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Preface

ies of declIFaced with the realitniftg test scores , poor work

performance, and general public dissatisfaction with the quality of

schools, the North Carolina General Assembly made a fundamental change

in State education policy by passing House Bill 204 in the summer of

1977. The Bill established a Competency Test COmmission to recommend

appropriate tests and standards to-insure that student's who received a
,

-

high school diploma - in Wirth Carolina had the minimal skills. necessary

for functioning in society. This'is a laudable goal indeed, but one

marked b y much controversy on a national as well as state level.

Our concern in developing and conducting this research was not

with the policy of competency testing per se, but rather -with the

implementation of.this-policy at the local school level; more sepcifi-

eally, we were concerned with its consequences for the education of an

important, yet largely ignored segment of the school population. Not

only in North Carolina but across the nation, little attention has

been given to issues concerning the competency testing of handicapped

students. The immediate press of public demand for some type of

minimum standards in secondary education usually has meant standards

for the typical high school graduate, and these concerns were

translated into tests that were appropriate for the typical secondary

student.'

Unlike many states, North Carolina did consider the handicapped

in House Bill 204 in that 1) it was expected that all exceptional

students would take the tests, excluding the most severely retarded,

'2) test modifications would be developed, and 3) parents might apply

to exempt their handicapped child. At the same time, there was no



44pirical:data (or for that matter,:kittleoinformation of any kind) on

the effects of'Competency testing for the various handicapping condi-

tions, on the predictors ofsuccessful performance; on the best way.Ao

implement competency testing with the handicapped, or even on the

validity of available options for'test modifications.

Although the long range benefits of the Competency Test Program

in North Carolina 'have yet to be proven, it is our hope that this

research will have immediate benefits for both the system and the

handicapped child in North Carolina by clarifying local policies and

procedures for the competency testing of such students, and by adding

knowledge relevant to the improvement of their instruction. In pur-

suing these aims we were often reminded of a quote from Majone and

Wildaysky (1978) about the study .of public policy:

Implementation is worth studying precisely because it is a

struggle over the realization of ideas. It is the analytical

. equivalent of original sin' there is no escape from implemen-

tation and its'attendant responsibilities. What has policy

wrought? --- the implementor can only answer --- it depends

(p. 116)

The following report is a preliminary attempt to specify those

factors on which "it depends."

J D M

May 1980

s
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Performance of Exceptional Students

on the.North Carolina Minimum Competency Test

Introduction

Minimum competency testing is now a matter of State educational.

1, .

. policy in North carolina. .Neverthelest;.the special educational needs

;'0'
- of.exceptionaljttidents highlight a number of specific issues involved-

. . .' 1
o

in minimum competency testing..

Although handicapped students differ from their classmates 'in

stgnificant ways that require specialsinstruction, theylmust 'pass the

4
Competency Test in North Carolida in order to receive a diploma. While

4

4

. parents can.seet.a spec'i'fic exemption for an exceptional student, this
.

...,
..._ .

Option would automatically result,. in the student obtaining a certifi-

..

cats of attendance ratifer than a diploma: Therefore, it is important
...-

to determine ple-sociodemographic factors and student characteristics
.

which place tide exceptional child at risk for failure in the

-competency program.

Because the school.program for exceptional students,represents a

"Special adaptation of the regular program, there are a number of

.remedial strategies forobasicakills instruction that varywith the
r

nature and severity of student needs. Also, there are Many types of

test modifications ttiat,may be used to insure that exceptional students

'receive appropriate test administration. At present, however, it is

s)not known whatiole special education services play in ng
c

exceptional students for the Competency Test. Similarly,,little is:

known about the nature and effectiveness of remediation for exceptional

students who fail their initial test .
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A
A total of 3

9
043 handicapped studenti took the Minimum Competency

Test in.NOrfh Qirolina during the Fall Of 1978.. The Present research,

represents'an initial attempt to understand the factors that influenced

their performance, and thereby to assist the State in achieving. the

gokl,of more appropriate public education for the handicapped.

Broad research questionsaddressed by the project include:

1*. What are the characteristics of exceptional studentsWho

pass and fail the Competency Test?

2. What test modifications were employed and .were they related,

:

; to student performance?

3. Were. these significant variations in. amount, and content of

services provided td exceptional studentswho pained and failed

the Competency Test,?

4: 14bat special reinediatlon efforts were used for _thorstudents

60.hpfailed.the Test in 1978?

5. What are the attitudes of teachers and administrators toward

cdmpetency testing of exceptional students? .

Although those issues associated with competency testing.inv9lve

all exceptional students regardless of type of ha.ndicap,.they are

e'
particularly saliencfor those who are educably mentally handicapped,

(EMU) and learning disabled ,AD). These two groups *represent the
. ,. ..

largest Hlibrcentage of exceptional students who might be considered a.t
. . -

risk for failure'in the ,competency program; together, EMI.randLD

students represented 83% 'of all handicapped students who took the 1978

(

Competency Test. Unlike more severely handicapping conditions, many'
,

of these students can be expected to demonstrate minimal competencies,

and/or to profit readily from remedAl programs. Therefore,

I .0 12
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although all handicapping conditions were studied with respdct to

demographic characteristics and conditions of test administration,

particular emphasis was given to the study of'EMN and LD students in ":"

conducting the present research.

In the section of the report which follows, we begin by briefly',

reviewing relevant literature on the competency testing of'handicapped

students to place theNorth Carolina program in national perspective.'

Also, a brief description of the program as it was implemented in

197$ is provided.

Literature Review

Today the term "minimum competency testing" refers to an educa

rional movement in which tests of eatential academic skills are used as-

a means for mandating specific standa\rds for graduation from 'the public.

schoolt. The movement began.in OregOn in 1972, and as of 1979,

thirty-six states had adopted some kind.of minimum competency test

program (NASDSE, 1979). In the remaining states the issue is now

under consideration (Pipho, 1979).

Although the term "minimum competency testing" has appeared most

frequently in the educational literature over the past five years, the

concept behind this type of assessMent.has existed for more,than five

deeides (Britell, 1980). Analogies can be drawnibetween present day

competency tests and other evaluation efforts suchas the New York

Regents examinations bpgun'in 1878 for high schools, or the College

Board testing program for admission to higher education. Similarly,

during World War I the military used proficiency tests to assess

required levels of competencies for various trades. What is new

13
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about minimum competency testing, and what perhaps accounts for its

4

attendant controversy, is that it represents a legislative response

to public demand for greater accountability in education.

One of the factors behind the public demand for minimum educa-

tional standards has been the distressing decline in performance by

high school students on standardized tests (Gallup, 1979). In-addition

to significant drops in Scholastic-Aptitude Test (SAT) scores over the

past decade, the National Assessment of Educational Progress reported

declines in science knowledge between 1969 and 1973 that amounted to

a half-year loss in learning. Surveys of writing skills showed that

students used a more limited vocabulary in 1974 than in \k970, and

wrote in a shditer, more "primer-like" style. The Associa'tion of

AMerican Publishers was forced to revise its textbook study' guide to a

ninth grade reading level for college freshman. Finally, a U.S. Office

le
of Education sponsored study found that 23 million Americans were

functionally illiterate.

Faced with the serious consequences of these trends for the next

generation, and by an increasing vocal and hostile public, state

legislatures have moved with uncommon speed to *stablish minimum

educational standards and seized upon the competency test as a means

.

for restoring the value of a high School diploma ( Gallagher, 1979).

The implicit assumption behind this strategy is that both schools and

students will rise to meet the standard. Howeyer, the handicapped are

a'segment of the ..7lool population for whom the standard may not be .

attainable at a; , or attainable only under certain circumstances,

or only with s .stantial changes in their present oducationsIprogram.



5

Competency asUart_pfliandicapped Students

In the rush to institute competency test programs into regular

secondary education, state legislatures have generally failed to consider

issues involving handicapped students. On the face of it, competency

test programs designed specifically for the typical high school student---------
seem to pose more problems for the handicapped than benefits.

For instance, there ..s presently a great deal of discussion over

whether competency test programs designed for the non-handicapped

conflict with new legal protections afforded to the handicapped

(McClun & Pullin, 1978; Morrisey, 1978; Rosewater, 1979). These

protections, as exemplified by the Education for All Handicapped

Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142), include: (a) provision of a free

appropriate public education in the least restrictive environment;

0/extensive due process procedures, including the right of notifica-

tion upon initiation or change the student's educational placement,

parent involvement in educational planning, and the opportunity to

present complaints and/or for a due process hearing on any complaint

about educational placement or services; (c) prohibi,ion of dis-

crimication on the basis of disability; and (d) provision of

individualized educational plans.

Rosewater (1979) has noted that performance on a minimum

competency test might be used as a placement device for special

remedial programs and thereby constitute a violation' of the due proceis

and evaluation procedures mandated by P.L. 94-142 if they are not

followed. explicitly. Also, in some states, minimum competency testing

may discriminate against the handicapped by automatically excluding

them from the-competency test program, and hence from a high school

diploma. While this is not the case in North Carolina, there are no

15
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provisions for rewarding the successful completion of an approved

"special" program of secondary education. Finally, Morrissey (1980)

has noted that the mandate for individual program planning mightbe

violated if attention is not given to the individual learning problems

of handicapped students in the administration of competency tests or

related educational planning.

In the interest of fairness to handicappe students, a number of

states permit modified test administrations*Such as the use of large

print and audio cassette editions_with extended time limits. However,

the use of test modifications must also be scrutinized from the stand-

point of_the goals for competency testing in general. Students with

similar handicaps and abilities may perform quite differently when

permitted to use different aids, and thereby produce unreliable and

inequitable results (Baratz, 1978; Rosewater,1979). Also, if test

modifications have the effect of lowering standards for passing, then

the goal of insuring minimum competence would be,ccimpromised.

A few states havedeveloped competency test programs that

attempt to meet-the needs of handicapped students. Nevertheless, as of

1978, Smith and Jenkins (1980) found that 40% of the states in their

survey had not established or finalized their policies regarding the

-competency testing of handicapped students. None of the states they

surveyed waived competency test requirements, for the handicapped.

Some programs require the handicapped to abide by the same procedure,

and meet the same standards as the non-handicapped. Several states

provided for either a differential diploma in "special education" or

award a certificate of attendance for handicapped students who did not

pass competency tests. One state used different tests with different

16
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standards for handicapped students, and several have used the IEP

(Individualized Education Plan) to Prescribe appropriate tests and

set standards for graduation. Morrissey (1978) has suggested yet -

another alternative for accommodating the handicapped. This alterna-

----UVU-TWUrVgg-the differenttwl-creierting of mul-t-i-ple-gr-adee-t-i-on-or-iteria-

for the handicapped but could, as Morrissey suggests, be qUite

cumbersome to implement.

In conclusion,' it appears that while minimum competency testing

has become a matter of national educational policy, there is no con-
_

ststent policy among the states regarding the treatment of handicapped

students with respect to competency test procedures and requirements.

Of particular interest in the present study is the North Carolina

Competency Testing Program and its provisions for accommodating the

handicapped. A brief description of this program follows.

North Carolina Competency Tdst Progsam

In June 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly passed House

Bill 264, "The High School Graduation and Competency Program," which

stipulated that a high school minimum competency test must be passed

if a student is to receive a high school diploma. Futther; this Bill

established a Competency Test' Commission to recommend appropriate tests
___

and procedures to the State Board of Education. According to H.B.

204, a competency test was to be administered each Novembertc all

eleventh grade students, and the test could be readministered repeatedly

at designated intervals-to students who failed to pass.

The North CarolinaCompetency Test as constructed by the Competency

Test COmmission was designed to measure two skills: reading and math.

These two areas were chosen because they are-essential parts of..the

. 17



.school curriculum, are necessary for minimum functioning in society,

and are two areas around which achievement tests have already been

constructed.

Specific test items were formulated to correspond-to teacher-

stated objectives and were written-so-es-to test-baslc, ptactic 1

reading and math skills. In addition to skill in interpretative

reading, the reading section examines the ability to follow simple

directions; measures vocabulary; evaluates skill at locating informs-
.

tion; and tests ability to interpret charts, maps, and illustrationi.

The math section measures the student's ability to compute with

integers, decimals, fractions, and percents;-to solve problems in-

volving money metiers; to do measurements and work with them; to

8

'apply geometric. ideas to everyday situations; to interpret and use

maps, graphs, charts and tables; to apply knowledge of probability,

and statistics to everyday situations; and to estimate the answers to

problems.

A student must correctly answer at least 72%, or 87 out of 120, of

the reading items to pass the reading section. in order to pass the

math section, a student must answer a least 64%, or 77 out of 120, of

the math items correctly. These cut-off scores were determined by the

North Carolina Competency Test Commission following a series of trial

studies prior to the first actual administration of the test in

November 1978. For example, a comparison between the trial competency

-.test results and the California Achievement Test showed that the math

section of_the Competency Test was considerably more difficult than the

reading test. Secondly, teachers from twenty schools randomly selected

from across North Carolina were asked to identify students who.in

18
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their opinion were marginally competent and those they felt to be incom-

petent. It wag found that students identified n marginally competent did

better'than those identified as incompetent. Thirdly, teachers who

were specialists.in reading and mathematics, came together and pro-

---vided-t-hekr-tree-t-j-ridgment---on what represerite4-a minimum--e-amPeSenY

passing score. Finally, several statistical studies were also run

before cut-off points were designated (Test Commission, 1978).

Concerning the handicapped, tile original-North Carolina COmpetency

guidelines included the following three points;

1. All exceptional children, excluding the trainably retarded

or severely retarded, shall take the tests;

2. Test adaptations orlodifications in test administration

will be developed where needed;

A parent may apply for exemption to his local schoolOard

'for his exceptional child: on the grounds that the test might

be harmful. Exemption does not mean that a regular diploma

will be granted.

Since these.grifdelines were written, procedural competency test-

modifications have been made for the handicapped in North Catalina and

were used for the firatime in November 1978. These test modifica-

tions include .exams written in braille and large print, extended

length of time in takii&the test, permission to write.in the test

booklet rather than on..an IBM answer sheet, instructions given in sign

language for deaf students, :an audio7dassette tape'recordiqg of

instructions, and recording of answers by a. proctor. These modifica

-tions may be requested"by each school.based committee for its handi-

copped students who might requiie them, but are not uied automatically

19



in every case. Also, only students enrolled in special education

programs are eligible for test modifications.

10

A.total of 81,353 students in North Carolins public schools cook'

the Fall 1978 Competency Test,with an overall passage ratiof90Z on

reading and 85% on math. The passage rate for.non-handicapped students

was 95% on reading and 88% on math. A total of 3,043 handicapped

students were given the test. While the passage rate for the visually

Impaired was on par withthat for non - handicapped students, the

performance of students with other handicapping conditions was

considerably-poorex4

The following results werereported by the State department of

Public Instruction in 1979:

Reading -Math

Group Number Tested X.Pass Number Tested % Pass

Educable Mentally

Handicapped

Learning Disabled

1,890

652

12

56

1,887

652

7

47

jiearing Impaired 79 75 79, 70

Visually,, Impaired 130. .92 130 88

Multiple Handicap . 77 -12 76' 28

1..._____21.5 ._______66_. 57Other-7-- ___z_1.4

In order to provide greater understanding of -the factors that

contributed to the results and to assist the State in. clarifying,

its poliCies regarding the competency testing Of handicapped children,

the State Board of Education approved the present research project-
. . ,

four
_ . . .

among others to be conduCted by University faculty across-the

or

State. The project began in October of 1979 under a contract 'to survey
.
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the public schools that tested handicapped students in the Fall and

Spring of 1978-79; Particular attention was to be given to, the demo.-

graphic characteristics of Situ:lents and test modifications employed.

