DOCUBERT RESOANE

BD 193 23¢ : T8 300 550
AUTHOR McKinney, James D.: And Others
TITLE Performance ¢of Excepticnal sStudents on the North ’ -
Carolina Minipum Competercy Test, 1978-1879. Final _ B
o7 . Report. » o
INSTITUTION . . North Carclina Unlv.,\Chapel Hill. Frank"Porter
. : Grahap Center.- . .
. SPONS AGENCY NoTth Carcllna State Dept. of Pubiic Instruct*on, -
‘ Raleigh. ‘ . , _ i
PUS DATE - T 31 May 80 ' ‘ -
NOTE : 138p. ‘ .
‘EDES PRICE MF01/PCO06 Plus Postage.
 DESCRIPFTOFTS - Pasic Skills: Cutting Scores: *Disabilities:

"#Graduaticn Requirements: *High Schools: Labeling (of
. Personsg): Learning Disgabilities: ¥ild Mental .
Retardation: *Minimum Competency Testing: Remedial
Programs: *Special Education: State Frograms3 Student
Characteristics: *Testing Probffems: Testing Frograms:
- Test Fesults '
ICENTIFIERS *North Carolina

.

a

AESTRACT § ’

Factors influencing the. performance cf hnndicapped - t .
students or the North Carolina Minimus Competency Test (Padl, 1978 ’
adapinistraticn) were analyzed. Educably mentally handicapped (EMH)
and learning disabled. (LD) students represented B3% ©f the 3,043
handicapped students who fock the Fall, 1978 test. A questzonnaire oo
was designed to collect the following data from rnndom sapples of the
EMH and 1D groups: (1) test modifications employed: “(2) histcry of
specizl education services: and (3) remediation efforts in the Spring
for thcse students who failed the test in the Pall. Cnly the sectioern
on test podifications was used for all other handicagps (i.e., hearing
impaired, visually impaired, multirle handicap, and other) in order
to determine their relationshir to the passage rate. Data on student
handicap, race, parent education level, and local schocl district
were obtained from State Department of Public Instruction data tapes.
The fcllowinag conclusions were made: (1) procedures used to classify

_ - students as handicapped by local schools were *nadequate. (2) better

— -quidé€lines for-the—use of test modifications were required: and (3)
. the student characteristics of ablility level, current performance
level in reading a2nd math, race, and parent education were related %o
v ‘cuccessful pezforpance on the test. (RIL)

33 ook ok oo ok ook ok ko o ok ok o ok ol o ok ok ok stk sk ok ok ok Aok ok ok ok ok ko K ok kK *--*****

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *

#t#*tt**t*****#********#***************************t*******************
\)« - . . ?




ED193236

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

U5 DEPARTMENTOF HEALTM
S e . P EDUCATION LWELFARE
. - I NATTOWAL INSTITUTEQF
- EDULATION

THIS POCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRC-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
1HF PERSON OR ORGANIZATION DRIGIN-
ATING 1T POINTS QF VIEW DR QPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECES44R1L Y REPRE-
SENT O IC1AL NATION AL WhTITUTE OF
¥ DLULATIDON BOSTION O/ POLILY

-

-
N

FINAL REPORT .

Performance of Exceptional Students on the

Ncr_rt:h' Carolina Minimum Competency Test . X

1978-1979 , . o

o

James D. McKinney and Kathan G. Haskins
with
Bruce Dorval

Julia Hall

Ella Akin

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill -PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
- MATEHIAL HAS BEEN GRANTEQ BY

“ . u

| ; Y
T pLC State Dept

r
H . To THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
Submitted to: INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)”

North Carolina State - Board of Education
via

North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction

North Carolina Competency Test Commission

May 31, 1980 : 1 : .

¥

W




-

- Preface

_ Faced with

- «

. performance, and general public dissatisfaction with the quality of

the realities of declining test-scores,.pOOr work

schools, the North Carolina General Assembly made a fundamental change

in State educatioﬁ 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 students who received a

high schooi diploma-in North Carélina had the minimal skilisineces§ary
for functioning in society. This is a laudable goal indeed, but one
marked by much controversy on a national as weli 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 éépcifi-

cally, we were ¢oncerned with its consequences for the education of an

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

oaly in North Carolina bult across the mnation, 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-échool graduaté, and these concerns were

[N

translated into tests that were appropriate for the typical secondary

v -

student.’ .

Unlike many states, ho?th Carolina did consider the handicapped
in House Bill 204 in that 1) it was expected that ;11 exceptianal h
students would take the tests, excluding thé most severely }éfarded,

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

to exempt their handicagped child. At the game time, there was no
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;émpirical:data (or for that matter, little information of any kind) on
‘the eﬁfécts of competency testing for the various handicapping cdndit
tions, on the predictors qf‘successful pexrformance,” on the bpst way o .,

implement competency testing with the handicapped,_of even on the
I . . N -

validity of avaglable optiong for test modifications. . . : S
A;tﬁough the long faﬁge Senefits of }he Comﬁetency Test Pfogram |
in Narth Carolina have yet to be proven, it is-our hope that xﬁis
research wiil have immediate benéfits for both-the system and_tﬁé
handicapped child iﬁ North Carolina by clarifying iocal policies an&
procedures for the competency testing Oflsuch students, anébe‘adding
'kncwledge relevant to the improvgﬁent of their instruction. -:In pur-

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

- i Wildavgﬁy (1978) about the study .of public policy:

Implementation is_qégfhlstudying precisely because it is a v

struggle over the realization of ideas. It is the analytical

- ‘e

equivalent of original sin; there is no escape from implemen-
tation and its attendant respoasibilities. What has policy
wrought? --- the iﬁplementdr can only answer --- it depénds

(p. 116).
The following report is a preliminary attempt to zpecify those

factors on which "it depends." . - L . - -

J DM

L. . : May 1980
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Performance of Enceptional Students

on the-North Carolina Minimum Compétency Test

-
-

- . ‘ . - . ‘ _"‘ ‘5

. . " Introduction ) .
“ ' . N - B . -
% St . LR
. " - i : . o . " -
- : 'Hinimum competency testing is now a matter of State educational .

/ ; O . )
.- policy’ in North Carolina. Nevertheleasn,ﬁhe special educational needs
- = e \"b. ) v

of. exceptionalqﬁtudents highiight -a number of apecific issues involved-

N in minimum competency testing

S . -

- =

~ Although handicapped students differ from their classmates in

. - : w
. ‘oa . " s¥gnificant ways that require special+*instruction, they‘muat pass the
; : Competency Test in Norxh Carolira in order to receive a diploma. While

' parents can. seek a Specific exemption for an exceptional student, this

. v -

option would automatically resulg in the student obtaining a certifi-,

*
-

cate of attendance ratﬁbr than a diploma‘ Therefore it is important
-

- to detérmine ;he sociodemographic factors and student chatacteriarics

. which place tbe exceptional child at risk for failure in the

> o

“competency program. - “ <. o .

Because sthe school program for exceptional students represents a

- \ * Al

‘special adaptation of thé regular program, there are a number of = =

-remedial strategies forabaaic'ahills‘instructioh that vary'with the ¢
B nature and’severity of student needs.l Also, there are marny types of
- test modificationa that. may be used to'insure that‘exceptional students
’ }eceive appropriate test administration.‘ At present, however, it is
%not'knopn what, role special L&ucation servicesnplay‘in preparing

L - Ay
“

excepticnal studenta for the Competency Test.: Similarly,,little is.

S " known about the nature and effectiveness of Iremediation for exceptional
~..,\‘= - )
students who fail their initial test.

-
&

1+ .



= ”_ A total of‘3,043 handicapped students took the Minimum Competency

@ v

Test in, North Qarolina during the Fall of 1978.. The present research

represents an initial attempt to understand the factors that influenced
}heir performance, and thereby to assist the State in achiev1ng the
go;l;of more appropriate public education for the'handicapped.

Broad research questions‘addressed by the proiect include:

1. What are the characteristics of exceptional students who

-
3

*

pass and fail the Competency Test? | B o

2. What test modifications ware employed and vere they relateds
e . R

[3

to student performance?

v
-

+ 3. Were. there significant variations in,amouna and content of

services provided to excéeptional students who passed and failed

. . - . T s
the Competency Test? : : ) T .
. - L Y
T M N *

T 4. 'What special remediation efforts were used for those’ students

P

uho.iailed.the Test in 19787 oML .

- -

5. What aré the attitudes of teachers and administrators toward

1 . - .
LI .
. . . "t

competency - testing of exceptional students? ! ‘
- Although those issues associated with competency”testing.invplve

" i - R ] , - . .
all exceptional students regardless of type of handicap,'they are |
ars
particularly salient for those who are educably mentally handicapped.

(EMH) and learning disabled (LD) These two groups represent the‘
ey

_largest'percentage of exceptional students who might be considered at
risk for failure in the competency program; together, EMH and ‘LD -

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

~ " .. " . e

4o I L. . - - X
Competency Test. Unlike more severely handicapping conditions, many
3 . N s - .. .
of these students can be expected to demonstrate minimal competencies,
~and/or to profit readily from remedihl programs. Therefore,

N

©




although all Handicgpping conditions were studied with respect to:

-

demographic characteristics and .conditions of test administration,

particular emphasis was given to the study of EMH and LD students in -

conducting the present research. - T
hd N -
In the section of the report which follows, we begin by briefly’

reviewing relevant literaturs on the competéncy-testing of "handicapped
. ' g

students to place the.North Carolina ﬁtogram in national perspective.’

Also, a brief description &f the program as' 1t was implemented in

1978 1is provided. ' ' .

Literature Review

)

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

N

tional movement in which tests of essential acalemic skills are used as’

. 3
a means for mandating specifig standards for graduation from the public

schools. 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 thée issue 1s now

" under consideratiup (Pipho, 1979).

LS

Although the term "minimum competency testing' has appeared most

-

frequently.iﬁ the educational litgkature over the past fivé years, the '

concept behind this type of assessment has existed for more-chan five

-

decades (Britell, 1980). Analogies can be drawn between present day
competéncyntests and other evaluation efforts such as the New York

Regents examinations begun’in 1878 for higﬁ schools, or the College

» - o

Board testing program ‘for admission to higher education. similarly,

" during World War I tﬁesmilitary used proficiency tests to assess-
- . 5 ' : T

-
. - "

required levels of cogﬁetencies'fpf various trades. What is new

.

L

Lo 13



« @about minimum competency testing, and what perhaps ascounts for its

attendansléontrovefsy, is tﬁat it represents a legislative response
ro public démand for gféater accountability in education.

Oné of the factors behind the pub;ic demand for minimum educa-
tional standards has been the distressing decline in performance by
higﬁ school students on standardized tests (Gallup, 1979). 1In-addition

-to significant drops in Scholastic-Aptitude Test (SAT) scores over the
past decade, the Hatiénal Assessment of Educational Progress reportéd
declines in science knowledge betweeﬁ 1969 and 1973 that amounted to
a half-yeay loss in learning. Surveys of writing skills showed that

“~students used a more limited vocabulary in 1974 than 14\1970, and
wrote in a shorter, more "primer-}ike" style. The Associétéon of
Aﬁericgn Publishers was forced to revise its textﬁook Studyiguide to-a
ninth grade reading level for college freshman. Finally, a U.S. Office
of Edqca;ion sponsored étudy fﬁund that 23 million Americans were
functionally illiterate. 

