governance/economics; and TenneeSee,assessment in-grammar..

”~
e

:

The use of the minimum competency testing in states represented at . ‘X

this seminar contrasts sharply with the original reasons that minimum , LK
competency testing programs were initiated. Only one state in this -

r ’

\
region is using the minimum competency tedt for high school graduation < ‘J\

(Tennessee for the class of 1982) Six state programs .are directed i

- :,,,!.“ RGN

_ toward instructional/improvement and femediation. As noted earlier, the f;ﬁif:'lr{

.situatiqn in Illinois is still under study and subject to local control. |
Nowhere is there more difficulty in implementing minimum competency

tesging programs than in assuring fair treatment for special

.populations. “Where attention has been given to these populations, two & -

groups--non-English speaking and handicapped-—have received the most

.attention. The most common solutions for meeting the tieeds of these

students has been tol(lyiexclude them entirelysfrom the program, or (2)

toitest them with.speciAl$instruments or approaches that match'theiri

particular situation. For example, use of- non-English test or non-paper

and pencil test have eeniconsidered. Of the states in this region,

three_(Indiana, Kansas andCMissouri) have given attengion to special _ .

populations in their legislation.
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- Minimum Competency Testing Issues

€

v Having reviewed the bistoéynand current status of minimum competency"
“testing, let us turn to some issues related to the adoption and

implementation of minimum competency testing. There are three types of

L.

isd&Es that I wish to consider-general educational issues,

L

\'implementation-issues, and evaluation issues.

Ceneral Educational Issues o ‘ 'g_

rReviews of the literature about minimum competency testing oftep, I .

~ :-‘J

uncover a number of~arguments for or against. In the literature about

minimum competency testing and in ‘the seminar papers from Chicago,

Missouri and Wisconsin, three general issues about minimum competency f ,‘»f

o .. ) .

- testing seemwto emerge,"
fi. Does minimum-competency testing support our conception about
responsibility for education? | |

2. Does minimum competency testing fit into existing curriculum and
testing programs? i ' f . ‘ )
3. Can we accomplish the goals of minimum competency testingv

programs witbin our financial,}human and technical resources?
"I would like to treat these questions in order. '

 Minimum Competency,Testingﬁand the Responsibility for Education.

Many people and groups are responsible for the education of a student.

Teachers, administrators, churches,'parents) c¢ommunity and social groups.
' ' ¢
all contribute to a child's education. We wvalue the input of each of

‘these sources to education, but the multiple sources of input can servd -

to obscure the individual responsibility of each source.




\\

ha

s .

.In his thought provohing,paper, 'romlinson5 provides a_historical'
shetch of how the responsibility for.learningfhas been assigned 'in
Americanyeducation. According to Tomlinson, prior to l950‘teachers were
1_‘considered to-be;avconstant factor in‘American schools,{ The variables‘
which determined differential success were student ability and student.
eff rt. The social dynamics after 1950 completely reversed this
conception. The students were regarded as constant and the variables

Yo
‘were the educatipnal programs and teachers which the students experienced."

Whether or not we agree with Tomlinson ‘s argument, it raises a p01nt ' ¢
;. .

demanding our .attention. pecifidally, what are the unigue
respon31bilities of different people and groups in contributing to a
child s education? Minimum competency testing addresses the issue of
responsib#lities squarely: Responsibility for learning is the student 8
fand the areas in which learning is ‘required are those specified in the
law or mandate, typically the basic or. life skills. Unfortunately,
responsibility is too often assessed in_a punitive manner,and the
responsibilities of others are ignored. L ; ,- -

In my‘view we should address the issue of responsibility in several
ways. First, we should narrow examination of contributors to education
to those who provide the structured opportunities'for learning (the. |
_schools) and those who are responsible'for doing the learning (the ’
students). There are other people with other responsibilities, but we
cannot be’assured that those‘responsibilities will be carried out for any

'

given student.