In addition,-for.-EMH and Lb students we.proposed to gather more

extensive data on their. academic characteristics, background of

special education service, and temedial programs.

In the next section the methods used to accomplish these tasks

be described.

Method

The population of interest i.n this study was all handicapped .

'students ( 2.3043) who took the Fall, 1978; Competency Teit in North

Carolina public schools. The sampling plan for the study survey was

devi sed-with -four--consideeations-4n_mind.:(a)-._ty_pe_of

geographic representation; (c) confidentiality of stuCrent reCordi;

and (d) minimum burden of response on local edudatiou agencies (LEAs).

A survey instrument was devised to gather information on the demo-

.

.graphic characteristics and test modificitions_used with all types of

. handicaps. The basic instrumenewas.expanded to collect additional

data 'on student Characteristics and educationai'programs for EMH and

ILD_students_stnce these groups represented the most prevalent handicaps

tested (83%), and since they exemplified most clearly the various'

issues involved in the competency testing of-handicapped. students.

Sample Selection

Since only5% of EMH students passed both sections of the 1978

Fall test (n a 75), it was decided to sample all of these students to
. .

insure an adequate number for data analysis. In order to reduce the
.

21
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burden of response on LEAs, a random sample of 10% of ENH students

who failed (n = 180) was then drawn for comparative purposes. LD

students were selected by drawing a-random sample of 25% who were

tested (n = 163)., In each .case'LEAs.which contributed a single student.

were eliminated to insure confidentiality of response.. Also, an addi -.

tional 22 EMH *students and 30 LD students were sampled to offset

attrition. lu order to gather information on the demographic character-

istics and test modifications used with -other types of handicaps,. all

vivually impaired (n = 145), hearing impaired,(n =.129), multiply

handicapped -(n = 87), and Other handicaps (n =235) were Surveyed

with a brief questionnaire.

The totai.number of cedes sampled was 1,033 after-eliminating

dingle students within a given school. Of .he 145 LgAs in the State,

133 were represented; the 12 not selected,were either eliminated by

random sampling or lised no LD students who took the Fall 1978 test.

The sample as drawn represented all educational districts in the'state

and 92% of the LEAs. Also, .the sample preserved theratio of LD to EMH-.,
students in the population that was tested, and in all handicaps

except EMH'it preserved the ratio of passing students to failing
. t.

students. r

Nevertheless, during the,course of data collection, we discovered

a large propor,tion of students (15.6%) who were labeled as handicapped

on:the Fall, 1978 test records were not officially classified as handi-

capped by the local schools. Although .the survey returaate (90Z)

.would be quite acceptable for a project of this nature, when attrition

(10%) was 'enabined with misclass ficatica and invalSd protocold <6%),-

the, final acceptable sample was teduced by 328 students (31.8% overall).

22
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Because the issue' of misclassification represented a major

finding by itself, it was presented in some detail in the Results

section of the report.

Survey Instrument and ProCedure

-

In order to reduce the burden of responding, survey questions were

developed that could be answered by referring to existing and readily

available documents: thestudents' Individual Education Plan (IEP)

and/or cumulative folder. Also, whenever possible, questions were

written in an objective checklist and multiple choice format. Prior to

data collection the investigators consulted special educators and State

Department staff, and performed a literature review, to insure that

the inforiation collected was practidal and relevant to the issues

Under study. Also, the instrument was field tested in local schools

to insure ease'of completion and minimum burden of response.

The overall instrument for the ID And EMH samples was divided into

three sections: (1) medications employed, (2) history of special,.

education services, and (3) xemediation efforts (this data was gathered

for those students who failed the Fall, 1978 test). The complete in-
0.,

,

strument has been provided in Appendix A.: Only aportion Of the in-

strument (Part 1: Modifications) was used for allother handicaps in

order to determine-test modiinations Usedankthe*r refatiOnship to

the passage rate:- Data Oniatudent handicap, race,-parent education

leVel',-School district, and LEA were obtained from State Department of

Public instruction data tapes.*

The seven.page (21 'question) instrument -c4tild be completed in less

than one hour, including the location of student records. -A letter of

I/
introduction and explanation of the-project was sent to all

23
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-superintendents,-special services coordinators, principals, and special

education teachers in the State who were responsible for students who

were sampled. They were assured that the information would be treated

confidentially and thai all data would be reported in group statistics.

To insure confidentiality of student records, a procedure was followed

in which face sheet data which identified individual students was deleted

by the school (see Appendix A for copies of these materials).

',The brief questionnaire (Part 1: Modifications Survey) was

mailed to high schools on November 15 for all those students classified

as multiply handicapped, visually impaired, hearing impaired' and other.

The complete ,{long form) questionnaire was mailed on December 7.for the

EMH and LD samples. The deadline for returning both was,set for

March 1.

Site Visits

In addition to the survey data, 15 site visits were conducted at

high schools throughout the State: Schools were selected to be repre-

sentative geographically and with regard'to rural /,urban population and

size of LEA. The purpose of the site visits was to follow-up

information obtained from the''SUrvey and to obtain the evaluations,

opinions, and recommendations of local school personnel regarding the

use of competency tests,with handicapped students. In each case an \

a eap-1085-made -t0 hold -structured interviews with special education

*teaChers and administrators in each school. A copy of the interview

has been included in Appendix A.

Results

The principal findings of the study were summarized under four

24.
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general headings: (a) Misclassification and attrition; (b) Variabiltty

. in test administration; (c) Factors associated with test outcome (pass/

fail); and (d) Consequences of Fall failure (spring test performance). In

each instance a variety of variables were analyzed, including: (a) con-

textual variables -- educational district, test administration, and use

.of modifications; (b) student characteristics -- race, sex,-parent educa-
i 10

tion,abilitylevel and problem behaviors; (c) student background

years in North Carolina schools, retention in grade, attendance, and

.interests; (d) educational variables -- reading and math-performance

levels, classified at-risk-of-failure, nature and history of special edu-

cation services, and other remediation. In general a nonparametric (Chi-

square) analysis strategy was used to detertine the association between

variables of interest. The reader may note that the ns in -Sode tables

vary slightly due to inoomplete information and/Or replacement for attrition.

Misclassification and Attrition

The final composition of study sample is described in'Table

As rioted above, 161 (16%) students classified as handicapped on the

rompetencyTest data tapes were not classified as handicapped according

to the schools surveyed. The largest percentage of miscla= =ified

__.....

students Was
.

"for the visually impaired (30%), and the lowes was for EMH
. , . .

studenti-(11%). With the exceptioh of visually impaired t e rate of
,

misclassifioation varied little across other categor s of handicap
-.'

(11% - 15%):.

-The pertentageofAmeturned surveys (no re onse) varied from 5%

fbr multiple handicaps-to.13% for'gMH students. ther type of ttri-

tion'in the sample was due to unusable protocols. This category con-

tained a relatively small number of cases (3%) and included surveys that

were returned to late for computer processing as.well as those -that

25
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Table 1

0

Total

Handicap

Educable Mentally
Handicapped

0

Misclassification 'and Attrition Hate in Sample by.Handicap,

Sampled Misclass No response Unusable Suspect *Correct
Classification

-.

n 252 27 32

% 10.7 12.7
11 10 172
4.4 ' 3.9 68.2

118

% 14:1 5.9 5.9 . 9.4 64.3
.°

Learning Disabled. n 185 26 11 11 17

(.,

Visually Impaired n 145 44 17 . * 1 , -- 83
T 30.3 11.7 0.7 57.2 .

Hearing Impaired n 129 16 11 5 4 °-- .97.

% , 12.4 8.5 3.9 75.2.

. .. . .

Multiple Handicapped n 87 12- 4 69
,

% 13.8' P 4.6 ,2.3 79.3

.

Other n . 235 '36 29 5 ' 165
. % 15.3 '12.3 2.1 70.2

n 1033 161 104 35 28 705
...

..15.6 10.1 3.4 2.7 68.2

'
*IQ range reported was 4utside SDPT guidelines for classification as EMH or LD cr

...
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were too incomplete for analysis.

17

Finally, a second.type of misclassification was detected.in the

EMH and LD sampled. In these cases, discrepancies were found between

the IQ (general ability) levels checked on the survey form and those
4

allowable -by State Department of Public Instruction guidelines for the

definitions of EMH and E.D. Specifigally, eight students were classified

as EMH who had IQs between 85 and according to school records, and

another two had IQs between 96 and 10. Also, 17 (9%) LD students. ho

we?e sampled had IQ rangesChecked between 61 and 73, and one was listed-

as having an IQ between 50 and 60. The effect of these errors on

'Competency Test performance was predictable in that nine (9) of the

10 misclassified ENH students passed the test, while only two (2),of

the 17 misclassified LD students passed.

0

As noted in the previous section of the report, the three samples :

that were drawn (i.e. EMH, LD and all other handicaps) were each repre-
.

sentative of the handicapped population who took the Fall 1978 Competency

Test with the restriction that all EMH'students who passed were included.

Ii an attempt to evaluate the consequences of misclassification and

aftritioksn the final stady sample, a series of X
2

(Chi square) goodness (

of fit test were performed. The tests were used to compare the

t'
original sample values on a variety of va4iableselto.those found in a)

.

t

"the sample. eliminating unreturned and unusable protocols (attrition),
1

and b). misclassifiedsample eliminating.both catTgories of misclassifed students
...

as well as those lost through attrition (usable, correct classification).

Effects of Attrition. In general, attrition due to unreturned and

unusable responses did not alter the ch4acteristics of the study

. -
samtile with respect to ser,race or parent education level forany of

28
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the handicaps that were sampled (see Tables 1-3, Appendix B). Also,

reference to Table 4 in AppendiX B shows that attrition did not alter

the passage rate in either the LD sample or sample of all other handi-

caps (i.e. VI, HI, MH and other). However, it was noted that the

passage rate for EMH studenti dropped from 12%, 0 on the Reading

Test, and from 7% to 32 on the Math Test, when unretur20,and unusable

cases were eliminated (see Table B.4).

Effects of Misclassification. Table 2 shows the characteristics

of available students who were correctly_ classified. .Hbea,Gbaracteris

tics of these sampleawere compared to those of the original samples,

they,did not differ with respect to sex, race or education level of

parent. However, as Table 3 shows, misclassification did alter-passage

rate significantly in the EMH sample, and for the sample of other

handicapping conditions (also, see Table 5, Appendix B, for original

sample comparisons).
---

Thus, 81% of misclaasified EMH students passed the Reading test

and 78% passed-'the Math test. When these students and those lost to

attrition were eliminated, only 22% of the remaining, correctly classi-
,::*

fied sample of EMH students passed the Reading test and 15% passed the

.Math test. Figures 1. and 2 translate these values into percentages based

on the total number of EMH students taking the test in the Fall of 1978.

Figure 1 shows that although 12% of the original sample of EMH students

passed the Reading test, only 2% actually passed when the data was

adjusted for misclassification and attrition. Figure 2 shows that com-

parable values on the Math test were 7% in the original sample and 1%

based on our correctly Elassified sample.

L 29 .



Table 2-----

. .

Characteristics of Correctly Classified tStnd Sample

Variable EMH LB VI HI MH Other

Sex
1

M

172

59.17

119

81.45

82

56.10

97

61.86

66

43.94

165

6Q.98

40.83 18.55 43.90 38.14 56.06 39.02

Race Indian .60 .81 3.03 .61

White 28.57 64.52 64.63 68.04 62.12 61.21

Black 70.24 34.68 34.15 31.96 34.85 36.97

Other .60 1.22 1.21

'arent Grade School 37.75 12.50 3.17 13.48 21.74 9.33
Education

Some H S 36.42 30.00 26.98 14.61 23.91 23.33

R S Grad 23.84 35.83 39.68 46.07 43.48 40.67

Post H S 1.99 21.68 30.16 25.84 10.87 26.67

'Vote: All table values in percent of sample n.
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Table 3

Percent Passing in Simple by Classification Status

.

Category ReOing Math

EMH SiMple (n=254)

Correct Classification
__

Misclassified

Attrition

, Total

37

30

24

91

21.89

81.08

50.00

35.83

25

29

21

75

14.79

78.37

43.75

29.53

LD Sample (n=185)

Correct Classification 76 61.29 64 51.61

Misclassified 20 45.45 16 36.36

Attrition 7 31.82 6 27.27

Total 103 54.21 86 45.26

Other Handicaps (n =596)

Correct Classification 242 59.02 216
.

52.68

Misclassified 94 87.04 84 77.78

Attrition 53 71.62 50 67.57
4

Total 389 65.'7 351 59.19
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Figure 1. Percent correct classified students passing reading test compared to original percent

reported .for the State in Fall 1978. 33
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The results of misclassification on the LD sample were not as

apparent as those for, the EMH sample. When the data for the Reading and

Math tests were analyzed separately, no significant change in passage

rate was found (see Table B.5). In fact:there were slight"increases

in performance on each test due to the eliminption of 17 retarded

students. .However, when passing both tests was used as the criterion

for-performance, the -overall passage rate for the-LD sample- decreased_

slightly from 48% to 46%. Nevertheless; evidence suggests that mis-
-

classification and/or attrition' had little effect on* the passage rate.

-of LD students. -

Figures 1.and.2 llustrate-'the effects of misclassification and

attrition on other types of handiCaps in the study sample. In general,

passage rates were lowered in all categories except the one labeled as

"other" on Competency Test data files Reduction in the percentage

passing was most evident for'the hearing impaired, although the reduc-

tion for the sample as a whole was quite significant. Table 3 shows

that'ecross all four categories of handicap 87% ofmisclassified

students passed the Reading test while 78% passed the Math test. Over-
. -

all reduction in passage rate was froin 66% to 59% in Reading and from

59% to. 53% on Math.
.

Context Variation. Of the 133 LEAs sampled,104:(78%) did not

return some surveys. As with attrition, there was substantial varia-

tion among educational districts in the State in the rate of misclassi-
.:

ficdtion (see Table 4). Misclassification and attrition in the EMH

sample'ranged from 22% in the Southwest region to 42% in the 'Southeast.

The range for the LD sample'was 19% in the Western regi on to 7 0% in the

Southeast; that for Other handicaps was ,8% itrthe Western region to 51%

36



Table 4

Number Sampled and Percentage Correctly Classified by Educational District

Other

Northeast 24 63 20 .65 55 , 62

Southeast 38 58 10 30 25 56

Central 42 . 69 37 67 88 82

South* Central 27 . 74 .28 P 61 64

North Central 56 66 14' 57. 114- . 77
,

Southwest r 27 78 51 76 .78 . 79
..

Noithwest 17 71 14. 57 136 49

Western . 23 57 16 81 39 92
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4 ,

in the Ndrthwest. Overall, the poorest response to the study survey

was from LEAs in the Southeast region of the State.

The largest percentage of-misclassification was found in the South
.

Central region (31%); followed closely by that in the.Northeast(28%).

The'loweSt percentages of misclassification were in the Northwest (5%)

and Central (9%) regions. The remaining regions varied from 11% to 18%.

_Neieher_misclassification_nor,atirition_overall was_associated_with

type of school personnel who administered the Test.. 'Perhaps Gore importAt
4

for the analysis which follows, neither misclassification nor attrition

Vas'related.to the use of test modifications.