Faced with‘the serious consequences of these trpqu for the next
generation, a&d by an increasing vocal and hostile public, srate
1egisiatures have m9ved'with uncommon speed éo £stablish minimum
educational s;aﬁdardéla;d seiiga'upqn the competency test as a means

. -

for restoring-thefvalue of ; high ‘school dipioma ( Gallagher, 1979).
The implic;t assumptioJ'behind this strategy is that both schoo}s_and
students Qill rise to meet the stan&afd. However, the handicapped are
a‘segment éf’the ool population for whom the standardcmay not be .,
attainable at al » Or‘attainable only under certain c1r§umsténces.

or only hith s .stantial changes in their present oducatidnallprogfam.




Competency Testing of Handicapped Students
L

In the rush to institute competency test programs into regular
secondary education, state legislatures have generally failed to censider
issuee involving Héndicapped 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
conflictlﬁith new legal protections afforded to the handicapped

S - {(McClung & Pullin, 1978; Morrisey, 1978; Rosewé:er, 1979). These

o ’ protections, as exemplified by the Education for All Handicapped

Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142), include: {(a) provision of a free
appropriate publie educap;on in the least restrictive environment;
(b)'e#tensive due process procedures, including the right of notifica-
tion upon initiation or change in the student's educational placement,
" parent involvement in educational planning, apd the opportunity to
present complaints and/or for a due process hearing on any complaint
about educational placement or services; {c) prohib- . ion of dis-
c;iminatipn on the basis of disability; and (d) grovision of
indi;idualized education&l_planei
- : ’Rosewater (1979) has'néted that performance on a minimum
competency test might be uséd as a placement device for special
remedial programs and thereby constitute a violation of the due process
énd evaluation procedures mandated b¥ P.L. 94-142 if they are not
followed .explicitly. Also, in some states, ﬁinimum competency testing
may discriminate against the handicapped by automafically excluding
them from theicompetency test program, and hence from a high school

diploma. While this ie not the case 4in North Carolina, there are no

filc .- 18




provisions for rewarding the successful completion of an approved
"special"” program of-secondary education. Finally, Horrissey (1980)
has noted that the mandate for individual program planning might- be

violated if attention is not given to the individual lgérning problems

of handicapped students in the administrafion of competency tésts or
related educational planning.

In the in;erest of fairne;s to handicapped-studenCS, a number of
statesgpgrmitlﬁodified test adwinistrations such as the use of large
print and au@io cassette edi;@gqugiph_gxteﬁded Eime limits. However,
the use of test modifications must also be scrutinized from the stand-
point of_the goals for competency testing iﬁ general. Students with
similar handicaps and abilities ma§‘perform quite differently when

permitted to use different aids, and thereby produce un;eliable and

ihequitaﬁle results (Baratz, 1978; Rosewater, P79). Also, if test

Iﬁodifications have the effect of lowering standards for passing, then

the goal of-insuringAminimum cémpetence would-be‘cdhpromised.

A few states have developed competency test programs that
attempt to meet- the needs of handicaéped students. Nevertheless, as of
1978, Smith anq Jenkinsl(1980) found that &40% of the states in th;ir
sgrveylhad not established or finalized their policies regarding the
‘competency testing of handicapped students. None of the states they
surveyed waived competency test requiréments‘for the handi capped.
Some progfams require the haﬁdicapped to abide by the same procedure,‘
and meet the same s;andards 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 cbmpetency tests. One state used different tests with different




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 altérna-

tive Involves the differentizl weighting of multip}¢~gfad&a£iea—orice;ig—
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-

regarding the treatmen;_ﬁf handicﬁbped"

sistent policy among the states

students with respect ;o competency test procedures and requirements.
Of particular interest in the present study is the North Caroliqa

Coﬁpetency Testing Program énd its provigions for accommodating the

handicapped. A brief éescription of this program follows.

North Carolina Competency Test Program

In June 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly passed Housé
Bill 204, "Thé High School Craduation and Competencﬁ Program,"™ which
' sfipulated:that a high school ﬁinimum competency test must be passed
. if a student is to receive é high school diploma. Fuftho;; 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 competenty test was to be administered each November ‘to all
eleventh grade students, and the test could be readministered repeatedly

at designated intervals to students who failed to pass.

The North Carolina-Competency Test as constructed by the Competency

A

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

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




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

and are two areas around which achievement tests have already been

constructed.

Specific test items were formulated to correspond to teacher-

sta;ed objectives and were written so as to test_basic,ﬁp;actical
reading and math skills. In addition ta ski;l in interpretative
reading, the reading section exaﬁines the ablliity to follow simple

directions; measures vocabulary; evalua;es skill at locating informa-

-

tion; and tests ability to interpret charts, maps, and 11lustrations.

The math section messures the student's ability to compute with
integers, decimals, fractions, and percents;‘to golve problems in-

‘vqlviﬁé money matters; to do measurements and work with them; to

-

:aﬁply geometric. ideag to eﬁeryday situa;ions; to intérpret and use
maps , graphs, charts and tables; to apply knqwledgé of ﬁrobability

andhétafistics to everyday‘situations; and to estimate the answers to
prﬁbléms. "

A sfudent must correctly answer at least 72%, or 87 oué of 120, of
the reading items to pass the reading section. In order to pass the

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

the math-items_éorrectly. These cutfoff scores were determined by the

North Carolina Competency Test Coﬁmiésion following a seriés of trialv

3

studies prior to the first actuél administration of theltest in
November-1978. For example, a coﬁparison betw;en the trial competenc}
‘.. test results and the California Achievementliest sh;wéd that the math
section of _the Cqmpeteﬁcy Test was considerably more difficult than the
reading test. Seéondly,'teach;;s from twenty schoolsirandomly selected

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

- .

18




-— .

theif opinion were marginally cdmpetent and these they felt to be incom-
petent. It wag found that students identified as marginally competent did
better than those identified as incompetent. Thirdly, teachers who

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

—vided theirbest—judgment—on what fepregen{ed_a_m;%imum—eempegenay-uﬁu_nw-“-.

péssing score. Finally, several statistical studies were also run
before cut-off poihts were designated (Test Commission, 1978).
C;ncerning'the handicapped, tive original- North Carolina Cdmﬁétency

gﬁidelines included the following three points:

i. All eizéptional éﬁiid;;;: é*éi;&i;g the frainably E;E;f&gdn_

or severely retarded, shall take thg trests
2. Test adaptationsIof’ﬁqdifications ir test administration
) . P ' -
will bg‘déveIOped where needéd; ‘ : i

i

. o ' ' 4
3. A parent may apply for exemption to his local school -board
*for his exceptional child.on the grounds that the test might:

be hérmful._ Exemption does not mean that a regular diploma
o N \
will be granted. . . . Y

, .
Since these gufdelines were written, procedural competency test-

modl fications have been made for the handitappeﬂ in North Carclina and

S

were used for the first time In November 1978. These test modifica-

tions include exams @rigten in braille and large print, extended
lquth of time in_takihgsthe test, permissfou to wrice_in_the test

,_'Booklet rather than on.an IBM answer sheet, instructidns'given in sign

-

language for deaf studenfs,:an audio-fassette tape recording of

. instructiong, and recprding‘of answers by a. proctor. - These modifica-
-'tioné'may be reques;ed“b? each school based committee for 1its handi-

capped students who might require them, but are not used automatically

o
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Public Instruction in 1979:

io

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

g

prograﬁs are eligible for test modificationsf- ]

s - A total of 81,353 students in'No;th Cafolins public schools +ook
the fall 1978 Competency Test,with an ovérall passage rate of;éoz on
reading and 85% on math. The ﬁassage rate for .non-handicapped stud;nts :
was 95Z on reading and 85% dn math. & total of 3,043 handicapped ‘
students were given ihe‘test.' Wﬁile the passage rate for the viéuaily
impaired was on par with that for hoﬁ-handicgpped students, the

perf crmance of students withjpfher handicabping conditions was

considerably poorer.. . ' — . —

‘'The following results were reported by the State ﬂeparcment of

. - 'Reading - ‘Math

Group: Npmbér Tested % Pass Number Tested % Pass
Educable Mentally ' .1,690 1 1,887 S .
Hanéicépped B B
Leacrning Disabled - 652 56 652 47
_Hearing Impaired 79 75 9 70
Visually, Tmpaired 130, 92 130 88
Mu1£1p1é Handicap o g,-?? ) 32 B | 76 ‘ 28
- Other————-=—-— 1. 215 -~j~——6&;f—' 214 57 S
- r— - —

. 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
g ot _ ars :

- -

e ’ . : . - .

among four othérs to be conducted by University faculty across -the
» . ' o o . ' B L
State, The project began in Qctober of 1979 under a contract to survey . ,

L]

"~ . . -

L-. .;Z[i%‘



the public schools that tested hendicapped students In the Fall and
‘Spring of 1978-79: Particular attention was to be given tq the demo~
graphiclcharacteristics of students and trest modifications employed.
in addition,-forﬁEHH and LD stud;nts we. proposed to gather more
extensive da:a‘on their academic characteristics, background of
special education service, and remedial programs.- -

In the next section the methods used to accomplish-these tasks

o _ .will be described.

Method

» - -

The population of interest in this study was all handicapped
'students (N ='3043) who took the Fall, 1978, Competency Test in North

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

devised-with—four- considerrations--i nminds +_ (a) type of handi cap_, ()

geographic representation; (c) confidentiality of student records;
. ana’(d) minimum burden'of response on 1oca1 educatiou agencies {LEAs).

A survey instrument wWas devised to gather informatiOn on the demo- ?‘

:graphic characteristics and test modifications used with all types of
» . handicaps. The basic instrument was expanded to collect additional

* +

data on student characteristice and educational programs for EMH and

i . =.-,-.a

h___aLD_students_sincg these groups represented the most prevalent handicaps

tested (83%), and since they exemplified most c1ear1y the various

issues involved in the competency resting of'handicapped.Students,

k]

“Sample Selection . | S S -
" Since only'SZ of EMH students passed both sections of the 1978
Fall test (n = ?5) It was decided to sample all of these students ro ,

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

. . N . i i -

o .. w21




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

12

burden of response on LEAs, 2 random Sample of 10% of EMH students

who failed (p_ = 180) was then drawn for comparative purposes. LD
students were selected by drawing a random sample of 257% who were

were eliminated té insure confidentiality of response. - Also, an addi-
tional'fz_EMH students and 30 LD students were sampled'to offset
attrition. in onner tn gather information on the demographic tharecter—
istics and test modifications used with other types of hnndicaps,.all

visually impaired (n = i45), hearing impaired,(n_¥‘129), multiply

handicapped (n =_B?), and other handichps {n = 235) were surveyed

‘with a Brief questionnaire.' : e e e .