STomlinson, Tommy M. "phirty Years of Trouble- An Interpretive
Analysis of Public Schooling Since 1950." National Institute of ’
Education, April, 1980. ’

~
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The responsibility of the schools is to provide every student with an

L2

opportunity to learn. This means that schools should provide sound
educational programs in well-managed learning environments, and schools
should teach°students how to efficiently take advantage of those

programs. Students, for their part, should understand that they are

5

responsible for learning. To use Tomlinson S . term, they are the locus of

prdduction.‘ They and only they can learn, and,each student has an )
- individual responsibility'to do so. Thus, education requires a joint
e :
effort which cannot occur unless both groups meet their individual

k)

responsibilities. Whatever allocation of responsibilities for learning

is adopted, it must be remembered that different approaches to minimum

» v

competency testing may support or undermine it. *

Minimum Competency Testing and the Ongoing Educational Program. As

noted earlier, recent minimum competency testing activity has emphasized
implementation, and the profoundfeffect that it can have ogbeducational
_programs is becoming increasingly clear. DProblems seem to occur because
educators are now trying to put'political ideas into educational
practice. The result is an educational program that has many
built-in;inconsistenciesi that is, there are many mismatches between the

-

goals of the existing instructional and testing programs and the 1mposed

goals of the minimum competency testing programs.
The mismatches can be illustrated by examining the way in which a
mfhimum competency test relates to the full range of educational

L v

assessment contexts. To understand the relationship of minimum

v

competency testing to the overall testing program it is necessary to gain

[ r)
"RV
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an overview of the different educygtional assessment contexts.. According
, - : &

to Anderson, Stiggins, and Gordon® there are eight pasic contexts:

A. Instructional.HanagemanJ»

1. Diagnosis \ . g

2. Placemént\ ' §

e ‘ N
3. Guidance :
B. Entry or ‘Exit Decisioné ‘ ) . : )
4. Selectib%
g . . :
. 5. Certification ‘
}
- Ce Programmdtic Decisions \ .

i 6. Summative. Decisions
7. Formative Decisions

8. Survey Assessment .

Given these contexts, let- us(contrast the assessment proposed through
minimum competency testing to the assessment that is typically done by

'teachers. Minimum competgncy testing almost always implies student

certification. < In paréicular,‘i; means certification for gradﬁation,
passing'from one brade to the next, or, more basically, certification
that some minimum level of learning has taken place. The characteristics

of ‘a certification test are that they measure a sample of skills

representing a broad range of behaviors.

_6anderson, B. L., Stiggins, R. J., Gordon, D. W., Educational Testing
Facts and Issues: a layperson 8 gquide to testing in the schools.
Northwgst Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, OR., 1980.

T _

X7

G
{2
b




\L 1 B . St

Testing done by teachers in th classroom, however, is usually done
for a different purpose--diagnosis. }Diag tic tests ‘have considerably
different characteristics than certification tests. They provide ig

.depgh measurement:on’a'narroi.renggfpf‘skills to allow precise

e

'.determihationaomehat.a student has and has not mastered.
The contrast is important for the following reason: the educator's
. response to minimum competency testing mandates has been to try to £it

minimum competency testing into the educariohal program as a diagonistic -
. ) ' o .
assessment device. The zesulting mismatch is apparent, .a' minimum

competency test is a certification test that bhas many different

characteristisz than a diagnos! test, This mismatch crkates a natural '

. tension between two competi of goals at the,§6{set.

The situation I have just bed regardingrrhe testing ‘program

T = " ' - -
B

illustrates an issue that occurs with.irespect to other aspects of the
existing educational program. A closer examination of the instructional -
and classroom management areas would reveal the opportunity for,

mismatches occuring there as well. 14

Accomplishing MCT Program Goals. A prevalent concern expressed hy a
broad range of educators is,; whether it is possible to accomplish the .
underlying'qoals that minimum competency testing programs represent.

That is, are we able to implement programs that ‘will assure thal all
students graduatiné-from bigh school will have the basic'life and

1

academic skills to successfully carty out occupational and gsecial tasks?

—

There are two parts to the question about our abilities to accomplish .

_“rhese tasks. The first is whether we have the technical capabilities to

>

18

T




A

deﬂine and meaeure the competenoiee at the appropriate leOel, end.
eecond. whether we are willing to allocate the human and tinancial

resources neceseary for implementation.