Conclusion. The frequency'of misclassification in samples of

handicapped students seriously questions both the accuracy of the Fall

1978 test files and .the adequacy of recording procedures followed for

identifying stu1ent Zharecteriatics. The principal effect of misclassi

'fication was to reduce the percentage of itudents who passed the

Competency Test in all major categories of handicaps except specific

learning disabilities. Thus, handicapped students'as a'group seem to

have fared less well on the Fall 1978 test. than was reported originally.

Nevertheless, the final sample of available students seems to be adequate

. .

for the purposes of this research, if not. improved through the elimina-

tion of questionably classified students.

Variation in' Test'

In general, there was a great deal of variability associated with

conditions of test administration to handicapped students and with the

use' of various test modifications.

Conteit Variation. Educational districts across the State differed

,cOnsiderably.in the personnel used to adminieter the Competency Test.

38'
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For example, reference to Table 6 in Appendix B shows that the range in

percentage of EKR students tested by classroom teachers was from,13% in

the North.Central district to 43% in the Northeast, while that for those-

tested by special class teachers.was from 33% in the Northwest district.

/to 83% in the Central. district. Tables 7 and 8 in Appenaix B also show

large variations among districts in personnel used to test 1111 and all.

other categories .of handicap.

Classroom teachers administered 43% of the tests overall, and
,>

special education teachers administered 35%f however, 21-different types
. .

of schoOl personnel adminiatered some tests. The major categories in

addition to classroomiteacher and special educator were other resource
.

staff (e.g. counselor, reading teacher, psychol4gist) and administrative

staff (e.g. principal, special educationAirector, curriculum coordina-

tor). Table S shows the relationshipabetween type* of test administrator

and type of handicap. Although special education teachers gave the
. / .

majoiity of tests to EMI (67%),-LD (51%), and students With multiple

handicaps (46%), classrotim teacheis also tested LO students frequently

(43%). The majority (65%) of visually.impaiked students were testedby

a

classroom teachers; however, other resource, staff tested these students-

frequently.(28%) as'well as those with multiple handicaps (31%). Admin-

., istrative staff as a group were most likely to test hearing imp4red;

students (53%) -

Use of Test Modifications. The frequency of use of test modifica-

tions is-displayed in Table 6 for each handicap. Overall, approximately

one half. orthe students receivedsome'fori of test modification, The

4requency of usage was greatest for the, multiply handicapped (82%) and

' least for the.group classified as "other handicap" (27%).

39
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Table 5

Test Administrator by Type of Handicap.

Group.

EMH n

%

i
VI n

%-

HI n

MR- n

..=

Classroom
Teacher

Special .

Educator
Resource
Specialist

Administrative
Staff

42
25.00

112 ,

66.67

51.26.

13

7.74

4.20

1

0.60

1.6842.86

. -

52 6 , 23°

63.41 7.32 28.05 1.22

30 2_ .liw 51
30.93 2.06 14.43 52:58

12 31 21 3

17.91 31.35 4.48

114 32 1.4 4

69:51 . 19.51 8.53 2.44

1
_

_

Note: Special Educator --special class teacher (EMH, 1.1P,;ED. etc)
r

, ..

Resource Specialist'- speech/hearing, counselor,
.,

psychologists,
remedial reading, etc.

Administrative Staff - principal, special education director,
test coordinator, curriculum
coordinator, etc.
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Table 6

o

4I
-.0

i

Use of Test MOdificatiOns by Type of Handicap

. Yes

4

Group
n n

EMH 102 61.45 64

1.320 59 49.58 .it : 60 ,

VI 44.58 46

-,
HI 55 56.70 42

MH . 53 81.54 12

Other 44 26.83 12.0

yot'al 350 50.43 . 344

...

. I --
t

4

I . .

..

A

.

4

4

41
..

.

28

38.5S

'. 50.42

55.42

43.30

__.

18.46

73.17>3.,

49.67

.

..
3
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The frequency of use of each type of modification is shown in

'Table B.9 (Appendix B). The most frequently used modifications were

extended time /sessions (23%) and small grbup administration (24%).

These types of modifications were more often used with EHH, LD and
.

haWcaps. The audio cassette was third most popular (15%)

arid was used most extensively with EHH (25%) cand LD (25%) students.

Tbirty-seven.percent of the visually impaired were given the large-
.

print edition, and 53% of.the hearing impaired were given the test in

sign language.

-Factors Associated with Use of Modifications. The likelihood that

handicapped students received a modified test administration.varied

significantly across the eight educational districts in the State, and

with the type of school personnel giving the test. For examjle, Table

7 shows that EMH students in the Northwest region were 2.3 times more

likely to receive ftst.modifications than thoie in Southeast regitt

however, LD students in the Noithwest region were the.least likely to

receive test modifications. The greatest frequency of modified admin-

.istration for LD students was in the SoUthwest and Southeast regions.

Across all handicaps, special educators were 7 to 17 times.more

likely to use test modifications than classroom teachers (see Table 8).

Also, administration of tests by other,types,of resource personnel was
/

associated with more freiluent use of modifications: Sinc

7
there was

wide variability intype of test administrator across educational

...-

districts, regional variability in the use a test modifications can be

I
associated with use of different types of personnel tirtest handicapped
e 0
students in different districts.

1-

Neither student sex nor race was related to the frequency of use

) 412
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Table 7

Percentage ofStudents Receiving Test Modifications by
Handicap and Educational District

ENE LD Other

Northeast 53.33 30.77 14.71

Southeast 40.91 66.67 53.14

Central 48.28 50.00 50.70

South Central 65.00 53.85 33.33

North Central 71.43 14.29 39.08

Southwest 61.90 71.05 37.10

Northwest 91.67 12.50 83.58

Western 76.92 38.46 40.00

Total 61.68 49.58 46.21

2
(7) 14.01 17.82 59.46

2. .05 .01 .001

0
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4

Table 8

Percentage of Students Receiving Test Modifications by
Type of Test Administrator.

LD 'Other

Classroom Teacher n 5 4 13

% 11.90 7.84 6.28

Special Educator n 88 50 69

% 79.28 81.97 97.18

Other. n . 9 4 106

2 75.00 80.00

X2 59.55 62.98

.0001

82.17

297.14

.0001 .0001

alo
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of test modification for any handicapping condition.' However, EMH

students whose parente'had graduated from high school were more likely

to have test modifications than those whose parents had only a grade

school education. Parent education level was not associated with the

use of modifications with LD students and other handicaps. These re-

sults with respect to student characteristics are presented in Table

B.I0 of Appendix B.

When respondents were asked their professional opinion about the

"appropriateness" of the test modifications used with each student

they generally responded in the affirmative. However, considerable

doubt was expressed about the modifications used with hearing impaired

students (58%), and the appropriateness of modifications used with

EMH students was questioned in 22% of the oases (see Table 9).

Factors Associated with Test Performance

The present section of the report contains findings with respect

to passage rate. In this analysis information was available on demo-

graphic variables, descriptive characteristics of students, and the use

of test modifications for all handicapping conditions. A more ,extensive

analysis of student background and educational variables was performed

on the EMH and'ID samples. In each case only correctly classified

students were included (see Table 1y, and X
2

(Chi square) tests were'

made of the gssociation between each variable and-the\number of students

who passed and failed each test (Reading and Math) for each- sample.

\
,Context Variation. 'The highest -Reading test passa'e rate for EMH

students sampled *within a given edncational district was' 6Nout of 12

(50%) in the Northwest region, and that for the Math test was 5 (42%)

students in the same region. Similarly, the Northwest region had the
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Table 9

Professional Opinion About Appropriate 1.1e of Modifications

Yes No

FMH n 96 27
78.05 21.95

LD 66 7

z 90.41 9.59

VI 38 0

100.0

HI n 27 37.

42.19 57.81

n 38 10
79.17 20.83

Other 51 9

z 85.00 15.00

Note: % correctly classified students

4

I 46
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highest passage rate for LDstudent6 sampled,'87% in Reading and 65% in

Math: The Southeast region had the lowest passage riton both tests

for both EMH and LD students (see Table B.11 Appendix B). Frequency Of

test passage was not related to the type of personnel who administered

the _Competency Test to EMH and LD students, although Special'education

teachers had lower passage rates on both tests than classroom teachers

for students with all other handicaps (see Table B.12Appendix B).

This trend most probibly reflects the tendency for special educators

to test more severely handicapped students.

Use of Test. Modifications. Table 10 shows that EMH students who

received test modifications were. more likely to pass compared to those

not receiving modifications. Of those passing the Reading test, 30%

had modifications,whereas 8% of those who passed did not. Twenty

percent of EMH students who passed the Math test had modifications,

whereas only 52 passed without modificationi. The opposite trend was

found-for the hearing impaired. Of tese who passed,81% did not re-

ceive test modifications in Reading and 76% did not in.Math. The use ,

of test modifications was not related to the performance of LD students,

or to that of students labeled, as Other_handicap.

In the previous section of the report it Was noted that the most

popular modifications used with EMH students were extended time/

sessions, small group administration, and the audio cassette edition.

Unfortunately,. the small number of EMH students who passed precluded an

analysis of the effects of each type of modification. 'However, it may

be concluded that the likelihood of passing for EMH students was quite

small indeed unless some combination -of these modifications was used.

Student Characteristics. The percentage of'students who passed
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Table 10

Percentage Passing on Fall 1978 by Use of Test ModifiCations

LD.

VI

RI.

MN

X Pass

Other

Reading Mods Math Mods

es no X (1) es no X 1

30.10 7.81 11.59 .0007 20.39 4.69 7.91 .004

25.00 38.00 6.71 NS 45.76 56.67 1.41 NS

81.08 86.67 0.47 NS 67.57 82.22 2.36 NS

;.

35.45 80.95 29.34 .0001 25.45 76.19 24.58 .0001

22.64 36.36 0.91 NS 18.87 27.27 0.39 NS .

54.55 69.17 3.03 .08 52.27 59.17 .0.62 NS
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the Reading and Math tests by sex, race and parent education level can

be founein Tables 11 and 12, In general, the frequency .of passing was

riot related to sex of student, However, black students were more likely

to fail than white students for all groUps except the multiply handi-

capped. Race was not related to the performance of visually impaired

students in the Reading test, but was a significant factor og the,Math

test.

As reported previously for the general population of eleventh

grade students, greater bl, Eent education was associated with a higher
o

frequency of passing on both Reading and Math. 'Interestingly, parent

education was not related to reading performance by raring and visually

impaired students, but was associated with their math performance.

Student Background and Interests. The results of the analysis for

the EMH and LD samples are given in Tables 14 through 18 of Appendix B..

Approximately 132 of E( students and 81% of LD.students had received

all of their schooling in North Carolina public schools; so this

variable was-not associated with passage rate on either test (see Table

B.14). However,-whether LD students were retained for* one or more

grades was a significant factor (see Table. 8.15). Of those who failed

the Reading test, 55Z had .repeated.a grade; of those who failed -the Math

test, 61% had repeated a grade. Grade retention was not related to the

performance of EMH students on either test.

Another set of questions pertaining to student background asked

whether students had a history of. unexcused absenses from school; and

if absences were excused, was there reason to believa they impaired

performance. In general, absenteeism was not an impOrtant factor in the

performance of either group. Nevertheless, there was a trend for



.Table 11

Descriptive Characteristics of Students who Passed Reading Test

37

EMH LD VI HI MH Other

Sex 11 % 23.00 61.86 80.43 50.00 31.03 68.00

P X 20.29 63.64 88.89. 48.65 21.62 62.50

X2 .17 . .09 1.08 .01 .75 .52

P NS NS NS NS NS NS

Race W X 31.25 59.74 86.79 57.58 24.39 75.25

B X 17.80 34.15 78.57 32.26 26.09 50.82

X
2

7.43 7.97 .91 5.40 .65 10.12

..k .05 .01 NS .02 NS .01

Parent Education

Elea X 10.53 35.71 50.00 41.67 42.86

H.S. X 3O 91 52.78 88.24 , 30.77 '9.09 48.57

H.S. Grad % 22.22 69.23 76.00 48.78 55.00 72.13

Post H,S. % .66.67 80.77 94.74 , 65.22 -- 77.50'

X2(3) 10.95 10.20 2.83 4.40 4.75 11.32

11 .01 .01 .10 NS .05 .01

50



Table 12

Descriptive Characteristica of Students who Passed Math Test
.

Group EMH LD VI HI MH Other'

.

Sex M X

F X

X
2

t

16.00

13.00

.28

NS

49.48

59.09

.66'

NS

76.09

75.00

.01

NS

48;33

. 45.95

.05

NS

22.14

16.22

.64

NS

62.,00

50.00

2.29

NS

Race W X 29.17 59.74 83.02' .56.06 24.39 65.35

B X 8.47 34.15 60.71 29.03 8,70 44.26

X 17.45 7.97 4.90 6.18 2.38 6.91

2 .001 .01 .05 .01 NS .01

Parent Education

Elea X 10.53 35.71 33.33 -10.00 35.71

H.S. 30.91 52.78 88.24 23.08 18.18 -48.57

H.S. Grad % 22.22 69.23 68.00 46.34 45:00 62.30

Post H.S. % 66.67 80.77 94.74 69.57 70.00

X2 10.45 10.38 4.71 8.89 2.79 6.96

2 .01 O1 .05 .03 NS .07.
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respondents to believe] that a.large number of excused absences did

impair the Reading test performance of EMH students (see Tables 8.16

and B.17).

In order to assess the role of student interests, we asked whether

students partiolrlted in extracurricular activities such as school clubs

and comMunity'groups, or whether they had special talents or interests

such as music or sports. .Although the factors were unrelated to the

performance of LD students,. respondents indicated that 54% of the EtOt

student6 who passed the Reading test and 64% of those passing the Math

.test had notable outside interests (see. Table I.18).
0

Eddcational Factors. As expected," student ability level as

indicated on Individual Education Piens (IEPs) fot EMH and LD students

was significantly related'to the frequency Of passing on bdth tests.
\\

Table 13 shows that only 3 EMH students with IQ levels below 50 passed

either the Reading test or the 'Math test, Whereas kZ.of those with IQs_

above 75,passed the Reading test and 26% passed the Math test... Among

LD students it weariest that-WeVajority who passed had IQs above

Table 13 shows that 922of LD students-withiIQs above 95 passed Reading

and 68% passed Math.

Table 14 illhstrates a similar set of relationshAps between

.
passage rate and. grade level-performance in reading and math as

dicited on student IEPs. Relatively few EMH students (1m9)liad

performance levels above,the sixth grade; however, they were mOge

'likely to pass both tests compared to their peers who were functioning

.at the elementary grade level. Similarly, the majority of LD students

(51%), who passed the Reading test had reading performance -levels above

the sixth grade. The relationship between math perforMance level and
.

frequency of passing Math was .not as dramatic forLD students as it

,

52 ,
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Table

Percentage Passing-by Ability Level

IQ Level
LD

.

Reading Math Reading Math

4( 50 3 '

50 - 60 n

61 - 73

74 - 85

86 - 95

> 96

n

n

z

X
2

2.

VW.

9.38

0

16

9.38

8

20.15 10.26

17 ' 14 14 11

31.48. 25.93 40.00 31.43

- 25 24

62.50 60.00

- - 23 17

- - 92.00 68.00

5.91 7.11 22.52 13.66

.05 .01 .0001 .003
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.
r

Table 14

tiA
'Percentage Passing by Performance Level in Same Area Tested

Grade Cevel
EMH LD

Reading Math Reading Math
1. ....,-.111,..1
n 26 Al 30 24

% 18.31 14.69 44.12 37.50

n 7 13 11

% 77.78 20.00 86.67 64.71

n 2 .-: 1 8 6
d

. 2 100.00 100.00 100.00 '85.71

6 10 2

% 90.91' , 100.00

X
2

19.87 21.26 10.88
.s

k .0001 - .0001 .01

I
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was lor Reading. Although this relationship was .significant, fewer

(44%) LD students who phased Math had perfOrmance levels in math above

the sixth grade.

in addition to ability and performance level, we asked whether HRH'

and LD students had been identified asbeing at risk for failure prior.

to taking the November 1978 Colipeiency Test. Respondents indicated that

71% of LD students-and 91% of EMH students were considered to be at risk.