The total. number of cases sampled was 1 033 af ter eliminating

éingle students within a givenlschool. 0f ihe 145 LEAs in the State,

_ 133 wvere represented- the 12 not selected,were either eliminated by

The sample as drawn represented all educatiqnal districts in the ‘state

" “and 92% of the LEAs. Also, the sample prenerved the ratio of LD to EMH

: students in the population that was tested, ard 1in all handicaps

e ————,

except EMH’it preserved the ratio of passing students to falling

+

students. B - Ce L ' e LA o

Ne&ertheleSQQ during the ,course of data collection, we diseovered

~a large proportion of students (15 6%) who were labeled as handlcapped

on ‘the Fali? iQ?B test records were not officially classified as handi-

capped by the local schools. . Although .the survey return.rate (90%)

,wonld be quite acceptable for a project of this natute, ﬁhen_attrition b

(102)_nas Enngined with misciassjfication and :I.nvura»lzﬁ‘dlh]:a‘:'a:)ta:)cnls'l{62),_,w

the final acceptable semple was *educed by 328 students (31.Bzhovern11).

}
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Because the issue of misclassification represented a major
. finding by itself, it was presented in some detail in the 3esults
section of the report. .

Survey Instrument and Procedure .

In order to reduce the burden of responding, survey questions were
deueloped rhnc could be answered bylreferring to enisting and readily
asailsble documents: the_students' Individual Education Plan (1IEP)
and /ot cumulative folder: Also, whenever possible, questions were -
written in an objective checklist and multiple choice }ormst. Prier to
data collectionhthe investigators consulted special educators and State
Depar tment staff,‘end performed a_literature review,.to insure that

the_inforhation collected was prsctical and relevant to the issues

‘under study. Also, the instrument uas field tested ir local schools

L
[ -

to insure ease‘of completion and minimum hurden of'response.

""The overall instrument for the 1D ‘and EMH samples was divided into
three sections: (1) mod@tications employed {(2) history of special
‘_education services, and (3) Temediation efforts (this data was gathered
for those students who failed the Fall 1978 test). The complete in-
strument has been provided in Appendix A. Only a 'portion of the in- R

strument (Part 1. Modifications) was used £or all other handicaps in

order to determine test modificstions used andltherr re{ationship to "

the passage rate. Data onistudent handicap, race,.parEnt education

level, “school district, and LEprere obtpined from State Department of

Public lnstruction data tépes: i _ 1. ) ,”‘ ) |

The seven.page (21° question) ingtrument- cduld be completed in less

than one hour, including the location of student records. ~A 1etter of

introduction and explanation qf_the~project was sent to all
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--superintendents,-special éerviceé coordinators, principals, and special
.Qducation teachers in the Sta;e who were responsible for sgudents wh&_
were sémpiea{: They wé?e assuréd that tﬁe-information would be greated
~confidentially and thai. all data would be repdrte& in group statistics.
To iﬁsufe cbﬁfidpntiality of student récords, é-procedure was follawed

" in which face sheet data which identified ihdividual students was deleted
by the school (see Appendix A forﬁcopieslof these mate;ials)f

 ~The brief questionnaire (Paft 1: Modifications éurvey) was
mailed to h;gh schoolsionrNovember ;5 fsr alil those sfudents classified
 as multiply handicapped, visually igpaired, hearing impaired'énd othef.'
The complete (long form) questionnairg was mai}ed on DecemberIT,for the

EMH and LD d&mples. 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. Schcols were selected to be repfé;

“sentative geographically and with regard‘to rural/urban population énd

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

" information obtained from the?shrvey and to obtain the evaluations,

opinioﬁs, and recommendatioﬁq qf iocal school personnel regarding:the

use of competency tests with handicapped students. 1In each case an - -
. . o . ) - R -

o - . SR

—étt?mpt~wés“made—£o hold structured interviews with sﬁgcial educétion
o - i kd ' . ) - : ) )
teachers and administrators in each school. A copy of the interview
has been included in Appendix A.

i}

Results

The principal findings of the stuuy were summarized under foﬁr

L #
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general headings: () Misclassification and attrition; (b) Variability

. in test administration; - {c) Factors associated with test outcome (pass/
4 ) -

1
El

f£ail); and (d) Consequences of Fall failure {spring test performance). In

£

each instance a variety of variables were analyzed, incluQinée‘ (a) con-
textual variables -- educational district, test administratian, and use

.of modifications; (b) student characteristies -—~ race, sex, parent educn—
' tion,.abiliﬁy'level and proBlem behaviors; (c) stndent background --

year§ in North Carolina schools, retention in grade, attendance, and_

_interests; {d) educational veriébles -— reading and-math'performance

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

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

[

square) analysis strategy was used to determine 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

H

The final composition of ‘the study sample is described in- Table 1.
As noted above, 161 (16%) students classified as handicapped on the
£ompetency-Test data tapes were not classified as handicnpped according
to the schoois surveyed. - Tne largest percentage of misclasgpified
stndentshﬁéé”for the'visyally ;mpaifed.(BOZi: and the ioweg ,ﬁas for EMH

- §§uden55'(11%). Witnlthe exception of vlsuallﬁlimpaired‘ thé rate of

. 3

" misclassifioation varded little across other categorlgs of handicap

o,

(11% ,“ 15%):.

- The percentage of unreturned surveys (no redoonse) varied from 5%

for multiple hpndieeps;to_132 for'EMH strudents. 'Ehﬁther Eype of attri-

tfon'in the'aample was due to unusable protdcols. This category con~

3

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

wére returned tob late for computer processing as well as those that

o
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Table 1

L
- -
- e

. . s . :
- Misclassification ‘and Attrition Rate in Sample by Handjcap -

Handicap . Sampled Misclass No response Unusable é:épect - *Correct
. ' ' ' Classification

f . - ' - f
Educable Mentally - 252 - 27 . 32 11 10 172
Handicapped : 10.7 o127 4.4 ' 3.9 68.2
- - _ : : : — ' .
Learning Disabled : o 26 11 o1 : o 118
: : o 141 5.9 5.9. 9.2 64.3

fnd

Visually Impaired ' - ‘ 44 17 L 83

11.7

o~

Hearing Impaired . : 16 .1
‘ 12.4 8.5
Multiple Handicapped  n - 87 | 12- -
, ' 13.8°

~

‘36 29
15.3 “12.3

Total o B 1033 . 161 © 104 35 28
) h . 15.6 10.1 3.4 2.7

%iq range reported was éptside SDPT guidelines for clasgifiégtioﬂ-as EMH or LD

\.




. 17
were too incomplete for analysis.
Finally, a second. type of misclassification was detected in the
EMH and LD samgles. In these cases, discrepancies were fonnd between - S

the IQ (general abiiity) lezels checked on the survey for? and those
allo;able_by State Department of Public‘Instruction guideiines forlthe
definitions of EMH and LD. Specifigally, eight students were classified
as FEMH who had IQs between 85 and'éG according to school records, and
another two had IQs between 96 andJ}IO. Also, 17 (9%) LD students who

wele samﬁled‘had IQ ranges checked between 61 and 73, and one was listed’ ;fkt~\

as having an IQ between 50 and 60. -The effect of these errors on .
-Competency Test performance was predictable in that nine (%) of the

10 misclassified EMH students passed.the test, while only two (2)‘of

- e .
the 17 misclassified LD students passed. . :

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

o~ : that were drawn (i.e. EMH, LD and all other handicaps) were each repre-
sentative of the handicapped population who took the Fall i978 Competency

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

.’ ‘ In an attem?t to evaluate the consequences of misclassification and
I: - t‘ attritiqnugn'theifinal study sample, a serigs of 5? (chi Sqoare) goodness (
.. f ? . of.fit te;tg were performed. fhe.tests were qsed to compare the |
pri;inél sample values on a variety of variables'%o:those fourd in a)
{the sample eliminating unreturned and unus;ble protocols (attrition), ~

* r - >
' - and b), . the sample eliminating both categories of misclassified students ' \KM K

ag well as thOSe‘lost through attrition {usable, correct classification).

yd ' ‘ Effects of Attrition. In general, attrition due to unreturned and
unqsable‘responses did not alter the chg;acteristics of the study

samﬁie witﬁlrespect to'sex;<race or parent education level for. any of .

- B . ' .

o ’.'.‘.; \'E' . ‘ L'u : 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_bassage rate in either the LD sample or sample of all other handi-

‘ caﬁs (i.e: Vi, HI HM and other). chevef, it was noted that the

passage rate for EHH students dropped from IZ%ﬁﬁp 4% on the Reading

Test, and from 72 to 3% om the Math Test, when unretur&sd\gnd unusabie

cases were eliminated (see Table B.4). '

‘ Effects of Misclassification. Table 2 shows the characteristics

of available students who were correctly classified. _When gharacteris-

-

tics of these sampléé;we;é.compared to those of the or;gfnal-samples,
;hey‘did n;t differ with respect to sex, race or educat{pn level of
péfent. However, as Tablé 3 shows, misclaésification did alter passage
rate s;gnificahtly in the EMH sample, and for the sample of other
- handicappiné.conditions‘(also, see Table 5, Appendix B, for origiﬁal
sample comparisons).

Thus , él% of misclassified EMH students passé5!:£e Reading test
‘and 78% passed the Math test. When these students and those lost to
%étéitio; were eliminated, bqu 22% of thé remaining, correctly classi~-
.fied sample of EMH students passed the Rea&;ng test and 15% passed the
;Math test. Figurgs\l and g translaté_these values:into percentages Based
on the-cotgl nuﬁber of EMH students taking the test in thelFall of 1978.
Figure 1 shows that although 12% of the original sample of EMH students
passed the Reading test,'ozly 2% actually passed when the data was

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

parable valugs.on the M:;P test were 7% in the original sample and 1%

based on our correctly €lassified sample.




E

Table 2~

-

Characteristics of Correctly Classified nghdyl“gfffié

'variable EMH LD v HI

172 _ 82 97
59.17
40.83
Indiaﬁ - .60
White . 28.57
Black ' ?0:24
"Otﬁer ' .60 - 22 .
Grade School 37.75 12.50 13.48
Education i
Some H S 36.42 30.00 14.61
H S Grad - 23.84 35.83 46.07

Post H S 1.99 21.68 - . 25.84

lNote: al1 table values in percent of sample n.

30




r Table 3 *

£

Percent Passing in Ssmple by Classification Status

Category - Reading - ; Math ,
’ n 4 n p A
EMH Sample (n=254) T .