Lat us examine th; various parte of the: first question. As an
initial step it is neceelary to be able to determine competencies which,
‘ﬂhen held by en individual, will aseure that that individual will be ‘able

to accomplish some specified~taeke. What are these competencies? It
'depends on what tasks one wishes to successfully accomplish. It is self
evident: that the competencies required for those at this seminar are’ ;'
different from those required of a group of artists, skilled workers,~
lawyers, plumoers or'eoﬂe other group. You may accuse me ot choosing
unfair examples for tbgie that I have chosen represent specific

occupational roles. Nevertheless, the point is that the minimum skills'

that - any person needs is determined by the occupational and social i

ituation of that person. Thus, specification of a sing(g det of L

competencies that are appropriate for a broad group of people is very

-

\
difficult to do. If we were to find a single set of skills that is truly

‘appropriate for the entire population, I think the resulting skills would
h 3p such a low level as to be meaningless.

4/ The nature of minimum competency testing puts special demends on the
assessment procedures used. 'One reason is that many of the tests are
intended to measure life skills--thoée competencies that are required

in everyday‘life.' Another reason'is that many of the tests are intended

to reflect a local or state curriculum and also to span various_crede



"
w

lavels. 'rheretoro,' readily available published paper and poncil'i.tuta
may not alwaya meet the measurement needs inrninimem oompetenoy testing
programe. ‘ . ' - ' s

In ordersto provide the type of measurement that seems approp&iate
for their minimum oompetenoy tenting programe, many states have
undertaken ‘to develop their own tests. In doing so, they have affirmed
_for themeelvee a fundamental rule about*@@et development: it can be .
-difficult and expensive to do properly. Few of these tests have had to
‘withetand rigoroue examination as of yet.' it appeare thet while eome of
) the tests have been developed very well, others have not had adeguate
“_attention. .A8 close ecrutiny of minimum competency teete occur
(eometimes in court), the technical characterietice of the tests will .

’

h likely become a major concern. .
| New approachee to teeting and teet development have aleo been tried.

Applied performance testing (aeeeseinggekille in real or eimulated
.settinge) appeare promieing for meaeuring attainment of life skill areae.
- and such académic areae as writing and epeaking. For all their promise,
“it is difficult to use applied performance teete on a broad baeie because
of the coet and,inefficiency of giving and ecoring such tests. Current
research at the Clearinghouee for Appliediperformance Testing at |
Northweet Regional gducational Laboratory is directed at making the
- large-scale use of such tests more feaeible.

- Pernape-the one area that is currently receiving the most attention
is test development through the use of item»banks.. The promise of this *
.,approach is. that teets can be developéd using exieting items so that the

'high cost of item development can be elimineted. A recent survey

d

‘ : - - ' ot ’
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identified more than 20 large item banks that are accessible.’ For all

of,their promise, there is much to be ‘learned ‘about the use of item

' banks. A particularly, problematic question is how to avoid the need for

L 4

pilot testing instruments each time a new set of iteme is aaeembled.
This problem may be ‘solved by another promieing, but ineutticiently
tested, approach--the uee of letent trait modele euch as the Rasch

L)
model. Latent trait modele allow us, under certain conditione and with

_ certain aeeumptione, to eeeign a weight to each, of a number ot items so

~ that groups of these iteme -may be combined into teqﬁi;that have known

technical characterietice. Commissioner Mallory has deecribed the use of
one of these promieing modele in the etate of Miseouri. If further
reeerch with theee'modele is poeitive, they will provide us an important
solution to a.particular knotty problem. | |

| From the'earlieet'diécuesione of minimum competency testing,
céné&derable-diecueeion centered around the ability to make decisions
about etudente on the basis of tests. In particular. determining
standarde, or eetting "cut scores", for passing a: teet was identified as
a major problem. Briefly stated, the problem that arose was how can gne
set a test score such that etudents scoring above that point will be
likely to haVe future success while students ecoring below it will not.

For simple taeke, eetting an appropriate cut score is straigntforward,

. but for the complex skills that are represented in minimum competency

i

o3

7Hiscox; Michael D., Brzezinski, Evelyn J. A Guide to Item Banking In
‘Education. Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, Or., -
80.