Of the,EMH students who were classified at risk, 19% patted Reading and
.

13% passed Math. Of the .LD students whowere classified at risk`, 55%

passed Reading'

being at risk,

in Appendix B)

and 45% passed Math; however,'of those no,t identifiedas

79% payed. Reading and 67% passed Matti -(see Table 8.19
.

. -Thus, the sthbol's prediction about the performanceof

students was significantly-associated with passage rate; butltas

o
Collectively, the

level performance fuggest

is an important fictor in

far less accurate than that for EMH students.

findings' concerning risk of failure and grade

that severity of specific learning disability

predicting, failure., However, the same factors appeared to be'less.

si

importadt in the case.of EMH studenis because they showed such a higb...t
... 9

1. , ....

. rate of failure ,overall.
.t.

.-
..

. .
. ' .

i * If students had been identifie8Lat risk forfailure; we asked
. .

whether they had receiveespecial/ seivices to help them pass the ..
,

Competency Test before.the Nov ill)er.1978 administration. Respondents

indicated that 128 (86%) EMA students and 62.(68%) 0 studits had' I
- 0,

_ .

such services. -However, Table 8.20 in Appendix B shows that both ELI

and LD students who did not receive services were more Iikn to passv-
'

Since this finding probably re4ectt the tendency to identify more.

severely .handicapped 'students for such servrces, it should not be

.
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concluded that services.aimed at preventing failure were indrective.
.

,

Finally, we asked when students had been icantified as'EMB and

LD,.and what type, of educational placement had beer provided in thy:.

.

tenth and eleventh grades.
,

In most cases accurate records -of previous

speCial eduta.on services below the tenth grade we e not available to

our respondents. The relationship between passage ,ate and educational

placement in the tenth and eleventh grades for eachlgroup is given in

Table 21*in Appendix B. Although the cell frequencies involved in this

data precluded Chi square analysis,, the trends suggest that, students

who had more restrictive.placements (i.e. received&more special educe-,

tioO were more likely to fail. ThOs, additional evidence was

gathered which pointed to the importance of severity of handicap in

accounting for the_performance of EMH and LD students in the Fall 1978

Competency Test.

4

Factors Associated-with Spring 1979 Test Performance

Table 15 shows the passage rates for handicapped students in the
_

study sample who failed the Fall-1978 Competency Test and were retested

in Spring llrow Overall, 35% of the students passed the Spring Reading

test and 28% passed the Spring Math test. 'The highest passage rate for

those who were retested was 'for the visually impaired and the lowest

wasfor EMH students. Slightly more than half of the LD students in

the study sample passed both tests the second time they took them '(53%

in Reading Id 52% in Math).

The analysis in the remainder of the report pertains to factors

related the Spring performance of EMH and LD students. In most

instances the reduced sample size for Spring 1978 data precluded meaning-.'

ful statistical analysis.. Therefore, information collected has been
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Table 15

Percentage -of Students Passing Spring 1979 Test by Handicap

Group
Reading Math

Fail Fall Lost Pass Fail Fail Fall Lost Pass Fail

EMH 109 23 23 86 116 28 15 101
21.10 78.90 12.93 87.07'

LD 38 7 20 13 33 25 17 16
52.63 47.37 51.52 48.48

VI 11 2 8 3 17 3 11 6

72.72 27.27 64.70 35.29

HI 36 12: 10 27 39 12 8 31
27.02 72.97 = 20.51 79.48

37 12 11 26 40 13 6 34
i

29.73 70.27 15.00 85.00

Other 40 17 22 18 51 19 26 25

55.00 45.00 50.98 49.02

Total 373 73 94 178 296 100 83 213
34.68 66.05 28.04 71.95

Note: -Lost meansIstudent failed but was not retested.
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Summarized for-descriptive purposes in Tables 22 - 32 of Appendix B.

Sources of Attrition. Table 15 shows that a number of EMH and

LD students who failed in the all were not retested in the Spring.

Data on the reasons for this attrition were obtained for 26 EMH students

and 16 LD students. In the case of EMH students, four (15%) moved out

of the State, five (19X) were exempted from the Spring Test, 13 (50X)

dropped out of school, and four (15%) were absent from the testing.

Among LD students who were lost, thfee (19%) were exempted, 10 (66%)

dropped out of school, two (13%) were absent, and one (6%) graduated.

Thus, among those who were sampled, the most frequent reason for dot

taking the Spring test Was leaving school.

Changes in Test Modification. Table B.22 in Appendix B shows that

diffeient test modifications were not used with the majority (76%) of

handicapped students when they were retested in the Spring. In the

case of EMH students, 32 (292) had different modifications on Spring

Reading and 3 (9%) passed; 34 had different modifidations on Spring

- Math and 3 (6%) passed. Among LD students, 8 (22%) received different

modifications on Reading and ,5 (622) passed; 8 (18%) received different,

modifications on Math and 4 (50%) raised. Thus, while changes in test

modifications seemed to benefit some students who had failed in the

Fall, the trend in these data suggests that changes in modifications

were notassociated with an increased likelihood of passing for either

EMH or LD students (See Table B.23 Appendix B).

With respectto specific changes, the most frequent 'for EMH students

were that 10 (62%) received the audio cassette and 5 (71%) had the large

print edition for the first time in the Spring (see Tables B.24 and

B.25 Appendix B). The most frequent changes for LD students were in

1. 59
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in the use of small groups for 4 (80%) students and the audio cassette

for 6 (662) students when 'these modificationilvd not...been-employed in.

the Fall.

Student Characteristics. Interestingly, characteristics'which were

strongly associated with initial Competency Test performance were less.

important in the analysis of Spring passage rates. For example, al-

though student race was an important factor in Fall performance, it was

not signt!icantly associated with Spring performance. In fact, a

Slightly higher percentage of Black students passed* the Spring Reading

test than White students in both EMH and LO samples (see Table B.26

Appendix B).- Similarly, the relationship between sex and parent educa-

tion to Spring passage was not remarkable. Also, Tables B.27 and B.28

suggest that student ability level -and grade lyePerformance in

reading and math were not as important in pkedictitng Spring passage

rates as they were in the Fall. However, with'the exception of the

absence of racial effects in Spring performance, caution should be

exercised in interpreting the data on other student characteristics

because of the small number of cases involved.

Educational One of the principal consequences

of failing the Fall 1978 Competency Test for.EMH and LD students was

changes in their educational programs. The majority of EMH (85%)

students and LD (77%) students who failed experienced some change in

program. Following failure on the Reading test, 39 (43%) of Eta stu-

dente received a remedial program designed specifiCally-for the Com-

petency Test, and 41 (42%) received the same ype of program following

failure in the Math test. Special Competency Test rethediation was

provided to 16 (59%) LD students who failed Reading and to 14 (63%) who
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failed Math.

Other changes have been described in Tables B.29 and B.30 of

Appendix B. The moat common mechenism for providing remediation to LD

students was to incorporate it into the special education program. Seven-

teen (63%) who failed Reading and 15 (68%) who failed Math received this

option. The special education option was exercised less often with 'EMH
,

-students who failed Reading (21/23%), but was used extensively forehoae

who failed Math (76/77%). A change was made in educational placement for

22 (25%) EMH and 11 (41%)' LD students following failure on Reading, and

for 24 (25%) EMH and 9 (41%) LD students following failure on Math. The

individual Education Plan (XEP).was changed for 31 (35%) EMH and 13 (48%)

LD students who failed Reading, and for 55 (57%) EMH and 12 (55%) LD

students who failed Math. '

"Zn' sum, ate trends suggest a tendency either to intensify the

student's' special education progrim following failure or to use

programa developed more apecifidally for remediation ofskills measured

by the Competincy'Test. Unfortunately, it was not clear how much over-

lap existed in these two basic strategies. However, the former often

involved a changein educational Placement with related changes in the

/EP. in about -one half of cases.such changes in special education

services involved placement in.a more restrictive setting and/or more

time working with special education personnel, Table B.31 shows

that the Reading test Ilasage rate for EMH (24%) who ha4 program
d .

changes was somewhat greater than that for those who did not have.

changes (11%). However, Reading test passage rate for LD students who

had changes155%) was approximately' the same as for those who.did not

have changes 150%). The impact of program chafige on Math performance
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was considerably lass for both groups. Unfortunately, given the

limitations of the present study with respect to a) redUced sample

size, and-b) lack of certain knowledge abOut the exact nature of re-

mediation in each case, it was impossible to draw a cOncliision.with

respect to the benefits of educational changes following Fall failure.

However,-it is possible to conclude that substantial and varied changes

did occur,- and that for most EMIT and LD students they involved a more

intensified special education program.

Stimuli, Site Visit Results

A total of 50 professionals were interviewed in 15 high schools across

the State. Opinions about Competency Testing of handicapped students

were sought from school administrators, counselors and special educators.

These results have been presented in some detail in Appendix C of the.

report; however, the major findings were summarized below.

In general, school personnel accepted the concept of competency

testing for handicapped students but were divided on the issue of

whether they should be required to take the test iii the same mannlr, as

other students. Some 'felt tht the goal of setting standards for basic

skills attainment in order to receive a diploma required that all stu-

dents be treated alike. Others favored a modified test or no,competency

test for either some or all exceptional students. School administrators

and personnel who administered the tests were more likely to express the

former opinion, while teachers more often expressed the latter opinion.

Many of the commentson thit issue reflected the belief that the' test

was damaging psychologically to some handicapped students, and/or that

it was breach of faith'to change the requirements for a diploma as late

as the eleventh grade.
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All respondents felt that exceptional students should participate

in graduation exercises whether they passed the Competency Test or not,

and they also agreed that most exceptional students feltthAt it was

important for them-to have.a hie school diploma.

Many respondents felt that the Competency Test did not measure the

skills. of exceptional students accurately. Although fe4 disagreed with

the use of competency testing to encourage the teaching of basic

skills, many were concerned over a potential conflict between what the

Competency Test measures (i.e. content) and what the schools should ed-

phasize in preparing handicapped students for adult life. Basically,

these comments seemed to reflect concerns regarding the goals of; regular

education on one hand; and those of special education on the other.

It was generally felt thit at least some exceptional students,

. particularly EMH students, found the test extremely frustrating. 'This.

opinion was combined with the belief that many students held to the hope.

of passing. With respect to parent attitude, most respondents were

'unaware of any parental reaction, positive or negative, and left the

general impression that parent involvement in the Competency Test

Program was low.

Most of those interviewed felt that test modifications had been

appropriately matched to students; howelux, a great deal of concern was

expressed about the use of the audio cassette. Concern out the

audio cassette reflected a number of specific problems ith its use as

well as its appropriateness for many students. In many cases, it was

felt that the cassette was more confusing to the student than helpful.

Respondents were divided on the adequacy of training for test adminis-

;

tratOrs, but felt that insufficient attention-had been give} to specific
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training in the use of. modification options. However, many commented.

that test procedures had been improved'since 'the Fall 1978 adminisira-

I

Lion. .

Conclusions

The findings of the present study have illustrated a number of

specific issues related to the competency testing of handicapped students

including: 1) the classification of handicapping conditions for the

purposes of competency testing, 2) the-provision of fair and appropriate

conditions of test administration, 3) the correlates of successful and

unsuccessful performance, and 4) the provision of appropriate remedia-

tion. In each instance, further study and action by the Competency.

Test Commission and State Department of Public Instruction is required

to better achieve the aims of the Competency Test Programin North

Carolina as they pertain to handicapped students:

First, it was apparent that procedures -used to classify students

as handicapped by local schoole and to establish eligibility for modi-

fied test administration were inadequate for the 1978 Fall Competency

Test. The,major consequence of error in classification was to decrease'

the actual passage rates for most categories of handicapping conditions.

Although we were unable to specifythe causes of misclassification in

individual cases, several possible sources of error can be identified

and corrected in future tests. In addition to the problem of clerical

errors in the management of test'data, the following may have-contributed

to misclassification: a) changes in student status as a result of the

'implementation of P.L. 94-142, b).43 lack of knowledge regarding State

definition of-various types of handicaps by persons responsible for
N
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testing,
4

and/or c) theThenomenon of "informal diagnosis" resulting

f'om eprofessional'opinion about a student formed without the benefit

of formal diagnosis. Thus, additional safeguards are required to

insure valid administration of the test sand protect non-handicapped

students from erroneous classification for other educational purposes.

Second, the findings with respect to variation in the conditions

of test administration to handicapped students suggested great latitude

in who administers the test to handicapped students.across the State,

-and this in turn was related to the use.of modifiCations:and/or the

choice of partiCular modifications. Given extreme variability in use of

particular modifications, it was impossible to determine exactly how

modified test administration influenced passage rates except in the case

of EMH students, where the majority of tests were given by special

educators who used a small range of modifications. Collectively, these

findings suggest that better guidelines for the use of modifications

are required which would clearly justify their use in individual cases' ,

based on the student's specific handicap and the relative effectiveness

of available options.

Third, this study illustrates the importance of a number of

student characteristics that were related to successful performance on

the 1978 FallCosipe.tency Test, specifically: ability_level, current-

performance level'in reading and math, race and parent education.'

Collectively, these factors seem to combine to establish a student as

flat risk" for Competency Test failure. Although theseefindings.arc not

surprising, they do indicate that the schools have sufficient informs-

tion to identify students who are at risk for failure, advise parents /

about the factors that might influence their decision to request
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exemption for their child, and plan
)
remedtatiou to better prepare stu-

dents who have a reaeonable chance for success. The principal mechanism .

for accomplishing these goals seems to be embodied in the student's

Individual Education plan as.established under the provisions of PA..

94-142.

Fourth, it -would be incorrect to conclude that changes made in

educational programs.for students who fatled the Fall 1978 Test were

not effective. However, it was the care that there wad'great variability

among-schools in their-attempts to proVideremediation to handicapped

students who failed; and it was unclear whether such remediation

,should be provided as part of the student's program of special educa-

tion, or as part cd the.more general Competency Test remediation program.

-Although. these findings yield little.aseful information-about the

effectiveness of various remedial strategies, they do suggest that

' local school personnel need more guidance and technical assistance
.

in developing remedial programs and in incorporating Competency Test-
.

remediation into the student's larger program of special education.,

.Finally, perhaps the most fundamental issue involved in the com-

petency testing of handicapped students is whether they should be.tested

at all. Obviously, the answer to this question is determined in part

by one's values and educational philosophy. .0Ccourse the data collected

in the present study does not resolve the deep and complex philosophical.

;and legal problems associated with this issue, but they are helpfdl in

number of specific and relevant ways when the question Is redefined

into operational terms. Specifically, the question might be stated' as

- What can be expected of handicapped students when the present standard

is applied?
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The results of this study indicated that the answer to this

question in the Fall of 1978 depended primarilan the nature and

severity of the handicapping condition. With the exception of EMH and

multiply handicapped students; we found that most of the handicapped

students who were sampled had a better than even chance of passing the

Competency Test the first time 1t was administered. Similarily, the

passage rate on the Spring.test for those who failed the Fall. 1978 Test
.