" "~ Correct Classification 37 21.89 25 14.79
Misclassified 30 81.08 29 78.37
_Attrition | 24 50.00 21 43.75

) . Total ' 91 .~ 35.83 - 75  29.53

) LD Sample (n=185)

"' Correct Classification - 76 61.29 64 51.61
Misclassified 20 45.45 16 36.36
Atericion ™ 7 31.82 6 27,27

Total 103 ° 54,21 86 45.26
Other Handicaps (n=596)

Correct Classif%cacion 242 - 59.02 216 52.68

Misclaseified , 94 - 87.04 84 ©77.78

Attrition | - 53 71.62 50 67.57

Total [ 389 65.77 351 59.19




.PopulationValue

. Sample Value

~

LD ., . VL - _HI '~ MH - Other

-

.\Figure 1. Percent correct classified students passing reading test compared to origi‘nal percent
reported for the State in Fall 1978. . '

-




Po pulation Vé‘l;ie

~ . SémpleValué .

»

LD VI HI - ,M'H " "Other

Figuté 2, Percent correct classified students pass:l.ng math test compared to original percent
repol:ted for the State in Fall 1978.. -




~of LD students. -

AN

© 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 signifnght change in passage

tete was'found~(see Table B.5). 1In facét, there were slight’increeees

in performance on eachctest due to the elimination of 17 retarded

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

Eorwperformance, the .overall passage rate for the.LD sample decreased

slightly f;om 48% to 46%. WNevertheless; evidence suggests that mis-

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

-

Figures l'and»2-illustrategthe'effects of mistleséificatiopland
attritioq on other types ef handicaps in-the ste&y-sample, In genera¥{
passage retes were 1oweredmin all categories except thelbee labeled as
“other" on bompeteecy‘Test data fileg.w_Redection in the percentage
passiné was most eviaent for ‘the hearing iﬁpaired, although the reduc~
tion for the sémple as-a whole was gquite significent. Table 3 shows
that “across all four categories oflhandicap &7% of‘misc;assified
students passed the Reading test while 78% passed the“Hath test. Over;
all reductiOn in passage rate was from 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 distriets in the Stete'in-the rate 0f misclassi-

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

-sample'ranged from 22% in the Southwest region toI42% in the Southeast.

*

The range for the LD sample’ was 19Z in the Western region to 70% in the

Southeast‘ that for other handicaps was 8% i7" the Western region to S1%

36
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Table 4 S .
Number Sampled and Percentage Correctly -Clas_sifi_ed by Ecluc-ational District.
BE LD . Other ..

N n % -n X n )4
Northeast .2 - 8 20 , .65 . .55 - 62
Southeast : 38 s8 10 30 25 56
Central - RS ST 37 67 . 88 . 8
South’ Central Y 2 7 .28 53 6L 64§
Notrth Central Cs6 0 66 w . s - nu& . 77

Southwest’
Northwest -

Heatern’_
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in the Northwest. Overall, the poorest réeponse to the study survey

l

was from LEAS in the Southeast region of the State.

" The largest percentage of misclassification was found in the South

Céntrglﬂregion (312); followed closely by that in the Northeast (282}.

Theclowest percéptages of misclassification were in the Northwest (52)

!

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

‘;.“__.._,."Neiﬁher“mieclaseification_norwanéritioq_oferail_Ha&_aqsgcigggduwich

type of school personnel who administered tlie Test.. ‘Perliaps hore impoftdﬂt

for the analysis which follows, neither mieclaﬁsificatioﬁ nor attrition

L

waa°relafed.£o the use of tést modifications.

Q-Conclusion; The frequencf of misclassification in‘eamples'gf
handicadpped student; seriously questions bothlthé thuracy of the Fall
1978 test fileé and . the adéqugcy.of recording procedures followed fﬁr

identifying student gharactetiétice. The principal effect of miaclaesi;

[3
L]

fication was to reduce the percentage of étudeﬁts who passed the
Competency Teeg in‘all éajof categories of handicaps except epecif{c
learﬁing disabilities. Thug, handicapped gtudents ‘as a‘groug seem o -
ﬁave fared less well on the Fall 1978 teet.than'wga'geported originally:

Nevertheiees} the final_éample of available srudents seems to be adéquafe

.fof théﬁEﬁrposee'of this researdh,‘if‘not;improved througﬁ the elimina-

N

_ tiop‘of questiofiably cléqsifiedfstudente.

- variation in‘reeﬁ'administration

In general, there was‘h great deal of fariability associated with

conditions of test adwinistratfon to handicapped students and with-fhe

use of various test modificationa.

Context Variation. Educatiqnal districts across the State differed

i

*

. cohsiderably in the personnel used to administer the Compatency Test.:
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For examﬁle;'referente to Table 6 in Appendix B shows that the range‘ih

percentage of EMH-students tesied by tlassroom teachers was from;13z in ;

,;' - ‘the North Central district to 432 in the Northeast while that for those - .
tested by spetial tlass teathers was from 33% in the Northwest district

E /e 83% in the Central distritt. Tables 7 and 8 in Appendix B also show
large variations among distritts in persomnel Jsed to test LD and all. .

other tategories of handicap. S S

. Classroom teachers administered 43% Of the tests overall, and T

.
spetial education teachers administered 35%; hawever, 21 different types

r 4 ’ - Y

of school personnel adminjstered some tests. The major categories in

addition to tlassroom'teather and spetial educator were other resource

- -

staff (e 2. tounsalor, reading teaeher, psythorogist) and administrative'
staff {e.g. printipal spetial edutation direetor turritulum toordinaf

tor). Table 5 shows the relationship*between type of test administrator

)/ and type of handicap. Although spetial adutation teathets_gave the

. . .majority of tests to EMH (672), LD (51%), and students with multiple
handieaps (46%), classrobm teachers also tested LD students frequently

~(43%). Thelmajority (65%) of visually -impaired students were tested' by -

. PR B . L )
T classroom teachers; how._ver, other resource staff tested these studénts-

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

, istrative staff as a group were most 1ike1y to test hearing impaﬂred e

‘scudents_(saz). : T L : - ;

-

Il

. :- . ) Use of Test Modifications. The frequenty of use of test modifica~

tions is-diSplayed in Table 6 for each handitap. Overall, approkimatei§

y - one half of the students reteived some form of test modifitationn The

» ~ £requency of usage was greatest for the, multiply handitapped (82%) and

¢ least for the group clagsified as "other handicap” (27%). " e
- S : - ' ) .




Table 5

Test Administrator by Type of Handicap
o .

. Classroom . Special . . Resource -Aduinistrative
Group _ Teacher Educator Specialist Staff

31
46.27;
32
19.51

-

T

ﬁote: Special Educator - special ‘class teacher (EMH LDi; ED, etc)

Resource Specislist’— speech/hearing, counselor, psychologists,
d remedial reading, etc.

Administrative Staff - principal, special educstion direttor,
"test coordinator, curriculum
coordinator, etc.

4




Tab-le 6 _

&

Use of Test Modifications bjr Type of Handicap

Yes
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L™ The frequency of use of each type of modification is shown in
.Table B.9 (Appendix B). The most frequently used modifications were
extended timéysessiops £23%) and shall group administration (24%).
These types of modifications were more often used with EMH, LD and
Multiple haug;caps.‘ The audio cassette was third most popular (15%)

ard was used most extensively with EMH (25%)vand LD (25%) students.

Thirty-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-Hodifihations. .The‘likelihoqd that

handicdppeq students received a modified test administration,variea
significantly aﬁross the éight.gducational districts in the State, aﬁd
with the type of school personnel giving the test. For example, Tﬁble
7 shows that EMH studgnts in the Northwésf regioé were 2;3 times more
li_léel} to receive tést_mod."tficénlsions than those in Southeast regig'}
however, LD students in the Northwest region were the‘lea;t_likely to
receive rest moditicatioﬁs. The greatest frequency of modified %dmin-
.isﬁration‘fbr LD stud?nts w;s in the Southwest and Southeast regions.
Across ail handicaps, special educators wefe 7 to 17 times.more
likely to usé‘test mddificatiﬁns than classroom teachers (seg Table 8).
Alsa, administration of testﬁ by other,types]of resource persomnel was
;

.. associqted with more freguent use of modifications. Sinc -there was"
wide vaiiability in type of test administrator across edpcatioﬁal
disFricts, regionsl variability in the use of test modifications can be

{

associated witk use of different types of personnel tqftgst handicapped
- . : . N : :
students in different districts. - . :

~—~ f-

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




Table 7

Percentage of Students Receiving Test Modifications by
Handicap and Educational District

EMH “ LD

Northeast - 30.77
Southeast . 66.67
Central . : . 50.00

South Central : " 53.85

North Central . 14.29

Southwest . 71.05
Northwest T o 12.50

Western i . 38. 46
49.58
17.82°

.01




Table 8

Percéntage of Students Receiving Test Modifications by
Type of Test Administrator

EMH

Classtoom Teacher  n o 13
6.28

Special Educator ’ : 69
: " ’ 9?.18

106
82.17 .

297.14

.0001
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:of test modification for any handicspping condition. However, EMH

students ﬁhqse parents“had graduated from-high school were more likely
to have test modifications than those whose }arents had only a grade
school edecation. 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.10 of sppendix B.

When respondents were asked their professional opinion about the
"appropriateness' of the test modifications used with each student
they generaily responded in the affirmative. However, considerable
doubt was expressed apout the modifications used with. hearing impaired
students (58%), and the apprqpriateness of’modifications used with

EMH students was questiened in 22% of the_csses.(see Table 9).

Factors Associated with Test Performance

The preseﬁt section of the report contains findings with respect
to passagé rate. In this analysis information was available on demo-
graphic vatiables, descriptise characteristics of students, and the use
of test modifications for all hsndicapping‘condit;ons. A ﬁore .extensive
analysis of student background and educational variables was performed -
on tﬁe EMH and LD samples. 1In each case only correctly clsssified
students were included (see Table 1), and E? (Chi square) tests were'

made of the f@ssociation between each variable and'the\number of students

M

‘.

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

.Context Variation. The highest Reading test passaée rate for EMH

1

students sampled within a given educational district was ;\out of 12
(50%) in the Northwest regio“, and that for the Math test was 5 (42%)

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

)
!




Table 9

Professional Opinion About Appropriate Use of Modifications

Yes No

96
78.05

66
90. 41
38

100.0

27
42.19

38
79.17

5l
85.00

% correctly classified students
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highest passage rate for ID'qtudents sampled.'87% in Reading and 65% in
Math. The Southeast regi;n had the lowest passage rate on both tests
for both EHH”and LD students (s8ee Table B.ll_Appendix B). Frequency Bf
test passaée was not velated to the Eype of personnel who adpinistered
th? Csmpetenﬁy Test to EMﬁ and LD students, although'special:education
te;chers Had lower passage rates on boeh tests than classroom teachefs
for students with all other handicaps (see Table B.12-Appendix B).

This trend most probably reflects thé tendency fof special educators

to tést ;ore severely handicapped students.