‘toating (1ife skills or higher level acaddbic skills) the'problnm ia
extremi{ ‘What is to say that a student icorinq 78% ‘on a test ocﬁlite
4akilla is going to be auccell!ul in life. whereas a ltudent who scores a

| mere 73% will not be? Can we really wit old a. diploma from the lower

e
acoring student and feel comfortabla awarding a diploma to the higher
acoring one? - -

‘The' iaaue of standard aetting han received insuffigcient recent

/

“attention\becauee 8o many other issues have dominated the implementation
proceea. Neverthelese, the problem remains. Several approaches for
setting standards have been pgeited, but all of them (eave thoae which-
are logietically impoeeible to use) ultimately rely upon arbitrary-

' judgment. In reality, 8tandarde are eet more on political and logistical

-

- grounde than upon their predictive ability. Test etandarde appear to be .

eet at a ecore that ie faca valid (e Ger around 708 meets general

.

,acceptance).

»

- . :
: s :

‘In summary, the many technical issues in the implementation of

. minimum competency testing still remain unresolved. It appears that the

-~

technical problems are not receiving the attention that is being given to
other iaauea; This fact’atteets'to the pressing nature of other prohleme '
more than it does the ‘ability to solve the technical probleme. ; ‘/

As noted earlier, an issue related to the issue of technical /{

[

capability is whether we have the human and financial resourceerto

adequately accomplish the goals of minimum competency teeting programs.,

‘Because minimum competency teetinc programe can affect so many‘aepécte of

I3 : ’
. L , ¥

‘the educational system, it is difficult to_aecertain what the true costs

5 S -

<0
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. . - . \
of implementation are. Further, many 6£ the needed resources are gained

.. by diverting attention from ongoing instructional and testing programs,

. » ' .o . : ,
* .and these costs do not show up on any-ledger. Howéver, we are not
S ] - B

‘£ota11y without cost estimates for it. According to one paper pre

for the Illinois Doparemoﬂt-ot &ducation, "Implementation of the ftate
. . RN ” ' ’ B . ‘
developed an¢'adm1n1-tgrcd‘minimum dompetency . testing, with the state

¥

- ‘reporting system, would cost’at'ioast &10 per étudent or'approximately

I,S million dollﬁra for each ‘'grade level tested."8 Other test options

)

auch as usihg qgmmeicfally av#ilable tests or requiring purchiua and
administration at the lodg; level could reduce costs at the state level

but distribhte'the costs elséwhere., Tést development is one of the costs

1

associated with minimum competency testing programs and the development

of tests of moderate length'can easily cost in éxcgsa of.§40,000.

_

Also accprding to Kerins, remediation has been another major cost

consideration. - _ ‘
i , o
£ Depending upon the cut=off score, rates of failure on tests can range
from 2.5% to 256. If 150,000 students were tested, failures could
range from 3,750 to 37,500.. If the excess cost of remediation is
approximately $300 per student, a figure based on current Title I
guidelines as well as estimates in the literature, remedial costs
would range from $1,125,000 to $11,250,000. -

Some states which have mandated a minimum competency test have also’
provided accompanying funds for remediation. Florida allocated
$10,000,000 in 1977 but was forced to increase that amount to .
$28,600,000 in 1979. (Florida's student population is two thirds the
size of Illinois'.) New York requires each school district to fund
its own remedial programs, but has allocated an additional .t
$150,000,000 “for supplemental services for students who fail. New
Jersey, through its state compensatory. education program, allocated
$67,000,000 for students who failed to, meet state standards., (New

~ Jersey's student population is 57 perq§nt of Illinois'.) (p.10).

e

QEgyfi;,yfbm. "Synthesis of Minimum Compétency Testing Studies" (A
Report submitted to the Illinois State Board of Education 2/28/80.)

?
0(? e
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,,Thevdenieion to undectake & minimum competency testing program
dazriee along the need to a "ooate'anatantial resources :ot progranm

,development and implementation. It is 1mportant 'to weiqh the bene!ltl to

e .
be qeined qainat the requlred'reqouroea.
Mementation Issues A J

s

When a decision has been made to implement a ‘minimum qompetenoy
teetinq program, saveral issues be;odd to the above general educational
1aeuel muat be éoneidered. A 11et ot those ialuee, as aummarized by- Mary
Perkina9 is given belqw. Becauee tgeae 1mp1ementat1on iaeuee are ot
less oonpequenoe to tgia policy diaoq’aion, I will liet them without :

+

elaboration. . S
¢ S 1'2

--What kinds of competencies ehall we=de£ine (@.g.., life ‘skills,
basic akilla)? ¢ .
=~Who will have reapOnaibility for degining'the competencies?
‘.“ --How do ve 5:; standarda? N 'if | |
--What standards ahall ve. eet? . _ ﬁﬁd

--Do we develop or eelect teate? How do{we do either?
'6
-=1f we develop a teet, how do we.eneure 1te fatrneee?