.

was\most encouraging. Therefore, although the likelihoodof passing ,

varied with factors such as race, parent education and severity of

handicap, the.tesults overall would not justify a blanket policy of

excluding handicapped students from the Competency Test Program:

Nevertheless, the problemremains to devise a solution for those

who have little hope for success even under the best oecircumstances.

This problem was illustrated most clearly in the perforiance of EMB

ow
students. Although the use of testmodificaiions was beneficial.to this

group,-overall passage rate was still low and significantly related to
. -

severity of - handicap. It should be noted that only three-EiR students.

with iQ 14-81s below 50 passed. Of those whopassed, 56% had IQ levels

4bove'75 according to sc. of records. Although we eliminated students
t,

from the VW sample who ere notretarded-by,State definition, these
'

findings Suggest that the majoritymho passed were nevertheless func-

tioning in 1;eeibordofilinen range of mild mental retardation. '

\

\'
Thus, if a 'conservative definition of EMIT were applied (i.e. two

standard deViatiOns below average or an IQ of 75), then the estimated like- 4

lihoodof passing for this group would have been less.than one'in a thous
. . .

Given this rate of failure, professional opinion regarding the high

level of frustration and discodi.agement experienced by EMB students in
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the Competency Test Program seems to be well founded. Although higher

passage rate's can be hoped for in the future with batter speciai educe

tion planning and remediation, the prospect for mostEKH students who

are significantly retarded is' not very promising.
$

In the next and final section of the report we willlhifer a number.

of recommendations for the various issues and-problems discussed above..

mm4

Recommendations

L'. .1'

In our view many of the issues involved in the ?competency testing

of handicapped students, as well as manyof the procedural problems

. .

encountered in the implementation of the Competency Tesi,PrOgram in

/"43ith Carolina, can be resolved in a practical fashion without compre-

sing either the goals of the-program or the needs "f handicapped

students.

First, it is necessary to consider the relationship between the

Compdtency Test Program and existing policies (both State and federal)
to/

regarding the education, of the handicapped. =In the introduction to

this report we outlined'a number of:areas where the potential fgr

conflict exists. However, problems we have identified, through the

present research'cm the North Carolina program do npeleem'to involvd
u .

fundamental conflicts in educational policy. Rather they riseh'bm the
1

fetilure to integrate these separate policies at the local school Iev'e.lk

by incorporating the requirements and procedures} of competeAcy t sting .

into the Individual Education Plans (IEPs)*of handicapped stude ts.

Specifida4y, It is recommended.that4

R.1.1. Nostudent should be counted as handicapped for thi

purpose of competency testing who does not have anlIEP

I
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which fully documents the nature of the handicap and

appropriate program of special education; and that,
.N

R.1.2. .All features anditiquirements related to the -competency

testing okhandicapped students should.,be stated objec=

tively en the student's I810 including a) any pretest'

remediation(aimed at preparing the student for competency
; ,

requirements, b) the ratiObale for and specific pro-

cedures to be used in test administration, and c) ap-

propriate documentation of.school*based committee and

parent involvement related to planning for competency

testing; and that,

.opti ne: Second, -it would facilitke the cooperation of regular and
----

special edu s in beer meeting the 'needs of handicapped. students,

and would encourage better a mo informed parent involvement in the

R.1.3 There be a mandatory IEP conference following a

handidapped student's failure to pais theCompetency

TestfOr the purpose of updating the IEP and speci-

fying an appropriate course of remediation.
.

We bejteve.thatlf these recommendations were implemented, schools,

parents and students involved in the Competency Test Program would be

protected from potential conf li ts arising from the due process proiri-
.

sions of Ph.. 94-142 and companio State law concerning the education ofPh L.

Also, a numbe' of problems encountered in the-I978-79

Competency Program would beoavoided.
t

First, it would i re that students who received mOdified test

,
administration w r actually handicapped, andthat adequate justifica-

tion and planning had gone into the decision to use available test

6
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Competency Program. Third, since the planning process and needed'

documentation is eiresdy in place at the local school level, the use of

IEPs for this purpose would avoid eleedleas duplication of effort'and

new (perhaps conflicting) guidel es for the administration of the Com-

petency Test. Finally, it provides a systematic and orderly procedure

for decision making in individual cases which considers both the best

interests of the student and public demand for greater accountability

in secondary education.

Our second recommendation pertains to the need for veater quality

control and better educational planning in the implementation of the

Competency Test Program. We found highly significant regional, and

presumably local, variability in most aspects of the Program as

it affects handicapped students. Also, site visit interviews supported

the statistical portrait by suggesting that Many-professionals felt a

lack of direction, and felt unqualified to deal with many of the issues

presented by handicapped students. Although great variability in program

implementation can be beneficial when local-diversity is desirable in

order to achieve local goals, this does not seem to be the case when the

goal is to set a State standard for high school graduation. Accordingly,

it is recommended that:

R.2.1. The Division of Research and Division of Exceptional

Children of the State Department of Public Instruction

plan and implement cooperatively a. program of techni-

cal assistance aimed at enhancing local school exper-

tise and exper.ence in the competency testing of

handicapped students: and that,

R.2.2. Such a program should include, as a minimum, training
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in the following - a) planning appropriate conditions

of teit'adelnistration and choosing test modification

options; 0 providing alternative personnel to test

handicapped students, c) methods of consultation for

advising parents, d) procedUrea for identifying Btu-
' I

dents at-risk for failure, and e) choosing appropriate

and effective remediation strategies related to

competencp test content and objectives.
I*

Although it is.re4ignized that such a technical assistance programV

would be expensive ana rtine consuming; the S to has already made a

commitment to assist Rica schoo ls by provid ng funds for training -add
i

/

remedial programs. This recommendation ihoujld be viewed as call for

greater centralization of existing-efforts and as a related effort /for./
/

the handicapped, as opiloseto a call for in entirelYnewprogram k
. 4

/
/

assistance. Also, it s recognised that 'ome change in this area/has-

.been made; however, th recommendation i based on the assumptio
1

that

a systematic. outreach rogram is require and that it should ha e a

., .

.......___

central, rather than focus. /

.

The third set of recommendations c cern what additional
/

informa-
. _

.

Lion Is required to further the-goals of the Competency Program for

i handicapped students. Where are many are s of needed research concern-

ing the impact of competency testing, both within the State and across

1

.
,

.
1

the nation. However, one of the most press ng issues thatc uld be

resoled in the- near future is the appropriate use of test modifications,

lpartiularly the' audio-lssette. Also, much ould be learned from the

.
,

1

ongoig testing program tself, proVided that etter and more extensive

records were kept.
I

71



58

R.3.1 Experimental studies should be undertaken in

controlled circumstances to establish the efficacy

of audio-cassette administration. These studies should

onsider the nature of specific handicaps as well as
'e-

tas variables during administration (e.g. speed of

administration, length of session, etc.)..

R.3.2 More extensive analysis of'diagnostic data (e.g. actual

IQ scores, performance levels, educational history,

etc.) should be carried out to determine what factors

pldte studenti at-risk for failure early in their

educational carehrs and are useful in planning pre-

ventive programs.

R.3.3. The "other handicapped" category on State records

should'be changed to reflect the actual handicapping

condition (e.g. cerebal palsey, emotional disturbance,

physically handicapped, etc.), since at present there are

no usable data on the performance of these students who

vary greatly with respect toneed, program, and

chance of success on the Competency Test.

Our final recommendations were inspired by the problem of

handicapped students who havelittle hope of meeting the Competency

Test requirement. for a high school diploma. Although the number of such

students promises to be very great,it is generally recognized in' the

field of special education that many EMU and multiply handicapped per-.

sons can function independently in life, hold down a job, and make a

responsible contribution .to their community. In the interest of fairness,

to these citizens_and in the interest of maintaining standards in

72



special. education. as well as regular, education, we reccomend that:

R.4.1. The State of North Carolina should recognize and

foster the achievements of retarded high school stu-

dents (and those with handicaps of like severity) by

a) settintminimum standards for competence as-the

result of Completing. an approved program of secondary

special education, and b) awarding a specie' education

diploma based on the demonstrated attainment of

minimum competence at this level; and that,

R.4.2. The Competency Test Commission should establish an

advisory board of qualified individuals who would

a) study the feasability of this option, and b)

formulate recommendations for needed legislation

and/or other means to provide educational credit

for this segment of our population.
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COMPETENCY TEST EVALUATION or EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

P.O. Box 26

-Carrboro, North Carolina 27510

Telephone: 919/955-4121 Ext. 214

Dear Superintendent, Special Services Coordinator, Principal
and Special Education Teacher:.

An evaluation of the performance of exceptional children on the November
1978 State Competency Test is being conducted by the University of North Caro-
lina under the authorization of-the State Board of Education and the Competency
Test Commission:

The purpose of the project is to gather information regarding' the charaC-
teristics of student; and nature of services in order to identify those factors
which contribute to a student's success or failure on the Competency Test.
Hopefully, the responses-your school system provides to the survey questions
will -be instrumebtal in improving present programs if necessary, and influencing
State Competency Test policies.

Broad research questions on the survey include:
A. Nhat,are the variations in demographic characteristics of exceptional

students who pass and fail the Competency Tests?
B. Were test modifications employed and, if so,,were they appropriate

for the student? -

C. Were there significant variations in amount -and content of services
provided to exceptional students who passed and who failed the Test in 1978?

D. What special remediation efforts were used -for those students who
failed the Test in 1978?

. E. What are the attitudes. of teachers and adanistrators toward Competency
Testing of exceptional students? (Interviews to be conducted during visits to
selected schools.)

_1
II

The State Attorney General's office has reviewed and approved the instru-
ment directing attention to the.Family Rights and Privacy Act. To follow is
an excerpt from a letter frqm the Department of Justice, Hr.. Edmiston's-office,
dated November 6, 1979, regarding the Competency Test Evaluation Project:

It is my opinion that it would be permissible to allow access to stu-
dents' records without parental;, release forms because the information is
being gathered on behalf of the State Board for the purpose of assisting
the Board in improving the predictiveness of competency tests, which in
turn hopefully will improve the instruction received by exceptional children(
and, because the information collected win be aggregated only, and no
individual data will be reported.

The Family Rights aal Privacy Act (20 USCA Sec. 1232g) deals generally
with the availability and inspection and review of education records of
students in attendance at an institution which receives Federal funding.

THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH. CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL
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The Act generally restricts the availability of student information
unless, where dealing with a minor, the parents give their consent to
access to this information, or -where the student is an adult, without first
securing permission from the adult student. An exception to the require-
ment of first gaining the parenti or individual student's permission
before access tn'student records is permitted, is where an organization
is conducting a study on behalf-of an educational agency "for the purpose
of developing, validating, or administering predicative tests, administrat-
ing student aid programs, and improving instruction, if such studies
are conducted in such a manner as will' not permit the personal identifi-

. cation of students and their parents. by 'persons other than representatives
sof such organizations..."
20 'USCA Sic. 1232g (b)(1)(12).

Because aff.the nature of the study and the exception made to access
to student records without parental permission, it,appears that the data
collection plan prepared by the State Board is adequate and that the Study
.may be conducted by the University of North Carolina without first secur-
ing permission from parents of the students involved.

Further, because the project has been funded by the State Board of Education
and approved by the Competency Test'Commission, Dr. William J. Brown, DirectOr
of the Research Division, .State Department of Public Instruction, has been
designated as the contact'person to the local education agencies involved,
if you have questions regarding the importance of the study.

We have attempted to ask questions requiring brief responses that are
easily accessible frOm the student's Individualized Education Plan (IEP),
Special Services Folder, and cumulative folder. However, we realize that some
information may not be available, but the more complete the responses we
receive.the better we can view factors'contributing to a student's success or
failure on the Competency Test.

In addition eb requesting brief responses,. we have sampled exceptional-
students classified as LD and EMR in your' system so as not to overbutden your
staff with completing surveys on each exceptional eleventh-grader who took
the Test in November 1978.

Pilot work has been carried out in four high schools in three counties
with'suigestions incorporated into the final instrument.

Enclosed are the survey forms each including this letter of introduction
sand explanation and a "Directions" section for the respondent. Also, we have
provided you with a return mailing envelope for your convenience. (Please
note that we would appreciate your mailing the completedisurveys to us 14
December 20, 1979.)
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Plase contact Kathan Haskins, (919) 9t6-4121 (ext. 214), Ella Akin (ext. 280),
or Julia Hall (ext. 276), if you have questions regarding completing the survey. .

Thank you for your cooperation and effort.

James D. VicKinney,,P
Project Director

Rathan G. Haskins (Mrs.), 1LEd.
Research ASsociate

Kait:jt1

Enclosures: (3) Directions sheet
Student information sheet
SurvPy

79

^



RILINSTRuCTIONS
L

THE'STUDENTIS NAME, PERSONAL INFORMATION AND FALL 1978 COMPETENCY

TEST SCORES ARE ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE. FOR CONFIDENTIALITY, PLEASE MARK

THROUGH THE STUDENT'S NAME AFTER COMPLETING THE SURVEY. WE HAVE ATTEMPTED

TO REQUEST INFORMATION WHICH IS EASILY ACCESSIBLE FROM YOUR FILES. HOWEVER,

WE REALIZE THAT SOME RECORDS MAY BE INCOMPLETE. WEHAVEAN I.D. NUMBER.

AND scao9L.we FOR ALL STUDENTS. AFTER, COMPLETING THE 'SURVEYS, PLEASE

RETURN THE STUDENT INFORMATION' SHEET AND THE ATTACHED SURVEY: TO US IN THE

MAILING ENVELOPE PROVIDED. THE SURVEYS SHOULD %E MAILED BY DECEMBER 20,

1979, PROVIDING TWO WEEKS FOR YOU - TO COMPLETE. .THANK YOU!

'if iota:have-any 'questions, about the survey, please Contact:_.

Kathan Haskins (ext. 214), Ella Akin (ext._2S0), Bruce Dorval (dkt. 273),
or Julia Hall (ext. 276) -- (919) 966-4121.

o 0
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TO NUMBER: a uu L

r

\ =

.r

LEA: BEAUFORT
SCHOOL: AURORA HIGH 0

LEAASCHOOL CODE: 070334 : ..

STUDENT NAME: Actual name will be listed for final distributiorr.
I

.

SEX: FEMALE .

RACE: EL

. AGE; BASED ON 1479) : '17
s

PARENTAL ECUCATION: LESS THAN EIGHT GRADE dr

A__ -7.N
NO /CAP: HEARING IMPAIRED

!FALL REAOING SCORE C 1978 COMPETENCY)V 103

*RING READING SCOREC1979 COMPETENCY I:

FALL MATHEMATICS SCOREC 1:978 COMPETENCY): 88

Sri?. INGMATHETAT IGS S CORE C 1979 -- COMPETENCY ) =

.

\

o

1

E 81

1

..

1

. .

i

#

t
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/

11.

_ -
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1
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sponeent's Name.

School -Position

4 .

.COPETENCY TEST EVALUATION OF EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

Modifications

1:- Who adminiStered theF111 1978 Competency Test?
(Please check)

regulapclassroom'teacher
.

special education teacher

other (please specify)

2. et. Did the student take the Competency Test through a
modified test administration?

Ye

no
'V

. . .

1 If yes, please indicate which modification was *used;
Please note:' more than one of the modifications may
have been used so please indicdte all of them.

large print edition

40
audiocassette edition

Braille 'edition

:answers recorded by.proctor

extended time .test; number of sesidbn'e
et

sm6.11 stoup setting

instru ctions given iri sign language

student marks responses in test booklet

administered to.h6ipita3-o5; homebound student'

other

C. If the student failed the Fall 1978 Competency Test,
were different modifications used-for the Spring 1979
test?

) .yes.
. ".

no

4.