Use of Test Modifications. Table 10 shows that EMH stddents'who

received ﬁest modifieat{ons were more likely to pass compared to thoéé
not receiving modifications. Of those passing the Reading test, 30%
had modifications,whereas 8% of thosg who passed did not. Twenety
percent of EMH students who passed the Math tesf‘had‘modifications;

whereas onix 5% passed without modifications. The opposite trend was
found for the hearing impaired. oOf cﬂgse who paésed,SlZ did not re-
ceive test mbdifigations‘in Reading and 76% did not in Math. The use -
of t?st msdifications was not related to the performance of LD students,
or to that of student;_1abe1§d‘asIbther-handicap* -

In the previoué gsection of‘fhe report it das noted that the most
popular modifications used with EMH gtudente were extended time/
sessions, small group administration and the audio cassette edition.
Unfortunately,-the small nuwber of EMH students who passed precluded an
analysis of the effects of gach'type of_modification. 'cheverg iﬁ may

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

small indeed unless some combihation.df these modif ications was used. .

-

Student Characteristics. The percentage of ‘students who passed




Table 10

Percentage P;ssing on Fall 1978 by Use of Test Modifications

Reading Mods

" Math Mods

X<(1)

no

7;81
38.00
86.67
80.95
36.36

69.17

11.59
.71
0.47

29.34

0.91

3.03

no

4.69
56.67

82.22

176.19

27.27.

59.17 -

xﬁy

7.91
1.41
2.36

24.58
0.39

0.62
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. -

the Reading and Math tests by sex, race and parent education level can

= be found in Tables 11 and 12. In general, the frequency -of passing was

-

not related to sex of student, However, black students were more likely

to fail than white students for all groups except the multiply handif

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

students in the Reading test, hut was a significpgt factor op the'Hath

test. : : : : .

As reported previqyslylfof‘the general population of eleventh _

! T grade students, greater ﬁg&snt education was associated with a higher

o

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

education was not related to reading performance by nraring and visually

" impaired students, but was associated with'their math performance.

Student Backgrouﬁd and Interests. The results of the analysis for

the EMH and LD samples are given in Tables 14 through 18 of KPPEHdix B,

Approximately 93% of EMH students and 81% of LD students had received

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

variable_was-not associatad with passage-rate on either test {(see Table

* B.14). However,-whéther LD students were retained for one or nore

u grades was a significant'factor (see Table B.15). Of those who failed

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

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

performance of EMH students on either test.

Another get of questions pertaining to student background asked

whether students had a history of unexcused abséhses from school; and

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

n

performance. In gene;al. absenteeism was not an imp&r;ant factor in the

performancé of either group. HNevertheless, there was a trend for
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.Table 11

Descriptive Characteristics of Students who Passed Reading Test

37

. Group EMH D vi  HI M  Other
Sex M % 23.00  61.86  80.43  50.00  31.03  68.00
CFz 2020 63.66 88.89 . 48.65  21.62  62.50
X2 17 .09 1.08 .01 .75 .52
NS NS NS NS NS NS
Race W % 31.25  59.76 © 86.79  57.58  24.39  75.25
34 17.80 34.15° ?3.5?- 32.26 26.09 50.82 |
x° 7.43 7.97 .91 5.40 .65 - 10.12
.p .05 .0l NS .02 N .01
Parent Education _ ‘
Elen % . 10.53  35.71 - 50.00  41.67 - 42.86
"H.S. % 30791 52.78 . 88.24 + 30,77 ‘9.09  48.57
H.S. Grad ¥ 22.22  69.23  76.00  4B.78  55.00 72.13
 Post H.S. X - 66.67  80.77°  94.74 .  65.22 ==  77.50°
7 x%(3). 10.95  10.20 2.83 4.40 4.75 11.32
P .01 .01 10 WS .05 .01

o0



Tshle 12 ' .

Descriptive Characteristics of Students who Passed Math Test

Group CEMH LD V1 ©HI MH  Other

Sex M % 16.00 76.09 22,14 62,00

Fz ' 75.00 . 16.22  50.00
, _ | . | .

.01 © .64 2,29
- NS NS NS NS
- 65.35
44.26
6.91

.01

Parent Education
"Elem % 10.53 33.33°  -10.00
H.S. % . 30.91 5% 23.08 18.18

H.S. Grad 2 22.22 [ 46,36 45,00

Post H.S. % "66.67 i 69.57 -

10.45 o . 8.89

.01 L : .03




39

respondents to befiezg that a 1arge number of excused absences did

impair the Reading test performance ox EMH students {(see Tables B.16 -
B L

and B.l?).

In order to assess the role of student interests, we_asked whether N

students particfﬁated in extracurricular sﬁfivities such: as school clubs

and community groups, or whether they had special talents or interests

Although the factors were unrelated to the-

such as music or sports.

performance of LD students; respondents indicated that 54% of the EH&

students who passed the Reading test snd 64% of those passing the Math

. .test had notable“outaide interests (see.Tabie:B.lﬁ).
. i+ . -

| \\ gducational Factors. As expected,“stndent ability level as

\i indicated on Individual Education Plans (IEPs) for EMH and LD students

' was significantly related to the frequency of passing on both tests.

. \
.Table 13 shows that only 3 EMH students_with IQ levels below 50 passed

either‘the Reading test or the'Hath test, whereas 31%.0of those with 10s_

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

LD students it was clear that  tli majority who passed had IQs above 85,

. B -
Table 13 shows that 92% of LD students with IQs above 95 passed Reading .

and 68% passethath.

Table 14 illustrates a similar set of relationships between

' passage rate and. grade level"perforﬁance in reading and math as in-

dicated on student IEPs. Relatively few EMH students (g=9) had

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

“1ikely to pass both tests compared to their_peers who were functioning

Similarly, the majority of LD students

Y
.at the elementary grade'lever

\
(51%), who passed the Reading test ‘had reading performance 1eve1s above

Thé relationship between math perf ormance 1eve1 and

the sixth grade.

frequency of passing Math was not as dramatic for LD students as it
5

i '
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Table 13 v . e , )
. - Percentage Passing by Ability Level T
) o ._ L] -:‘v‘. PR
EMH LD
IQ Level . ) .
Reading  Math Reading Math .
. ~ ! T
£ 50 n . 3, 3 - - - i .
% 9.38 9.38 - -
50 - 60 n 0 0 - - » o "
z - : - -
. - . ]
61 - 73 n 16 . . 8 - -
20.15 - 10.26 - -
74 -85 17 14 14 11
' 31.48. 25.93 40.00  31.43
86 - 95 - - - " 25 24
- 7 - 62.50 60.00 )
> 96 n - - 23 17 te S
- a
% e - - 92.00  68.00
x? . 5.91 7.11 22.52  13.66
p .05 © .0l -0001 003~
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SR e " Table 14
B ‘Percentage Paas:l;ng 'by Performance Level in Same ‘Area Tested °
T _ M o
Gra'clg Tevél _ . .
:_,'. | Reading - - Math Reading Math
T S 4 :
& 16 n 26 21 30 24
Z . 18.31 14.69  44.12  37.50
7-8 B : 7 | 13 1
’ % | 77.78  20.00  86.67 64.71
. 9-10 n ' 2 1 8 , 6,
ko © 100,00  100.00  100.00 ' 85.71
v g2 T a _ -t 10 2
| T L 90.91 " 100.00
IR x° ) . 19.87 WO 21.26 10.88
’ ) P .0001 - ,0001 .01
» C :
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a was‘for Readlng. Although this relationship was significant fever "
'_\-_ . . - i . N ]
j . : (44%) LD studeggs who passed Math had performance levels in math above

. the sixth grade., _' -

- ' * In aaditien to ability and performance level we asked whether ENH .

-

and LD studentsfhad been identified as being at risk for failure prior, .

o to taking the November 1978 Qompetency Test. Respondents indicated that.

71% of LD students-and 91% of EMH students were considered'to be at risk.
< _ Of the,EMH students who ﬁere ciassified at risk, 19% paséed Reading and

1 .132 passed Math. Of the.LD students who ‘were classified at risk 552

*

passed Reading and 45% passed Math; however, of tnose wot identified as oot
v

. being at risk 79% pagsed. Reading and 6?2 passed Math ~(see Table B.19

-

. 1n Appendix B) Thus the schbol’s prediction about the performance of

..o LD stude.nts was significantly associated with passage rate, but( }Ias .

S far less accurate than that for EMH studeots; Collectively, the

_ -findings'concerning risk of failure and grade level performance #uggest
. . <, ' N ' ; : —
that severity of specific learning disability is an important factor in

. ) . H -

' predicting,failure: Hdwever the same factors appeared to he'lessl

.- . .‘ - -

importaﬂt in the case of EMH- students because they showed such a high_ﬂ

.{ ‘-. ’ ’ B F - hl Tk -

R | _ rate of failure overall. Lo ] Lo toa -
i :

!

]

- ]

tor If students had been identifie@»at risk for failure we as@ed .,

whether they had received’special services to help them ;Lss the .. . -
. o :
Competency Test before the Novgmber 1978 administration. Respondents )
“« indicated that 128 (862) EMﬂ students and 62 (682) Lb studepts had;“ . {
T ," : such services: 'However, Table 3.20 in Appendix B shows that both EMH e,
‘ - and LD students who did not receive’services.were mor e Iif;ff to pass,“f.&

Since this finding probably reflects the tendency to identify more . R ,) .

severely handicapped students for such services, it should not be‘
.~ T -

H . bl . . - X . -
14 . L] . " - - " - 1.
. - -, . . - o s - . - -
. N * o - [} .
AR . . l"_' ) . .
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_data precluded.Chi square analysis, the trends suggesﬁ that\stuéents

~ 1in Reading ghd 52% 1in Math). .

| |

. concluded that services aimed at preventing failure were inef?bctive

Finally, we asked when students had been 1d ntitied as’ ENH and

LD,.and what typeLof educational placement had beep provided in tﬁbl

o~

tenth and eleventh grades. I%:most cases accurate\regordé~of previous
spééiai educat .on gervices below the tenth grade were not available to
our respondents. The relationship between passage rate and educational

placement in the tenth and eleventh grades for each‘group ié given in

. Table 21" in Appendix B. Although'the cell ffequencies involved in this

whq had more resxrictive.piaceqentg {(1.e. rece%gedemore special educa-:

;tioni were more likely to fail. Thus, additional_evidence was

gétheréé which pointed to the importahce of severity of handicaﬁ in. b

hccounfing f;r tﬁg_ggrformance of EMH'and LD studentso§n the fall 1978

Competency Test. ’
. » 4 &

Factors_Associlated with Spring 1979 Test P;rformanée

.Table 15 shows the pépsage rates for hand%capped students in the
study sample who falled the Fall 1978 Competency Test and weré:retegted
in Spring lagé Overall, 35% of éhe studenté passed the Spring Reading
test and 28% paiésed the Spring Math test. ‘The highest passagel rate for
those who weré retested was for the visually impaired énd.the lowest
waé'for EMH students. Slightly more than half of the LD students in
the study éempie passed both fests the second time they took them (53%

n

The anélysis in the remainder of the report pertains to factors

. related tdwrhe 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 Béen

T
.
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Percentagé of Students Passing Spring 1979 Test by Handicap

Table 15

-~

Reading
- Group
. Fail Fall Lost. Pass Fail _Féil Fall Lost Pass Fail
EME o 109 23 23 . 86 116 28 15 101
X 21.10 78.90 12.93  87.07-
- b . = . 38 7 20 18 33 25 17 16
: o % ‘ 52.63 47.37 51.52  48.48
VI n 11 2 - 8 3 17 3 11 6
% : 72,72 27.27 64.70  35.29 .
HI n 36 12/ 10 27 39 12 8 31
% - . 27.02 72.97 20.51  79.48
. h : . /
MM n 37 12 11 26 40 13 6 34
% 29.73 70.27 15.00  85.00
Ocher . .n___ 40 17 22 18 51 19 26 25
A ‘ j 55.00 . 45.00 ) ' 50.98 ©  49.02
Total n 271 ‘73 9 _ 178 296 100 83 213
' % S 34.68  66.05 28.04

71.95

\ - Note: -Lost means

'étudenﬁ failed but was

:

o

not retested.
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éummarized for ‘descriptive purposes in Tables 22 - 32 of Appendix B.