+

-=-Shall we. have different testa/atandarda/competenciee for
racial groups/ethnic groupe/apeclal education students/limited
English~speaking students? S . .

' <Zwho 'is to administer tne tests? 6

’ . ¢

--What kinds of scores do we want to compute?
--Who do we report results to? b :

4 P - o4

--Do we disseminate just test resﬁ;ts,'or the tests tthselves?

‘ - B .

9Gorth, W. P., Perkins, M. R., A Study of Minimum Competency’Testing
' Prdgramss Final Program Development Resource Document. Al
. MBBB . 1979 . ’ o ‘ _ N ‘,,' ) '., ". i .‘ ) \

-+ . L 'Y . . ’\* “
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w does this‘dnoilion affect teat development?

m==HOw do wc usn what monoy we hnvn most eﬂ!eotivoly?
-—What is '} qood way to mnnaqc,thil p:ogram? _’

. ==DO We want to' build in !ormntivo/summutivo’-valuntion of the
program? Shall e syltomaticslly study the impaotl of our progrsm?”

" —=How Will we know if and when our goals have been met?

~==After minimum competency testing, what?

Evaluation Igsucs' " ..
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3 Despite concostec efforts toward implement;tion of minimum competincy
tostinc prcgrsms. littlo h;s been accomplished in evaluating”them.
.Clesrly it is time we begin asking the questons: - What bonetits are we
rocoiving for our investment of resourccs? What problems ars we having?
Can the problems he correctsc?t Should we maintain the programs?

ﬁhile ther.)s:e'manv'nreai'in which these programs can‘be_evaluated,
I propose we examine at least a few of the most salient.
1.¢ Student cutcomes. Are there changes in the levels of student

. ' /
academic achievement? CAn-we expect long term changes in student

’pertormance, such as in the area of the application of life skills?

'~ Have the progfams had any effect on the level of student retention in
school? these programs have differential effects on different
Jtypes of students, such as low achieving or high achieving students?
"2 gggt. What is the dollar outlay required to develop and implement '
the programs? what ase“our traceoffs; that is, what programs or

activities are we giving up to have minimum competency testing .

programs? What hidden costs at the state and local levels are we
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incurring?
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3. g,gnnlg;}_ggggy;x. What is the technical guality of the instrumenta

that are being dncq to make decisions andut students? Have the \
inltrumonto had an ldequnto try-eht? Do ého initrumantu roluto to
the oducntionnl proqrnm? Can we be oompiptoly confident that the

inlt:umontl are ud%quate to nupport all of tho decisiona that we make

oy

baaod upon tnom.

4. Adequaoy of the oom’ tonoiol. ‘Are the competencies clearly important

for on\urin? a etu nt'n future success? Are they approprinte for
allvltudenyémg s ‘bre reason to believe that attainment of these

competencies yill nxleva significant beneficial effect for students?

3. Equity conlideratioqr. Is the program £air for all atudents? Are
there groups pf sty edtl\ particularly minority groupe, who fare
A ‘
poorly under‘!he pr gram?

6. __pact uponﬁgbe odgc ti nal programl. Does the minimum competency

program promote the doe;l of the curriculum? Doee,program mangement

and adminiatrationﬁbreate undue burdens on people,at various levels?

wWhat 1is the im

i

breadth and %

,aot of the minimum competency telting program on the
 of the curriculum? igy
Minimum compet‘ncy testing deeervee and demands our close attention.

: P
While it.gives the opportunity for educational benefits, it carries the

.
potential of creating problems in existing educationar programs. In !
order for benefits to be realized, the impact of minimum competency

teeting programs on the entire educational program must be continually

examined.

26