I *.

PLEASE Db NOT.WRITI

IN THIS SPACE

CID

MOW (Z)

rr

MODFICtr
8)1 .

MODF2 (9)

HODF3 (10Y

MODF4

MODF5 (12)

MODF6;(13)

MODP7 (14)

MODF8 (15)

,
'MODF2.06)

mouloc0

MODS

4 .

3,
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D.

avmay a. v

School Position

If yes (see Question C), please indicate modification(s)
used anthe Spring 1979 test.

11,

large print edition .

audio-cassette edition

Braille edition

answers recorded by ptoctor

extended,-time test; number of session s

email group setting

instructions given'in sign language

student marks responses in test b ooklet

administered to hospital or homebound studene

other

3. A. Based on the nature and severity of this child's die-.
ability, in your professional opinion, was the modifi-
cation(s) u.,ed with this ztudent appropriate for his/
her disability?

4.

yes

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

MODS1 (19)

MODS2 (20)

MOdS3 (21)

MODS4 (22)

MODS5 (23)

MODS (24)

ilODS7 (25)

MODS8 (26)

MODS9 (27)

'_MODS10 (28)

0.;

",1141IP

Imallml=11

4.11=1111i

no 4i141W (29)

B. If no, what type ,of modification(s) do you think would *MOM (30-31)
Itsvi been more appropriate? Please specify:

: (32-33)I
(34-35)

: (36-37),

Please offer any additional comments regarding modifications, BLANK. (38-43)
used in Competency Testing of exceptional students.

CONKS- (44745) "

ri

83

.
(46747)

as

4
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I

School Position
/N THIS SPACE.

History of Special Education Services

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

5. Row many years. has the student attended Nor th Carolina
schools?

number of years

don' t know

6. To your knowledge or from cumulative folder information,
has this student ever repeated a grade?

0

yes

no

don't knew

If yes, please circle grade(s):

1 2 3 4. 5-6-7 89 ZO 11

7. Does this student have a record of "unexcused" absences?

. yes

no

don't know

If yes, please -circle grade(s):.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

.8.. If absences were "excused," ts there reason for you to
believe ate student's performance has been impaired by
" excused" absences for reasons of health, travel, etc.?

yes.

do

don' knew

If yes; please circle grade(s):

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .10 .11

s ,

.* . 84%

op

.-

YSCH ,(48-49)

GREP (50)
GREP1 (51)

GEM. (52)
GREP3 (53)
GREP4 (54)

GREA (55)
GREP6 (56)
GREP7 (57)

GREP8 158)
GREP9* (59),

GREP1O (60)'.
GREP11 (61) t'

mps.1,(62)
UAI,S1 (63)
UABS2 (64)
UABS3 (65),

UABS4. (66)
UABS5 (67)

UABS6 .(68)
UABS7 (69)
UABS8 (70)
UABS9 (71)
UABS10 (72)
mptil.(1q)

RiD (7980)a0 3

cID

7117 175-7

EABS (5)

EABS]. , (6)

EABS2 (7)

EABS3 (8)

EABS4 .(9)
*EABS5 (10)
EABS6 (11)
EABS7 (12)
EABS8 (13)*

EABS9 (14)

EABS10 (15)
EABS11 (16)
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School Posit/On

Page 4

9. Was the student identified prior to November 1978 as
beitg a high risk for failing the November 1978 Compe-
tency Test? '

- yes

no

don't know'

I PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

! ZN TH/S SPACE.

D. If yes, were special Services provided in the Summer and/or
- Fall 1979 toward helping, the student to pass die Competency

Test in November?

yes

no

. don' t luxow
/

11. In what grades ,did the student receive special education
services priori to the 10th grade? Please circle.

2 3 "4 5 6 7 8 9

-7,

12. Please check special services) the student received in
the 10th and 11th grades:

Type of Special"Educatien Service

:

. i 0ai"46i
as .

1 .41 v4
GI 3.3 144
O ..4t ..4 p, *0 alg 0 4J 1

iii 2 1'1 1
..4

0 = 0 00 ....., u 4,-, vj ...1 0 ...1 C
U vd1 U 14 .e U 10 a U - 0

...1 '0 VI 9
rNI N. 0 ...I 4.3 4 ai
CI ph Z C.). le 0 0 § 0 41 41 00 U co 0 0 r../ 4 .
Oa 0.4 0.4 .0. 0 v4 .44 art $4 .4
0 0.1 0 0 a. 14 13 t" 4.1 0

*-1 a ...4 1 -P 0 0 I C3 0 41 330 0 CO 03 CO 1=1 4.1 U CO r1 cowe.' 0 co
t- 1 12 V4 tal .4.

ec

a

it

10th
Grade
77-78
11th
Ginde
78.-79

85

RISKV. (418)

SPEDG1 (19)

SPEDG3 (4T)

:=151.f24---.."-
SPEDG6 (20
OEDG7 (25)
SPEDG8 (26)
SPEDG9 (27)

7--
SPE= (28) 1 's

SPEDT2 (29)-1
SPEDT3 (30)
SPEDT4 (31) 1

SPEDT5.(32)

SPEDT6 (33) -7--
SPEDT7 (34) '1

SPEDT87'(35)

SPEDE1 (36)
SPEDE2 (37)
SPEDE3 (38)
SPEDE4 (39)

'

SPEDE5 (40)
SPEDE6 (41)-
SPE)E7 (42)
SPEDE8 (43) -1
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Page 5

13. Please check the student's ability level based on the
most recent intelligence test scores:

110 +

96 -*109

86 - 95

74 - 85

61 - 73

50 - 60

Please specify test administered and date given:

Test TEST (45)

Date DATE .

(46 - 49)

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

ABLEV (44)

14. Please circle the student's grade-level performance as
documented on his IEP and/or by standardized test scores
at the time he took the November .1978 Competency Test:.

3 7 8 10 12 READLVReading: 1 2 4 5 6 9 . 11
(50

Math: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 NATHLV
- 51)

(52 - 53)
Please specify test administered and date given:

Test TEST2 (54)

Date DATE2 .

(55 - 58)

15. Please check the correct statement.
-Based.on your professional opinion regarding this
student's competencies (observation, classroom perfor-
mance, prior'test scores, etc.):

This student passed the Competency. Test as

expected.

This student passed, but should have failed::

This student failed as expected.

This student failed, butshould have passed.

86
2

COMPO (59)
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School Position"

Page 6

'16. Does this student_participate in extra-curricular activities
or have special talents or interests?

yes

no

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

don't know EXCUR (60)

If yes,. please check: EXCURT1 (61)
.

.

EXCURT2 (62) -

f school clubs EXCURT3 (63)
- - EXCURO1 (64) .

church or community groups EXCUR02 (6S)
EXCUR03 (66)

talents (dancing, music, mechanics, sports, etc ..) EXCURD4 (67)-
other interests (please specify)

IL' Does this 'student exhibit any problem behaviors?

yes

no

don't knew

If yes, please check:

hyperactivity

aggressiveness

tardiness'

apathy

other (please specify)

m.

O

/

87

44,

le

PRBEH (68) '

(
PRBEH1 (69)
.PRBEH2 (70)
PRBEH3 (71)
PRBEH4 (72)

PRBEHO1 (73)
PRBEHO2 (74)
PRBEHO3 (75)
PRBEHO4 (76)
PRBEHOS (77)
PRBEH06 (78)

RID (79 -80) 0 4

*************************

6
A.
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Remediation Section

School Position

(THIS SECTION OF SURVEY TO BE COMPLETED
ONLY FOR STUDENTS WHO FAILED THE FALL,
1978, COMPETENCY TEST - -ONE OR BOTH

SECTIONS)

18. Did the student pass the Spring 1979 Competency Test?

Yee

no

194 What were the student's scores on the Spring 1979
Competency Test?'

Reading

Math..11.1

20. I. scores are not available, please check reason.

The student

moved

P.

was exempted

dropped-out

other (please specify)

a

44.

8

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

CID

(1 - 4)

PASSS (5)

SRSC

SMSe(1-11)

NAVSC (12Y

d

=.1

O
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'Page 6

21. Were special education services for the student altered as
a result of his failure on the Fall 1')78. Competency Test?

yes

. ,
no

If yes, what was changed? (Pleasecheck one or more.)

placement (resource room, self-contained,
tutor, etc.)

Individualized Education Plan_(IEP)

personnel directing student's program (specify)

special education teacher

classroom teacher

Competency Test remediation teacher

time devoted to remedial programs

-remediation within special education program

remediation program separate from special educe-_
tion program

other (specify)

s

1.7

89

s.

PLEASE DO NOT WRIT?

Iii 'IS SPACE.

ASERV (13)

ASERV1(14)
ASERV2-(15)
ASERV3 (16)

ASERV4 (17)

ASERV5 (18)

ASERV6 (19)
ASERV7 (20)
ASFRY8-(21)
ASERV9 (22)
ASERVO1 (23)
ASERVO2 (24)
AtEgyo (25)
ASERVO4 (261
ASERVO5 (27)
ASERVO6 (20
ASERVO7 (29)
ASERVO8 (30)

RID (79-80) 0 5



UOMPETENCY I EST MVALUATION LH- GAt..tr a 1 U13/41- .A..0 1 1 Li/ ML

General Questions:

P.O. Box 26
Carrboro, North Carolina '27510

Telephone: 919066-4121, Ext. 234

SITE VISIT. QUESTIONS

1
l.'What"is your opinion concerning handicapped' children taking the Competency

.

Test?

L

. .

A. Do you think handicapped children should

be required to take the-Competency Test?

take a special test instead?

scot taken test at all?

B. Do you agree with the present poliCy of giving a certificate of.
. .

accOmiliShient to exceptional students who'do not take or pass the

test?

C. 'Do you think the students receiving a certificate of accomplishment

should participate in graduation exercises?

4

2. Mathes been -the exceptional students' general reaction to the Competency
00" .

Test?

A. Have they found it extremely frukrating?

D. Alave.theybeen'xager to take the test, etc.?.

C. that has been the exceptional students parents reaction to the test?

, THE UNIVERSITY OF -NORg *CAROLINA AT 1C14APEL HILL
.. U
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Do most exceptional 'students think it is important to have a high school

diploma? If so, for what reasons? (For-exaMple, jobs,

personal satisfaction, etc.)

4.. Ecr2 does the .. drop -out rate of the general student population in your school

comparewith the drop-out rate of exceptiorial students?

44,

5. Do'yoU feel the exceptional student's readiniand are-accu

rately measured by.the Competency Test?

Parental. Involvement:
.3,

-
..

a : .
... - .

1. 'Do you think there is a noted difference in the parental -involvement
. . %.

. .

.

in the schools between the parents of the students tsho passed and the

students, tortio failed the Competency Test? (Such as; attending PTA
do*.

meetings, assisting in tne classroom, chaperoning trips, etc.)

°
Modificattons:

1. Did the following administrators of the test get appropriate in

4p'
training to implement modifications?

A. Special education coordinaportrained by the Mate?

B. 'administrators of the test trained by special education coordinators?

2. Do you believe that the students were properly selected to be eligible
-

for using a modified test?

If not, hns there been improvement in the selection process since the

testing began?

p

91
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Table BA.

Effects of Attrition on Sex of Students Sampled

Statistic Male - Female

EMH Sample (n=q52)

Population Values n 1196 709.

X 62.78 37.22 1

Sample Valuei =n 126 85

-% 59.72 40.28

Expected Value H 13).4 - 78.5

.85 (N.S. }.

0.
' LD Sample (n=185) S

I

-Population Values 506 167

% . 75.19 24.81.

ample Values 39

76.79 23.21

Expected Value n 126.3 41.6 ,

r X
2
(1) -.23 (N.S.)

Other Handicaps (n0596)

Population Values : n

SampleValuts

Expected Value.

2
(1)

X.

323

54.46

270

45.53

288 229 a

'5.70 -44.29

282.6 263.3

..32

. '
94

o
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-

Table B.2

Ef f ects of Attrition on Race of..1 yudents Sampled

/
-81

Statistic
$

. Indian White- Black Other

.

EHH Sample . (n=252)

Population Values

V
Sample Values

Expected Value

A0(3)

n

IT

f

33 538 1323 2.

1.74 28.38 69.78 0.10-

3 69 137 1

..- 1.43 ' 32.86 65.24 -0.46
. ,

..

,,

3.6 59.6 146.5 ---/O. 2

4.99 (1,1 .5 .)

LD Sample (n=185)

. .

PopulitiOn Values

Sample /Tallies

Expected Value

X2(2).

n 8 398 259

%' ' 1.10 59.85 38.95 -
.

n 1 96 69 -
4

Z 0.60 57.83 i 41.57. '

1.9 99.3 64.6 .

:89 )

. .

Othei- Handicaps,(n*596)

Population Values

Sample Values

Expected Value,

X2(3)

.

15 / 30, 186 a

2.53 , 31.36 4 1.34

1

14 338 162 . ie

2.70 65.25 11 27: :77
4

13.1 336PA 162.7. .17.0

1.35 (1.1. 5.)

, .

ice
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Effects of- Attrition on Parent Education Stisdn ts Sampled
r

Table 130.34,
.

Statistic

,82

t
Grade Some "HS P ost

Scha41 HS Grad Hg"-
4

4. gtili Sample (n=252)

....
. - :'

-Population Values n _576 6834' 367 60

. "% 31t.le- 4; .yro.O.53 21.78 3-....546

.--..

:,

Sample Values n 60 . 74 5
.

2 - 6
_.. -

*
- % --. 31.25 38,54 27.08 3,13

ile-
_ Expected Value 5 65:5 . 77.8 1 41.8 6.8

. -, X2 (3) (N.S1)

LH Sample In=185)
.

Populatio.ri 'Values u 98 206 . 220 119
_ ...

:.,.
.- % - 15.24 3204 34.22 18.51

. .
- . Sample V ues . n '24 51 55 34

.,
A

% 14.63 ' 31.10 33.54 20.73
.

..
6 \ .

a t 24.9 523 56.1 30.3ExpeCted Value.

X (3) . .54 (H.S.

Other HandicaPs kn.596)
a

,
-. -0,

Population Values
-c

.4. e 59 176 388 ', . 530

% 11.13 22.02 40.00\ 26.79

;'gample Values 48-t 104 179 123

-10.57 22.90 39.42 .27.09

ttC-
Expected Value 45.8 .'0.9- 164.8 110.3

4. ,4

X2(3) = 4.63 (H.S.

z

y 1 .

-.
Of

/96

t.



Table 13:4,

Effects of Attrition. on Passage Rate of Studenti Sampled

Statistic
Reading Math

Pass Fail Pass -Fat}

EMR Sample (N=;252)

Population Values

-

!;, Sample Values

Er

Expected Value

n

n

n

219

11:48

72

34.12

NV1

1688

88.52

.139

6S-88c

NV

Population Values

134 1773

7.03 92.97

59 152

27.96 7-2-v04 I

NV NV

NV NV

Sample (n=185).

n

-S ues

Expected Value

X2 y

!;, Sample Values

Population Values n 219 1688

11:48 88.52-

n 72 .139

34.12 c 6S-88

n NV1 NV

Er

Expected Value

EMR Sample (N=;252)

n

'Other Randidaps (n=596)

Population Values n 777392 204 353

.

;65.77 34.22 '59.22

Sample Values 182 301 218

% 64.93 35.06 57.99 42.00

, -243

Expected Valpe

2
X (1) .16 (N.S.) ,32 (N.S.)

341.3 177.6, 307.3 2f1.6

--tette: Oltatiatics.for EMH sample not valid (NV) due to restriction
placed on-passing sample values.