Sources af Attrition. Table 15 shows that a number of EMH and
LD students who failed in the Fall were not retested in the Spring.

‘Data on the reasons for this attrition were obtained for‘26 EMH students
and 16 LD students. 1In the case of EMH studenté, four (15%) moved out
of.thé State, fivé'(lgz) were ekempted from the Spring Test, 13 (50%)
drbﬁped out of school, and four (15%) were absent from the testing.
Among LD students wﬁo were lost, thfge (1925 were exempged, 10 (66%)
dropped out of school, two (13%) were ;Lsent, and one (6%) graduated,

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

taking the Spring test was leaving school.

- Changes in Test Hodification. Table B.22 in Appendix B shows that
different test godification& were not used with the majority (76%) of
handicapped student; when fhey were retested in the Spring. 1In the
case of EMH students, 32 (29%) had different modifications on Spring
Reading and 3 (9%) paésed; 34 had different modifications on épring
Math and 3 (6%) passed.l-ﬁmoﬁg'LD students, 8 (22%) received different

~modifications on Readingland ? (62%)Ipassed; 8 (18%) received different .
modifications on Math and 4 (502) paésea. Thus, while changes in tesg

modifications seemed to benefit some students who had failed in the

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

were not associated with anlincreased 1iﬁelihood.of passing for either
EMH or LD students (éeelTéble B.23 Appe;d;x B}.

With réspecé-to specific changes, thé'mogt frequent "for EMH studgnts
were that 10 (62%) received the audio cassette and 5 (71%) had the large
prinf edition for the first timelin the Spring (see_Tables B.24 and

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

59




46

in the use of small groups for 4 (80X) séudgqpq and the audio cassette

for 6 (66%) students when ‘these modifications ~had ﬁotgbeen*employed in

the Falil.

- Student Characteristics. Interestingly, char;cteristics'which were
strongly aasoeiate&'with initial Competency Test performance ;ere less,
-iggbrtantlin the'anglysis of Springlpassage rates. Fpr example, al-
though student race éés_an important factor in Fall performance, it was
not significantly associated witH.Spring performance. In fact, a
Eiightly higher percentage of Black s;udénts passed the Spring Reading
tegt than Whité students in both EMH and LD samples (see Table B.26

Append}x B). . Similarly, the relationship between sex and parent educa~

-

tion to Spring passage was not remarkable. Also, Tables B.27 and B.28 7

. [

' suggest that studgnt ability level and grade iﬁxeifaerformaﬂce in
reading and m@th were not as Ilmportant 1ﬁ p?edicﬁ!ng Spring passage
rates ;g they were in the Fall. Howéver, with‘the e;ception of the
absence of racilal effécés in Spring performance, caufién.should be

-exerciged 1in interpreting the data on other student characteristics

because of the smgll ﬁumber of cases involved. . -

-

Change in Educational Prqgraﬁ. One of the principal-bonseQuences
of faliling the Fall 19?é Competency Test for EMH and LD students was
;changeé in their educational programs. The majority of EMH (B85%)
studénts and LD (777%) séudenta who failed experienced gome change in
program, IFollowing fallure on the Readiné rest, 39 (43%) of EMH stu-
denté receive& a remedial.program designed specifically for the Com-
petenc§ Test., and 41 (42X) received the same 'type of program following

fallure in the Math test. Sﬁéciai‘Competency Test remediation was

provided to 16 (59%) LD students who fgiled Reading and to 14 (63%) who

-+
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failed Math. i .

o

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

Appendix B, The moat common mecﬁhﬁism for providing remediation to LD

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

El
.

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

option. The special education option was exercised less often With EMH .

-studenta who failed Reading (21/23%), but was used extensively for thoae

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

22 (25%) EMH and 11 (41%2) LD students following failure om Reading, and

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

Individual Educatfon plan (IEP).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. ° : B

';ﬁlsum, the trends auggest a tendency either to intensify the

student'S'special edueatiﬁn-prog;em following failure or ro use

programa developed more apécifiéally for remediation of skills measured

s . *

by rhe Competency Test.

Unfortunately, it was not clear how much over-

However, rhe former ofren

lap existed in :Hesé two Basic strategies.

/

involved a change-in educatlonal ﬁlacement with related cHanges in the

et

IEP. In about one half of ‘the cases such changes in special education

‘services involved placement in ,a wmore restrictive setting andror more

-

Table B 31 shows

time working with special education peraonnel.,

that the Reading rest pqasage rate for EMR (24%) who had program

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

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

-had change$~(55%) was epproximately':he same a8 for rhose who did not

have changes -(50%).

The impact of program chafiges- on Math performence
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P

was conéideyably lgss ;or both groups. Unfortunateiy, gi€én the
iimitations of thelpresent ;tudy with respect to a) redgéed sampiel
size; and b) lack of certain knowledge about the egacf néture of re-

" mediation in each_case, it was impossible tb‘draw a cbnclﬁsion,with
resﬁecg to the benefits of eduéatipnai changes folloﬁing Fall failure.
However, 1t 18 poas%ble to conclude that_sLbstantiﬁl andlvaried changes
did occur, and that for m&st EMH and LD students they involved a more

1 . -

intensified special educgtidp program.

Summary Site Visit Results

A total of 50 prbfessionpls were interviewed in 15 high_sChoqls across

hJ

the State. Opinions‘ahOuc Competeﬁcy Testing sf hanhdicapped stgdenfs
weée sought from school administrators, counselé;s and speclal educators. ~
These results have been presented in some detail in Appendix C of the
repert; however, the major findings were summariied heléw._ -
In general, school personnel accepted'thé concept of compe;ehcy
testing for handicaﬁpéd students but were divided on the iSSué of
ﬁhéther“they shouid be required Eo take fhp test 1h the same mannef éﬁ
othef students. Some felt that the goal pf setting standards fof basic -
skills attéinment in order t$ recéive a diploma required that all stu-

dents be treéted alike. Others favoreﬁ a mdd{fied test or no,pompetency_

test for éither some or ail except ional st;dents;' Schooi administrators

fJ- and personnel who administered the tests were more likely to express the
former opinion, while teachers more often expressed the latter opinioﬁ.
" Many o{ tﬁe cbmmgnt;-og this issue feflecteﬁ the belief that thé'test‘
was damaging psychologically to'some handiégpped students, and/or that

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

as the eleventh grade. - ‘ ! ' : B

' -
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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 thai most exceptional students felt that it was

important for them to have a highk school diploma.

Many respondents felt that the Competency Test did not;measuré the

skills. of exceptibnal students dﬁcukately. Althoﬁgh few disagreed with

the use of competency testing to encourage the.teaching of basic

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

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

phasize in preparing handicapped students for adult life. Bagi;ally;

these comments seemed to reflect concerns‘regarding the goals of;régular

education on one hand, and thbse of special education on the other.

It was generally felt that at least some exceptional students, "

. particularly EMH students, found the test extremely frustrating. :This_'

opinion was combined with the beligf that many students held to the hépe,

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

-unaware of any pavental reaction, positive or negative, and left the

1

general impression that pareat involvement in the Competency Test

Program was low.

Most of those interviewed felt that test modifications had been : h o

F

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

expressed about the use of the audio cassette. Concern out the
0 - " »‘ - ‘

audio cadsette reflected a number of specific problems ith its use as’

well as itse appropriateness for many‘studeﬁts; In many cases, it was

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

“

: . hY . L :
Respondents were divided on.the adequacy of training for test adminis- \

- - ll' .
trators, but felt that iqsufficieﬁt attention had been given to specific

|
i
i
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training in the use of modification options. However, many commented .

that test procedPres had been improved since ‘the Fall 1978 administra-

- 1
tion. .

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 bf handicgpping conditions for the

purposes of competency testihg, 2} the provision dfﬂfair and appfopria;e

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

*

unsuccessful pefforﬁance, and 4) the provision of-appropriaté remedia-

tion. ﬂ;;‘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 ;he Competen;y Test Programuin North
Catolina as thé& pertain io handicapped students. |

First, it was apparent that procedures~used to classify students
as handicapped by 1oca1 schools and to establish eligibility for modi-

:

fied test administration were inadequate for the 1978 Fall Competency

Test. The major conseqpence of error in claggification was to decrease
T _the aﬁtual ﬁassage rgtes for mést categories of handicapping conditions.

Al#hougﬁ we wereeunable to specify the causeslof misclassification in

Ln&iyidugl éases, ;everal possible sources of errof can be identifie&

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

errors in the management of test "data, the. following may have.contributed

-

to misclaséificéfion: a) cﬁanges in studen*t gtatus as a result of the 5\\¥

" implementation of P.L. 944142, b) .a lack of knowledge regarding State

definition of-vaqious types of handicaps by persons responsible for

*
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testing, and/or ¢} the: phenomenon of 'informal diagnosis resulting
s ‘ ¥
f‘om a professional opinion about a student formed without the benefit

n

of }ormal diagnosia. Thus, additional safeguards are required to .
insure valid administration of the test and protect non-handicapped
students from erroneous classification for other educational purposes.

| Second, the'iindings with respect to variation in the conditions
of test administration to handicapped students snggested great 1atitﬁde
in who aaministefs the test td_handicapped studentsfacihss the'State,
-and this in turn was relatedltp the use of madifieationsrand/qr the
choice of particular modifications. Given extreme-variability in use of
particular‘madifications, it was impossihle tb determine exactly how
modified test administration influenced passage rates exceptgin the case

b

of EMH-stgdents, where the majority of tests were given by special
educators whodused a small range of modifications. Coilectively,‘these
findings suégest that better guidelines for the use of modificatipns
are required which would clearlé justify their use in individual cases-
based on the student s specific handicap and the relative effectiveness
of available options. : E ‘ . . .

Thi;d, this study illustrates the impertance of a nunb?r of
stadent characteristies that were related to successful perﬁormance on
the 1978 FallCompetency Test, specifically: ability level, current-
performance level in readinglandfmath, race and parent education:'
Collectively, these factors seem td_gombine to establish a student as
"at riskdlfbr Competency -Test failure. Aithough these findings are not )

| surprising, they do indicate that the_schools have sufficient informa~

+

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

about the faetors that might influence their decision to request
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exemption for their child, and plan‘%amedtation to better prepare stu—

dents who have a-reasonable chance for success. The principal mechanisml_
for accompiishing these goals seems to be embodied iﬁ the student's-

Individual Eduéatiod Plan as established under the brovisions of P.L.

-

94-142.

Foﬁrth, it would be imcorrect to coﬁ;lude that changés ﬁade.in
educational programs.for studénts‘;ho fatled-the Fall 1978 Test were
not effective. Howévef; it wéé tﬂé care that therélwdé‘gréat varlability
gﬁbng"schools in their'attempté to provide-remediasionlto‘hﬁnﬁiEapped
students who falled; and it was unclear_wﬁether'SuEh remgdiation
Should be provided as part of the student’s program of special eddcaf
tion, or as part of the. more géﬁeraj Compeﬁency Test rgqediation program.
| -Although these findings y1§1d lttle aseful information about the
effectiveness of various remedial strategies, tﬁey do suggest that
. 10c§1 Qchobl personnel need.more guiﬂaqcé én& téchnicgl assistéﬁce

in develaping rémedial pfograms and in indorporaﬁingICompeéency‘Test'
remediafion‘;nté the student’s larger progr;m of speclal education..
“IsFinally,-berhaps the @ost‘fundamental 1gsue involved in-ghe CPm'
petency testing of handicapped students is wﬂgtﬁer tﬂey should be‘testéd
at 511. Obviougly, the answer to this q;éstion'ié determiﬁed in pafé
by one's‘values‘and educﬁtional philpsophy. .Of}qourse;the data collécteq
in the pfesent stﬁdy does ndf;resolve the deép-;n& complex philoséphical.
.and legal problens ass;ciéted with this_}ssué, buﬁ-théy are-helpful iﬁ
'1a nuﬁber'of specifiﬁ and relevant wayh when the question is redefinéd
inpokoperational ;erms. Specifically, the quéstion might be stated as ' -

- What éaq be expected of handicapped students when the présent setandard

+

L3

is applléd? - ) . .

66
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The results of this study indieated that the answer to this
question in the Fall of 1975 depended primaril}\sn the nature_and
seserity of the handieapping condition. With tne exeeption of EMH and
muitiply nandieapped gtudente, we found that most of the handicapped
students who were sampled-had a better than even ehanee of passing the .

. . . _ . -
Competency Teet the first time it vag adminiStered. Similarily, the

+

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

5

waS\mpst enCouraqug. Therefore, although the likelihood ‘of passing

-

varied with factors guch as raee, parent education and severity of

-

handicap, the results overall weuld not justify a blanket policy of
. ’ §
excluding handicapped students from the Competency Test Program.

M

Hevertheless, the_problem‘remains to devise a solution for those
. o _ i .

who have little hope for success even under the best of .circumstances.
o : ;,«J
This problem wae illustrated most clearly in the performance of EMH

- -~ \ - . hd ' . i’ﬁ -
- students. Although the use of teet .modifications was beneficial.to this

. group,foverall passﬁge rate was 8till low and signifieantly related to

seperity of;handieap. It should be noted that only three‘EﬁH students, -
‘ o ) ) B
with IQ levéls below 50 passed. Of. those who passed, 56% had IQ levels

v

s

- frum the EMH sample who

above 73 aEeofding to sezfol recofds. Although we eliminated students

ere not, retardedwby State definition, these

findings suggest that the majority who passed were nevertheless func~

tioning in thec"bordJrline range of mild mental retardation. \\

Thue, if a eonservative definition of EMH were applied (i.e. two N

4

standard deviationa below average or an IQ of 75), then the estimated 1~§§;¥' N

‘r_;

lihood of passing for this grOup would have been less .than One "in a tho
» . L

Given this rate of failure, professional opinion regarding the high

- -

level of frustration and diseodragement esperieneed by EMH students in

T e
-~




54

r n

- .

the Competency Test Program seems to be well founded. Although higher

passage rates can be hoped for in the future with better special educa-

tion planning and remediation, the prospect for most ‘EMH students who

are significantly retarded is not very promiéing.

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

= L3

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

1

L . - .
.
-

Recommendations

‘?\? .

. PR
'y -

- " In our view many of the issues invoived in the)gompetency testing

' ‘of handicapped students, as well as many of the procedural problems

Y gncouncered in the implementation of the Competency Tesf,ErEgrgm iq

. . . BT Y N S .
- North Carolina, can be resoplved in a practical fashion without compro-~

" ' ‘bﬂfﬁiising either the goals qf the program or the needs\hf handicapped

students.

1

First, it is necessary to consider‘the'relationship between the

h

Compéttency Test Program and éxiacing policigs (both State and federal)

regarding:the education of the handicapped. ;n the introduction to

this report we outlined  a number dfﬁareas where the hocenttal for ) T

. conflict exists. However, problems we have identiﬁied.throﬁgh the
; L

" -

present research on ‘the North Carolina pyogram do nggJ&égp’to involve
: . . .

. Euﬁdamental conflicts in educﬁcional policy. Rather they r;séfﬁfdm the .

r

failure to integrate these separate policies at the 15c31 school level]
\::- . . ) . - H . .
. by incorporating the requirements and procedures; of compéteﬁcy testing .

into the Individual Educdtioﬁ Plans (IEPs) of handicapped students.

Speciﬁiéal%y,'ic is recommended. thgt:

R.1.1. 'No-student should be counted as handicapped for chl

purpase of Eompecéncy testing who does not have an IEP

L



which fully documents the nature of'the handicap and
appropriate program oélspecial educationé and that, ‘
..Ali features and juirements -rélated to the“competency
testing d{\nandicapped students should pbe stated objec—
tively én the student's IEP including a): any pretest
remediation/aimed at preparing the student for competency
requirements, b)-the ratiohaie;for and specific pro-
cedures éo be used-in test’administration, and ¢) ap-
propriate documentation of‘schooi“hasedfcommittee and

P .

parent involvement related to planning for competency

- testing; and that,

-.There be a mandatory IEP conference following a

+

handicaoped student's failure fo pass the,Competency

Test for the purpose of updating the IEP and speci-

“'-—-_._

) fving an appropriate course of remediation.

Te—

We bq;ieve that if these recomendations were implemented, schools,

t

parents and students involved in the Competency_Test Program would be '

*

proﬁected from potential confli. ts arising from the'due process provi—
sions of PIL. 94~-142 and companio State law concerning the education of

the handicapped. also, a numbe of proélems encountered in the- 1978—79

Competency Program would be,avoided.

: First, {t would i re that students who received modified test
administration wery)a:fi:}I;*handicapped, and ‘that adequate justifica—

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

© optikns: Second, it would facilitate the cooperation.of regular and

special edulators in bether meeting the needs of handicapped students, '

2

At
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Competency Program. Third, since the planning process and neede$>
documentation is q&rgpdy in place at the local school level, the use of

IEPs for this purpose WQPId avoid a*qeedleﬁs duplication of effort‘and

new (pérhaps conflicting) guide%ﬁﬁ:;’;;r thé‘administratidn of the Cam--

- e

petency Test. Finally, it provides‘a systemétic and orderly procedﬁre
for deciéion_making in individual cases which considers both the best

interests of the student and public demand for gfeater accountability .

L]

in secondagy‘education.

oL

Qur secend ;ecommendation.pertaips to ﬁhe nged for greater quélity
control and Letter educational planning in the implem;n;ation'of the \.
Competency Tesg Program. We found highly significantrregional, agd '
presumaﬁly local, variability in most aspects 6( the Program as
it affects handicapped students. ‘Also, site visit intefviews supported T
the statistical portrait by suggesting that ﬁlény' professionals fe];.t a.
lack of direction, and fel; unqualified to deat with_many of the issues .
presented by handicapped students. Although great variability in program
implementation can be beneficial yheﬁ local-divgfsity is desirable in
order to achieve local goals, this dqgs not seem‘to be fhe case when the
goal is to set ; State staﬁdgrd for high school graduation. Accordingly, .
it is recommended that: | - ‘ ' |
R.2.1. The Division of Research and Division of Exceptional
Children of the State Dep‘ar't‘gnent'of' Public Instruction
plan and implement coopgratively azbrogram of techni-
- . cal asaisggnce aimed at enhancing local: school exper-

tise and-experlence in the competency tes%ing of

handicapped students;. and that,

R.2.2. Such a program should include, as a minimum,-traiﬁing




. | ] _
ic the foliowing - a) planning appropriate conditions

of teac“adhinietration and choosing test modification
|

optiona,'b) providing alternative personnel to test

: ; ]

handicapped students, c¢) methods of consultation for

advisin% parents, d) procedures for idehtifying Etu-
dents at—riak for failure and e) choosing appropriate
and effeptive remediation strategies ‘related to

I .

competency test content and objectives,
- . I - . -

- Although it is.redoﬁnized that such a technical assistance program

: L
would be expensive andftige consuming, the ijte has already made a

f

© commitment to agsisgt local schools by providfng funds for training'a?d
A | - ‘
remedial programs, This recommendation should be viewed as call for
i - ) . ' !
gleater centralization igf existing-efforts,fand as a related effor?ffor.

Y . . . /
the handicapped, as opposed to a call for fn entirely new program of

1]
R :

P f
assistance. .Also, it is recognized that iome change in this area[haa
. ] . . 1

t
.-

-

.been matle; however, the recommendation is/ based on the assumptioz that

a éystematic-outreach rogram is required, and that it should haye a

-

central, rather than lgcal focus.

The third set of recommendations cohcern what additional jinforma-

.

tion is.required to further the goals of {the Competency Program for

handicapped students. |There are many arefs of needed researcp concern-

) _ A .
ing the impact of compdtency testing, both\ within the State and across
o

the nation. However, o?e of tﬁe most press ng issues that‘iFuldlbe
resolYed in the-near fu\ure is fhe appropria e use of test ﬁodifications,
particularly the' audio sgette. Also, much &ould be learﬁed from the
ongoi‘g teating program tself provided that kctter and mdre extensive

records were kept.




R.3.1 Experimental studies should be undertaken in

controlled circumstances to establish the efficacy

of audio cassette admipistration. These studies should

onsider the nature of specific handicaps as well as

- v

» s ‘ . ) .
task variables during administration (e.g. speed of

administration, length of session, etc.)..