97



84

Table 3.5

Effects of Misclassification on Passage Rate of Students Sampled

Statistic
Reading Math

'Pass Fail Pass Fail

EMH Sample (n=252)

Population Values n 219 1688* 134 1773

% 11.48 88.52 7.03 92.97

Sample Values n 37 132 25 144

% 21.89 78.11 14.79 85.21

Expected Value 6
tivl

NV NV NV

X2(1) NV 'NV

LD Sample (n=185)

Population Values n 376 298 320 354

55.79 44.21 47.48 52.52

Sample Values n 76 48 64 60

% 61.29 38.71 51.61 48.39

Expected Value n 69.1 54.8 58.8 65.1

X
2
(1) 1.52 (N.S.) 1.30 (N.S.)

Other Handicaps (n=596)

Population Values n 392 204 353 243

2 65.77. 34.22 59.22 40.77

Sample Values _242 168 216L

59.02 40.97 52.68 47.31

. 269.6 140.3 242.8 167.1

X
2
(1) 8.29 (p44005) 7.27 (Rt.01

---;----ote:3"EMH sample not valid (NV) dug to restriction
placed on passing sample values. .
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Table 13:6

Percentage oTests Given to EMU Students by Different
Adthinistrstors in Each Educational District

District -Class Teacher Special Educator Other

Northeast . 42.86 57 14 0.00

Northwest 22.73 45.45 31.82

Central 17.24 82.76 0.00

South Central 40.00 60.00 0.00

North Cential 13.51 8408 5.41

Southwest 25.00 70.00 5.00

Northwest 41.67 33.33 25.00
I.

Western 23.08 76.92 0.00

. Total 25.15 67.07 7.78

X2(14)ug41.15, P <.002
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Table B.7

Percentage of Tests Given to LD Students By Different
Administrators in Each Educational District

District Class Teacher Special Educator Other

Northeast 76.92 23.08 0.00

Southeast 33.33 33.33 33.33

Central 40.91 54.55 4.55

South Central 53.85 46.15 0.00

North Central 85.71 14.29 0.00

Southwest 31.58
A

60.53° 7.89

Northwest 50.00 50.00 0.00

Western 15.38 84.62 . 0.00

Total 43.59 52.14 4.27

X2(14)=41.15, 11,4.004

100
a
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Table 1.8

Percentage of Tests Given to Students With Handicaps Other Than la and
E)R by Test Administrators and Educational District* .

District Class Teacher

.

Special Educator Other-

Northeast

Southeast '

Central

73.53

50.00

50.70

8.82

35.71'

15.49

17.65

14.29
40..

33.80

* .

South Central '33.33 10.26 56.41

North, Central 63.64 15.91 '20.45

Southwest 63.93 29.51 6.56

Northwest 31.25 12.50 56.25
q

Western 61.11 33.33 5.56

-To-fil 55.47-- 18.93 is 36
10.10...-,

. *Handicapped - Visual, Hearing, Multiple and Other.

-, X2(14)=70.64, 24(.0001
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Table B.9

4

-Percentage of Students Receiving Each Type of Modification-by.
Handicap on Fall 1978 Test

88

O

Type VI HI

13
18.8

1 11 12
1.4 6:7" 11-7

2 1 13

2.9 0.6 1.8

9 89

5.5 12.6

,
Sign n
Language

25.3 3.1 40.6 10.9 23.1
i

Small Croups n 70 - 32 5 '-' 3 35 27 172
2 40.7 26.9 6.0 3.1 50.7 16.4 24.4

Marks n
Booklet

Marks n 26 20 21
Booklet 15.1 16.8 25.3

Hodp./
_Homebound

Other
%

Hodp./
_Homebound

Other 2 5

% 1.7 2.4 5.2

-- -

26 20 21
15.1 16.8 25.3

2

1.7 2.4

51
52.6

,
Sign n -- - 51 1 -- 52

Language 52.6 1.4 7.4

MR Other Totall

1 -- 52

1.4 7.4

5

5.2

13
18.8

9

5.5
89

12.6

1 11 12
1.4 6:7" 11-7

2 1 13

2.9 0.6 1.8

1Note: n inflated due to use of multiple modifications
Based on correctly cinasified sampleof 705

102'

1Note: n inflated due to use of multiple modifications
Based on correctly cinasified sampleof 705

4
88

O
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Peicentage of Students Receiving Test Modifications by Race
and Parent Educational Level'

48.85

41.26

2

66.67

Post H.S. 2 11

100 42731

9.84v 4.26

37_
43.02



Percentage of Sample Passing in Each Educational District .
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-Table E.12

Percentage in Sample Paising by Type of Test Administrator

Reading Test

LD. Other

Classroom Teacher

Special Educator

Other

X2(2i

6

30

1
0

3.59

17.96

.60

4.47'

37

32

3

31.62

27.35

2.56

4.74

157

25

47

41.87

6.67-

12.53
.

44.06

NS .09 .0001,,
Math Test n

-?

/
.

'Classroom Teacher
. .

5 . _ 2A99. 30 -25.64 144- 38.40

-Special Educator 20
.

11.98 27 23.08 25 6.67

.

Other . ' 0 - 2 1.71 34 9.07

22.6) 3.33 2.58 42.87

E NS NS
..

.0001
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'rebel B.13

I

Percentage Passing by Professional Opinion Re Appropriate
Use of Modifications (Fall, 1978)

Z_Pass

VI,

EW

Other

Reading Mogh Math Mods

ell 4' no X 1 ° es no X 1

30.21 3.70 8.02 .004. 20.83 0 NV

-54.55 28.57 , NV ...., 45.45 14.29 NV

66.67 0 NV .01 m 63.16 0 NV

70.37 2.70 33.26 ..0001 66.67 2.70 34.59 .0091
. .

31:58 - 10.00 1.86 NS 23.68 10.00 0.89 NS

56.86 22.22, NV 43.14 22.22 NV

Note: Tests not valid (NV) due to small_call frequency.
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Table B.14

Percentage Passing by Number of Yearsin NC Public Schools

EMI LD

Reading Math Reading _Math

n

n
z

X2(3)

3 2

100.00 66.66

1.60

0

1
12.50

0

2

50.00

8

3

75.00

8

- . 72.73 72.73

24 "--21 46 38

19.20 18.10 59.74 49.35
..-

At

NV NV NV NV

Table B.15.

Percentage Passing by Grade RetentiOn

Reading

Math

.0,11

%-Pasi Repeated
Grade

Not
Retained

2
X (1)

EMH 21.43 24.29 '0.17' NS

LD 44.74 . 71.21 7.14 .007

D1H .13.10 18.57 0.87 NS

LD 28.95 62.12 10.61 .001
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tMble B.16
,

Percentage Passing -by itisfory -of -UnexcUsed Absence

% °Piss

History
yes no

- y 5.

*
2
(1).

Reading
EMU 18.92 22.03 0.16

LD 54.84 62.67- 0:56

Math
8.11 l'&10 '1.4W '

38:71 53.33 1.87

.

a

n

NS

N$

'NS

NS

Table7B-FV

Percentage4Paising,by Professional Opinion About'
Impmirmemt. due to-Excused Absence

.

% Pass
Performance Impaired

yes no 2%
X -(1)

Reading A
42.86 16.30 NV

LD 50.00, 67.74 1.90

Math
23.81 11.96 1.97

LD 55.56 50.00 0.17

0

. -NS

NS

NS-

108
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Table B.18

Percentage Passing by Social /Personal FactOri

Extracurkicular Activities Problem Behavior

yes no
2

yes no X
2

54.55 45.45 4.14 .04 25.71 74.29 0.68'

"-LD 50.00 50.00 0.55 NS 57.58 63.75' 0.37 *
.

. .

EiIIi 63.64 36.36 6.43 .01 25.00 ' 75.00. 0.54

LI 52.73 47.27 .001 NS 45.45 56.25 . 1:09 -i"4

109
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NS

-NS'

.
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Table B.19

PerCentage of Students Identified at Risk for Failure Who
Passed Competency Test

Groin) Reading \ Math

EMH At Risk.

4
Not Identified

LD At Risk n
2

Not Identified n
%

r2f

29
19.46

4

36.36

1.78

20
13.42

2

18.18

.19

NS NS

45 37,

54.88 45.12

26 22

78.79 66.67

5.69 4.37

.01 .03

11 0
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Table B.20

Percentage Passing for Students Identified At Risk Who
Received Special Services Prior to November 1978

Group Reading Math

EMR Special Services n

2

No Services . n

2

2
x (1)

2

LB Special Services n

No Services n

68.97 68.97

X2 (1) 2.88 8.05

2 .08 .004

21

16.41

7

12

9.38

7

35.00 35.00

3.89 10.15

.04 .001

31 23

50.00 37.10

20 20

111



Table B.21

....0101111.1.

98

Educational Placement of EMR and LD Students by Passage Rate Fall 1978

Placement
Grade 10. Grade 11

Pass Fail Pass Fail

EMI Sample

Mainstream Classes/
'No Special Services X

3

1.77
9

5.32
3

1.77
10
5.92

. Mainstream Classes/ 0 18 0 .17

SUpport Services 10.65 10.59

Part Time Special Educ/ n 12 95 5 96
Resource Room. % 7.10 56.21 2.95 16.80

Full Time Special Educ 1 23 1 21
Class .59 13.60 .59 12.42

Not Known 8

4.73
16

LD Sample

Mainstream Classes/ n 16 5 13 3

No Special Services X 13.67 4.27 10.92 2.52

Mainstream Classes/ n 25 11 24 8

Support Services % 21.36 9.40 20.16 6.72

Part Time Special Educ/ n 17 24 27 30
Resource Room % 14.52 20.51 . 22.68 25.21

Full Time. Special Educ 0 2 0 2

Class i - 1.70 - ' 1.68

Not Known n ,19 12

112
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Table B.22

Use of Different Modifications with Spring 19 79 Test

r

Group

n

VI n

RI n

Other

n
ir

n
If

yes no

37 95
28.03 71.97

--12 - - 45

21.05 778.95

5 36
12.20 87.80

3 17

15.00 85.00

5 42

10.64 89.36

25 36

40:98 59.02

Note: % correctly classified who failed Fall 1978

113
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Table B.23

Frequency of Use of Different Modifications on Spring Test
by Percent Passing Each Test

Different-Mods Reading Math

EMB yes 'n 2

% 9.38 5.88
.

no n

%

Total n
(Different)

.

20 13

_26-32 _16.25_

32 34

29.63 29.82

yes n

%

no

Total
(Diffefent

15
4

62.50 50.00

14 14

48.28 37.84

8- 8

21.62 17.78

Note: X
2
s not valid due to small cell frequencies
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Table B.24

Percentage of Students Receiving Each Type of Modipcation by Handicap in Spring 1979 Test

EHH LD VI- Hi HH Other Total

N 144 64 21 52 54 81 416

Large Print n 7 6 3 - 2 6 24

% 4.8 9.4 14.3 3.7 7.4 5.8

Audio Cassette n 16 9 1 6 8 40

11.1 14.1 1.9 11.1 9.9 9.6

Braille
4.7 0.2

Proctor Recorded 1 - 1 2

Answers 0.6 1.2 - 0.4

Extedded Time/ n 0 24 5 4 4 11 48

Sessions % 7.8 1 7.7 7.4 11.5

Small Groups n 28 5 - 2 4 22 61
% 16.7 7.8 3.8 7.4 13.6 14.7

Sign Language n - - -
11

1 - - 1

T 1.9 0.2

Marks Booklet n 11 3 2 2 2. 7 27
7.6 4.7 9.5 3.8 3.7 8.6 , 6.5

Other n 9 1 2 3 15

6.3 4.7 '3.8 3.7 3.6

115
. .

Notes Students mho failedeitfier test in Fall 1978. HosPital/HomebOund not used in this sample.
4. .
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Table B.25

Frequency of Change in Use of Test Modifications for Spring 1979

e

EMH LD

Number
Used

Number
Chan ed

2
Chan ed

Number
Used

Number
Chan ei Changed_

Large Print 7 5 71.4 6 3 50.00

Audio Cassette 16 10 62.5 9 6 66.66

Extended Time /Session 24 8 33.33 5 2 40.00

Smell Group 28 9 32.14 5 4 80.00

'Marl;s Booklet 4 36.36 , 3 2 66.66

V

NeEieNgMher-changed refers to those who received a Spring modification not used in theFall.

Gr.
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Table 8.26

Characteristics of Studehts Passing Spring 1979 Test

Group

_

Sex M n

P n

Z

Race White n

4

. 2 .

, ...

Black n

d

Patent"Ediattion

EMH

Reading Math Reading Math

109 116 38 45'

12 7 19 16

19.67 11.11 59.38 42.11

11 8 1 2

22.92 15.09" 16.67 28.57

4 3 9. 10/

13.19 10.00 50.00 47.62

19 12, 11 8

24.36 14.29 . 55.00 33.33

-Elem 0 n 9 7 , 0 l
. 4

. % 21.95 17.07 -- 25.00

.

Some H.S n . t '4 .,:11 7

.., 19.35 11.43' 68..75 41.18

4 . 4 4 5 -.

16.67, 15.38 . 33.33 31.25

n .

1 6 0 31 3

I

H:S,
,

dyad.,

. _

Post H.S.

75.00 50.00

-119
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Table B.27

Percentage Passing Spring 1979 Teat by Ability Level

IQ Level'

450

61 - 73

74 - 85

86-- 95

96

IIyH LA

Reading Math Reading Math

n

1

4.76

15
26.32

1

4.76

8
12.70

IMo

IMo

n
Z

n

/

.7
,,

6 9 9

23.33 19.35 47.37 40.91

8 5

57.14, 38.46

3

75.00

Table 8.78

Percentage Passing Spring 1979 Teat by Performance Level
in Same Area Tested

Grade Level LA

Reading Math Reading Math

Elem-(1 - 6) 21 . 13 17 13-
21.40 12.62 5i.52 43.33

., - c.

J H (7 - 8) n ' 0 . 0 1 2I 50.00 40.00
,

Sr H (9 - 10) n - - 1 1

.100.00 100.00
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Table B.29

Percentage Passing Spring Reading by Program Changes After Fall Failure

105

4.

Type Change
EMH LD

Pass Total Pass Total

Placement

IEP

2

n.

40.91

12

22

24.72

31

7

63.64

7

11

40.74

13

2 24.49 34.83 53.15 48.15

Service Personnel 8 31 5 11

2 25.81 34.83 45.45 40.74

Competency Test 11 10 39 16

Remediation
25.64 43.33 56.26 59.26

Time in Spedlal. n 12 37 6 12
Program

32.43 41.57 50.00 44.44

Remediation Part n 16 21 10 17

td .Special Ethic

21 22.44 23.33 58.82 62.96

Separate Remedial 12 '21 4
Program

2 28.57 23.60 44.44 : 33.33
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Table 8,30

106

Percentage Passing SpringMath by irograni Changes ifter.FallFailure-%

Type Change

Pass Total Pass Total'

Placement

IEP

Service Personnel

n

%

n

5

' 20.83

9

16.36

5

24

24.74

55

56.70

33 _

5

55.56

6

50.00

4

9

40.91

12

54.55

10

15.15 34.02 40.00 45.45

Competency Test n 7 41 8 14
Remediation

17.07 , 41.84 57.14 63.64

Time in Special
Program

n, 8

.

41 5 11

2
_

19.51 42.27 45.45 50.00

Reiediation Part
of Special Educ

n 11 76 8 15

2 14.47 77.55 53.33 68.18

Separate Remedial n 7 48 4 8
Program

14.58 49.48 50.00 36.36
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Table B.31

Percentage Students Passing Spring 1979 Test F011owing
Change in'Special Education Services

4.,

Change Reading _MAth
- .

167

yes xr 21- 14
.

2 23:60' izp.43

'''n _.
2. ' 1- ./

Total
(Change)

yes

A

n'

...

11,11

89; 4'

83:i8

.-

- 5:88

97

85.09

n 15

55.56

2P_

38;71

n 4
.

5

z 50.00 45.45.

Total n . 27. 31

(Change)
77.14 73.g1

123
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Table B.32

108

ercentege Passing:Spring'Tests by 11th Grade Educational Placement

11
th

Grade Placement
LB

Reading Math Reading Math

Mainstream/ - n
No Special Service

X

Mainstream/ n
Support Service

5

50.00
.

2

5

45.45

3

2

66.67

6

2

66.67

5

X 13.33 17.65 75.00 . 50.00

Part Tie Special n 20 14 11 -10
Educ/Resource Room -

X 23.53 15.22 44.00 34.48

Pull Time Special n 2 1 1 1

Class
° X 11.76 5.88 56.00 50.00

- a
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SITE VISIT RESULTS .

Introduction

The opinions of school personnel -in the field were sampled in

addition to assessing the effects of various factors on the Competency

Test performance of exceptional students. These opinions provided

important information in four areas: 1) the appropriateness -of competency

testing for exceptional students, 2) perceptions of exceptional student

»
and parent reactions to competency testing, 3) the accuracy of the

Competency Test in measuring the skills'of exceptional students, and

4) the appropriateness of modifications in Test procedures for excep-

tional stments. Hopefully, these responses will facilitate greater

communication between school personnel'at the local level and the State

Department of public Instruction. "oracular stress will be placed

on opinions of sthool personnel with respect to accuracy with which

the.Competency-Teit measures the skills'of'exceptionel students and

the appropriateness of modifications chosen for them.

Methods

The opinion of pUblid school personnel from .5 high schools in the

State (15 LEAs) was sampled. School systems were selected to obtain the

greatest possible diversity' with respect' to the following demographic

variables: aize of school, urban or rural locale, and geographic

location (the 8 educational districts in the State).

A range of.opinion was sought within each school'by soliciting

opinions from administrators, counselors and special educators. .Three

categories of respondents were constructed: 1) administrators --

principals, assistant principals, special adOcation coordinators, 2)

126.



111

personnel withspecialized.but limited contact with exceptional

students' -- counselors and testers, and 3) special educators. An

attempt was made to sample at least one perion in each category in each

school. Bighteenlnincipals-and assistant principals, 15 counselors

or testers and 17 teachers of exceptional students were sampled

-----l'hus.,..there were a total of 50 school personnel sampled.

A letter of explanation concerning the project anda questionnaire

containing 'multiple-Choicequesitions were mailed to the principal of

each school. (See Appendix for a copy of the Site Visit Questionnaire.)'

The principal was asked to .invite school personnel involved with

competency testing to a meeting to be held at the school at a later

date. 'During the-Meeting, school personnel were asked to be prepared

tel-respond during an interview with a project staff member. Below are

summary tables of responses to the multiple-choice questions augmented

by summaries of, comments reieirint to each question.

'Results

The Appropriateness of Competency Testing_of Exceptional Students

Respondents were asked to indicate*Whether exceptional students

should b given thd Competency Test in the same form as other students,

in a modified form,'or-not at all. The'results are reported, in Table

C.Z. .4,;:.

.
.

The e results_ indicate that: a) teachers were more likely than

1
either administrators'Or counselors and testers tojavor using a modi-

.

fied test with exceitiOnal students,,.; b) various types of respondents

were hbou equally-divided on the. issue of whether to exempt some.stu-
-.-

dents, and d) exceedingly few respondents felt that the Competency Test

should notl be requiredoCexCeptiontl students.,.,

4
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Table C.1

Appropriateness of Competency Testing for Exceptional Students

112

Response Categories

.. . .. :-.

Type of Respondent same test modified- exempt- some-exempt all
test

administrators

(n=1S)

counselors/testers
(n=15)

Special ed. teachers'
(nal7)

2

1

Totals 24 IO

students students

2

6 0

3

1

12: 4

.
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Respondents felt strongly about the issue of Modifications and

exemptions as evidenced by the fact that 821 of respondents commented

on this question. Most of those respondents who favored exceptional-----

students.taking the same Competency Test as other-students and who

offered. ccements'(71Z) reflected the concern of accurately measuring

i)
'All students skills in &manner that also affords comparison across

groups of students. Thei:felt that this should be the.primary goal of.

_competendy_testin...and that:allOwing_extensive)modificutioneorexcep-_,

Lions jeopardizes this goal. Their comments often expressed, explicitly

. .

or implicitly, the 'opinion that exceptional students.vere placed at a

disadvantage in taking the Competency Test like other students (86Z of

respondents providingcomments) but felt that this was unavoidable

given the larger goals of competency testing: Some of the comments

auggeited a way around this problem (24% of those commenting): give

the Test. or. a similar test much' earlier than..11th grade, and, perhaps,
4.

repeatedly as away to gauge students' progress and provide appropriate

remediation.

.

Most of the comments of those respondents who favored a modi 'ed

test or no Competency Test for some or all' exceptional studen (58%)

.reflected the concern that at least. some educable mentally/ andicapped

(EMH)- students were not able to pass the Test as typica y administered.

An even greater proportion (88Z) felt that the TestAwas too difficult

I.
for at leastsomeAMH students.. The direct' or indirect implication of

all these commentb (100% of comments fell into, one or. both categories)

IIS the Competency Test would be psychologically damaging tv at least'

same EMH students. Thus, these comments" reflected
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concern' for the welfare of exceptional. students

for their decision about the appropriateness of

114

and previded the basis

competency testing far.

exceptional students. ,_It is interesting'' to note that. few /82) of

-'these commeasindicated disagreement with the. philosophy of competency-

testing though some (21X) indicated that it was a breaCh of faith to

"change.the rules" for a high school diploma at 11th gradi. -Many

general comments (42%) also reflected this opinion. Further, mint

respondents fele that the drop-out rate for exceptional 'students was

lower than that for other students.
. -

All respondents felt that exceptional students should participate

in graduation exercises whether, they passedthe Competency Test or

not; and they also agreed that most exceptiOnal-students felt that it'

was important to havi a- diploma;

Competency Testing

Respondenti were asked whether they felt that theCompetency'lest .

was "extremely frustrating " -for exceptional students. The results are

reported in Table C.2. These results show that nearly all of the re-

spondents believed that the' Test was very frustrating for at_least some

exceptional students (88Z of respondents, excluding those who did not

express an opinion). This result *as'qualified by the comments of some

respondents(44i))4ho felt that the Test was .frustrating to at least

some exceptional students. However; other respondents reported that

some exceptional students were eager to-take the Competency Test.

These comments-often referred to'the hope of passing the Test held by

LD students and some ENE students. bese comments do notseem;-then,

to contradict the.feeling that the CompetencyTest,,was very frustrating

for some EMH students. (It is difficult to assess in numbers or

130



Table C.2

Do Bxceptional Students Find the Competency TesExtremely Frustrating?

e
115.

Type of
Respondent

-.Response Categories

yes some-baum. no didn't know. or no
'response

administrators 10
(n=18)

counselors/testers
(n=15)

special ed. teachers 10

(n=18)

5

Totals

3

1

2

2

0

29 13 -6 2.

Table C.3

What Has Been the Reaction of Parents of Except.fonal Students
to Competency Testing?

'Response Categories
Fruitrated/

ypes of Respondent negative

administrators -(( r18).

'counselors/testers 3
(" 15)

special ed. teachers 4
(na3.7)

Totals 10

mixed/
neutral positive

no reaction/
no response

8 1 6

3 1 8

4 0 9

15 2. 23

O
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percentages the students who did experience such frustration.)

Respondents were also asked to sueciarize the - reaction of the

116

parents of exceptional students to therCompetency.Test. The results

are reported in Table C.3 and indicate' hat; 1) many re-
.

spondents were unaware of any parental reactions and'2) relatively few

respondents-(202) indicated a primarily frustrated or negative reaction :

-
on th, part of parents. This result may_be_due_to_the-low-degree-of----- 4-,

involvement in the school by the parents of exceptional.students

-reported by respondents._ Whatever the reason for lack of positive or

negative responses of parents of exceptional students, it seems the

case that reepOmdents' strong feeling_about the competency testing of

such students was not based on parents' expresied opinions.

The Accuracy of Covmetencr.Test in liessurine Skills of-Exceptional

7St Wdents

Most respondents felt that the Competency Test did not measure

the skills of exceptional students accurately, as Table C.4 shows.- Most
. .

(772),of the respondents 'who felt that the Test did not accurately

measure thiskills of exceptional students commented on the content.of

the Teit and/or the administration of the teat. Nearly-half (482) of

their comments. focused on the content of items_on the test.. Of those,'

most (332) were concerned about the relation between what the CompetenCy

Teat seeks to measure and what the public schools are or should be

doing to prepare exceptional students for adult life. It is note-

Worthy- that few (82) of the respondents disagreed with the use of com-

petency testing to encourage teaching basic skills in reading and math.

Some respondents (382 of those committing on the content of the test)

-felt that the'CompetenciTegt Commission should seek more varied opinion
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Table C.4

Did the Competency Test Accurately Measure the Skills -

of Exceptional :Students?

.214.nmpof Respondents

Response Categories
Yes No Don't Know

administrators ( 718) 4

counselors/testers (um.15) 1 11 3

Leachers (null) 1 12 4

Totals 6 35

Table,C.5

Were Students Properly Selected to heEligible for Using a. Modified Test?

Response Categories
Type of Respondent

. yes no- don't know/
.no response

administratOrs (n=10)
_

12 1 5

counselors/testers (r15) 9 0 6'

special ed. teachers (2=17) 10 1 6

Totals 31 2 ,17
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eapecially'with respect to math - Ahout what constitutes the range
. .

and types of basic and applied skills. They felt that these skills

.should!h, specified so that they can be taught, -not only to help

studenti pass the Test but also to properly prepare them for adulthood. -

Other respondents (15%) felt that the reading level on the Test was too

adiranced - not.only an the reading section hUi also on the meth section.

Further comments on.the-Competency Test focused On the administra-

tion of the Test.
,

Mine comments (from-52% of respondents) made by

testers or special edugators, reflected the opinion that the Test format

was too difficult or cluttered or that the questions were worded poorly.

Specifically, 40% of the respondents felt that there-were too many

questions per page end that the colors -.used were distracting, especially

to.ID students. Others (20%) felt that the teat was too longforeome
4 9

exceptional students and that these students would have performed better

if the Test were given in mare and shortet awl:inns. (Interestingly,

extended time and increased sessions were a modification option pro-
-

vided by the State.)

What emerges from an evaluation of the comments of those who found

the Competency Test wanting in some way leads to en altered assessment

ot'the results in Table C.3.Few respondents questioned the concept of

competenoy,testing; moat comments were directed et specifics of con-

tent or administration.

The Appropriateness of Modifications in Teat Procedure for Exceptional

Students

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they thought that,

modifidatiOns 'were properly selected to use with exceptional students on

the Competency Teat. The results are reported in Table C.5. These
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results show thatmest school personnel who were knowledgeable about

119

modification options felt that they had been appropriately matched to

students.' Those who felt that modifications had not been selected

appropriately for students questionedthe use of the audio cassette.

qualifying comments of acme respondents who felt that modifi-

cations had been selected appropriately 'questioned' the cassettes

(162. of both categories). Concerns about the use of cassettes were as

follows: -1) The questirms on the, cassette were not numbered and the

tape recorders typicilly did not have inch markers. So, atudents who

lost their place on the tape had great diffitulty finding it again.

2) Also, the quality of many tape recorders was poor, -:which resulted

in problems'with atudents_ hearing the whole question clearly-. 3)

Some respOndents felt that practice with the cassettes would have

helped alleviate these problems; some suggested that having a teacher

read the questions, to small groups would be better. 4) Two respondents
. .

noted that the large print edition was= inconvenient because of its' bulky

size.

Respondents were also asked whether they felt let enough training

had been provided by the State to Test Coordinators #ndby teat coor-

dinators to individual teitera. Their answers -are summarized in Table C.

6. These figures show that: (a) many'respondents did not feel quali-

fied to answer theae questions, (b) of those who did respond ,a size-
,

able proportion felt that training inthe use of modifications was

not adequate, and (c) adminiatrators were less likelythin other types

of personnel to feel that there was inadequate preparation for the use

of -modifications. Interestingly, all of the comments of those'whofelt

that more training was needed referred to problems with the use of
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Table C.6

120.

'Did Coordinators Receive %tough Training to Implement Modifications?

e of Res ondent

Response Categories
don't know/
no res once

administrators (oN18). 9 6

counselors/testers (m=15) 5 5 -5

special ed. teachers (es17) 2 6 9

Totals 16 14 20

Did Teachers Receive Slough Training in the Use of Modifications?

Type of Respondent

administrators (12.1.13)

counselors/testers (nme15)

Special ed. teachers (n=17)

Totals

Response Categories

--__YOs no
-don't know/
no response

9 3. 6

5 6 4.

3 5 9

17 4 19
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audio cassettes.

Summary of Respondents' Opinions and Recommendations

Responses to the questionnaire on competency testing and comments,

offered during site visite that elaborated on those responses may be'

summarized as follows:

I. There is general acceptance of the concept of c6mpetency

testing for exceptional students-among school personnel in the field'

who work with these Students.

2. It is also generally-felt.that at least some exceptional

students (particularly EMH students) find the CompetincyTest-extremelir-7

(4.tatistice bear-this out with a very low passing rate.,

'--1-within the sample for EMH students.)

.

3. School personnel are divided on -the issue of.whethei excep-

tional students should be required to take the Competency Test as

other students'. Some feel that the goal of- measuring basic.skille and

making theta criterion for a diploma requirei that all students be

0

treated alike: Others feel that the Test is psychologically damaging

to some exceptional students and that it is unethical to change the

requirements for a diploma No late in thegame" for these students;
0

therefore, the Test should be modified or discarded for some exceptional

students.
. .

4: Few respondents indicated that parents of exceptional:students

had voiced strong objectiOn to competency testing. In fact, little re-
.

sponse Of'any kind by parents -was reported by schoorpereannel.

5. =Questions were raised'about aspects of the format and content

of the Competency Test and the use of audio cassettes, including (a)

the range of°items on themath section, particularly-Whit some felt to
_ .
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be an overemphasis on "accounting Math," (b) the reading level on the

math.section may have prevented some poor readers from doing better on

meth, (c) the difficulty of the reading -section may be too high, (d)

some 4uestionsmay be poorly'worded, (e) 'there may be too many

questions'per page and the colors used maybe too distracting, par-

ticularly for LD students; and (f) there may be some problems with the

current procedures for using the audio cassette modification.

Summary of respondents' recommendations:

1. If the-State is to require. all students to pass' the Competency

Test to get°a diploma, then: (a) steps should be taken much earlier

,than llth grade to identify students at risk for failing the Test and

(b) appropriate remediation should be,_undertaken as early as possible.

'21 ;Procedures for the use of audio cassettes shOuld be improved.

3. The rationale for the range of items on the math section and

the reading level of those items should be reviewed.

4. The rationale for the present Test format should ite reviewed.
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