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 students at-risk for failure early in their

»

educational carebrs and . are useful in planning pre-

ventive programs. -

n

R.3.3. The "other bandicapped” category on State records

. . o
should be changed to reflect the actual handicapping

condition (e.g.'cerebal palsey, emoticnal disturbance,

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

no usable data on the performance of these students who

vary greatly with respect to-need,'program, and

chance of success on the Competency Test,

Our final récommendﬁtions were inspired by the problem of

handicapped-students who have -little hope of meeting the Competency

%

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

*

setudents promises to be very‘great,‘it is generally recognized in the

. field of special education that many EMH and muitiply handicapped per~

' sons can function independently in life, hold howp 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




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

R.4.1,

-

The State of North Carolina should recognize and
foster_the achievements of retarded high scheol stu-
dents (and those with handicaps of like severity) by
a) setting wipimum stgndaras for competence as the
result of éompleting.an approved program of secondary
special education, and b) awarding a specia’ education
diploma based on the deﬁonstrated atta;nment of

mird mum combéte;ce at this level; and that,

The Competeﬁcy TesE_Commission should establish an
advisory board of qualified individuals who,would

a) study the feasability of this option, ana b)
. :

formulate recommendatione for needed legislation

and/or other means to provi&e educational credit

for this segment of our population.
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Competency Test EvaLuation oF ExceptionaL CHILDREN

P.0. Box 26
~Carrboro, North Carolina 27510

. Telephone: 919/956-4121. Ext. 214

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

An evaluation of the performance of exceptional children on the Hovember
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 students 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 pro\ides to the suxvay questions
will be instrumehtal in improving present programs if necessary, and influencing
State Competency Test policies.

Broad research Questions on the survey include:

. A. VWhat are the variations in demographic characteristics of exceptional
students who pass and fail the Competency Tests? v

B, Were test modificattona 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 ir 19782

. D. What special remediation efforts were used. for those students who
failed the Test in 19787 :

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

selected schools. )

»

, The State Attorney General s office has reviewed and approved the instru~
ment directipg attention to the Family Rights and Privacy Act. . To follow is
an excerpt from a letter from the Department of Justice, Mr. Edmlston 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 improwing the predictiveness of competency tests, which in )
turn hopefully will improve the instruction received by exceptional children;
and, because the information collecred wiil be aggregated only, and no
1ndividua1 data will be rzported. .

The Family Rights ani Privacy Act (20 UscA Sec. 1232g) deals generally
" with the availability and inspection and review of education records of
students in attendance at ar institution which receives Federal funding.
- . : Vo

] I: -

THE UNIVERSITY OF NOR'_I;"H'?CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL

1
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easily accessible from the atudent's Individualized Education Plan (IEP),

failure on the Competency Test.

with' suggestiona incorporated into the final instrument.

. and 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 apprecilate your mailing the completed surveys to us’ by

December 20, 1979.)

. The Act‘éenerEIly restricta the availability of student information

unless, where dealing with a minor, the parents give their consent to
accesa to thia 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 parents or individual student's permission
before access to 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, 1if such studies

are conducted in auch a manner as will not permit the personal identifi-
cation of atudents and their parents by persons other than representatives

. of auch organizations...

20 USCA Sec. 1232g (b) Q) (F). .

Becauae d% the nature of the. study and the exception made to access

_to atudent records without parental permission, it appears that the data

collection plan prepared by the State Board is adequate and that the atudy

. may be conducted by the University of North Carolina without firat secur-

ing permisaion from parents of the atudents 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 Diviasion, State Department of Public Instruction, has been
designated aa the contact person to the local education agencies involved,
1f you have questions regarding the importance of the atudy. _

We have attempted to ask questions requiring brief responses that are

Special Services Folder, and cumulative folder. However, we realize that some
information may not be avallable, but the more complete the responses we
receive the better we can view factora contributing to a student's succeas or

I

In addition £o requeating brief responses, We have samnpled exceptional

students clagsified 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

Enclosed are the survey fprms each includiug this letter of introduction




Page 3

'

- I ‘ : B J'I- - L) '
Plaase contact Kathan Haskins, (919) 986-4121 (ext. 214), Ella Akin (ext. 280),
or Julia Hall (ext. 276), if you have questions regarding completing the survey. .

k]

Thank you for your coqﬁeration and effort. ’

-

';zaowuh,f7777?cv<f

Jamed D. McKinney, Ph
Project Director

W&M

Kathan G. Haskins (Hrs ), M.Ed4.
Research Associate

-

KGH: jt1

Enclosures. (3) Directions sheet
. Student information sheet
Survey _ S




GENHRAL INSTRUCTIONS

L]

THE STUDENT'S NAME, PERSONAL INFORMATION AND FALL 1978 COMPEIENCY

-
N

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

THROUGH THE STUDENT'S NAME AFTER COMPLETING THE SURVEY. WE HAVE ATTEMPTED T

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

r
i

WE REALIZE THAT SOME RECORDS MAY BF'INCODEIETE. WE HAVE ‘AN I.D. NUMBER

AND SCHOOL NAME FOR ALL STUDENTS. AFTER COMPLETING THE SURVEYS, PLEASE

-

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

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

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

-

‘If ;;ou‘ have.any questions about the survey, please contacts... . ... .

L]

- Kuthan Haskins (ext. 214), Ella Akin (ext. 280), Bruce Dorv;al (akt. 273),
or Julia Hall (ext. 276) -~ (919) 966~-4121.




~-1D NUMBER: tuul
LEA: BEAUFORT
scnom.: AURORA HIGH O

LEAISCHDDL CODE: 070334
STUDENT NAMEZ Ac.tual name will be l:lsi:ed fox f:l.na.l distribution.

. SEX: FEMALE
\ ,BACE: BLACK'
' AG=mAsED aN 1979)' 17
: PARENTAL ECUCATIONT LESS THAN EIGHT. GRAD"-' X
._HANOICAP: WEARING IMPAIRED ~ - ‘
| FALL READING SCORE(1978 COMPETENCY)}® 103 -~
\SPRING READING SCORE(197S COMPETENCY )% S
ALL PATHEMATICS SCORS(1978 COMPETENCY): 88

S?PINGFHﬁTHEWITIQS SCDRh{1979 CDMPETENCY]'




"-SPOndeut*e Namer o o—— ; i re
o T RSN ' PLEASE Db NOT WRITE
School Position :

"IN THIS SRACE

‘

: - 4 I .
- COMPETENCY TEST EVALUATION OF EXCEPTIOHAL CHILDREN

— < -

Hbdzrlcations

* L

1. Who administered the Fall 1978 Conpetency Iest’
(Please check) , !

regular classroom’ teacher

-,

special education teacher

other (please specifyj

-

Did the student take'the Competencleest tﬁroegh a
modified test administration? .

B.; If yes, please indicate which modificatiou was used. : \j
Please note: more than one of the modifications may - _ :
have been used so please indicate all of then. _ . 5

-

) large-briut edition N - MODFl GTB)

- audio-cassette edition | l ‘ . MODFZ (9) _

Braille edition: =~ - . wooes o
. answers recorded by proctor T ) . HODF&'(II)‘

extended time .test; number of seséfBus MODF5 (12)
F ik

small group setting - - N . HOD?G;(13)i

.instructions given in sign language - MODF7 (14)
f‘l )

student marks responses In test booklet . ': | . MODF8 (15)
administered to ‘hospital ok homebound student . 'Mnngg-{ls)
other :' _ . L - . I HbDFJO(I?S
1 . . - Fl \:‘ N * -
;- If the student failed the Fall 1978 Competency Test,
.~ were different modifications used for the Spring 19?9
. test? . g

. Yyes.

no




. : mayvuuw. (TS Pt N L * - ] -
.- o C - - ot PLBASEDONOTWRITE
: ' School Position . .

N _ IN THES SPACE.
. Page 2 ' ,’f _ B

D. If yey (‘see Question C), please 1ndit:ate mod:.fication(s) :
’ used on the Spring 1979 test. .

- 1arge print edition = . . . MODSL  (19) -
_“au}i‘lio-cassettsg editic;n < ) o ~ MODS2 . (20)
— Braille edition ‘ | T . MODS 3 ‘-(21) —
_____ answers recorded by ptoctor . ) - . § MODS4 . “(2-2) -
- e:‘ctended.'cime"} test; number of sessions N i MODSS (23)
_  small group setting . s n i o 1 MODS6 ‘(24) R
______1nstructions-given'in sign 1anguage ' “ o .‘ %ﬁﬂﬁ?ﬂ (25)-___;
student marks tresponses” in te.st booklet L : . MODs8 - (26) _ _ |
- admin‘istered to hospit‘al or homebound student MODSS  (27)

LI Lo ——

il . other ) ﬁ : ' ’ ‘HODS].O (28) - }_- -

3. A. Based oo the nature and severity of this child's dis-— “
ability, in ysur professional opinion, was the modifi-" . .
cation(s) used with this ctudent appropriate for his/ ve, adt e
her disability? : .

L

Iyes :

— i — . R . . . +

o - o L. Y Aemopt (29)

———
4 - * +

i W T
*B. -If no, " what type of modifi:ation(s) do you think wouid ' NWMODS -_(30-31)
,'have been more appropriate? Please specify: g - R
' . 7 (32-33)

- *

ST ee3s)_
e (36-37)

4. Please offer any additional comments regarding modificatioﬁ-s ' BLANEK, (33..43)
used in Competency Test:mg of exceptional students.

S| covs. (44mas)_”

-

o | ;
o L (46~47)




L S . R PLEASE DO NOT WRITE
S e _ School Position : : .

_|-—— IN THIS SPACE.

. Page 3 - : - / . _
] ‘ / YSCM | (48~49)
History of Special Education Services C

. . ‘ GREP  (50)
5. Fow many years has the student attended Horth Carolima GREP1 (51)
schools? : GREP2 (52)
’ : .o GREP3 ESS)
) number of years . GREP4  {54)
2 = . \ i - GREP5 (55) ___
don’t know : - } GREP6 (56) -
’ . GREP? (57) B
. - J : GREP8 ‘(58) '
6. To your knowledge or from cumzlative folder 5nformatiou, : GREP9" (59)
has this student ever repeated a grade? J.' GREP10 (60)
, I GREP11 (61) .
yes ° ' | -
_ o . . UABS . (62)
i no : . } ] UrLSY  (63)
— - , : UABS2 (64)
don’ : lcnow ' . : UABS3 (65),
— ’ o . UABS4, (66)
If yes, please circle grade(s): " UABS5 (67)
: ' / . UABS6 (68)
1 2 3 !i 5 6'_'7 8 9 10 11 | UABS? (69)
p . " UARS8 (70)
. ’ UABS9 (71)
7. Does this student have a record of "unexcused" absences? = |  UABS10 (72)
: : . UABSll (7'3)
o _ yes . : :
' nm (79-80) 0 3
' no ' : L N **************nnn***n
' - : . r' | drp
—_ don’t know ) .- - t . (1= 8)
. If yes, please cﬂrcle grade(s): ' EABS - (5) ___
‘ : | EABS1. (6) :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 11 ' . EABS2 (7)
. EABS3 (8)
) . ) : EABSS . (9)
‘8, » If absences were "excused,” Is there reason for you to } EaBss (10) __
believe the student's performance has been izpaired by EABS6 (11) .-
_ Mexcused” absences for reasons of health, travel, etc.? EABS? (12)
o _ - : EABS8 (13) '
__ yes. , , EABS9 (14)
. - . -~ EABS10 (15)
SR fo - ~ .| EABS11 (16)

don't know | _ ' S _ v
1f yes, please circle grade(s): - o

123456 7 89 .10 .11




Page 4

9-

tency Test?

yes

ne

yes-

ne

. don't ‘know °
.S

12.

1

don't know

.

u

£l

1

;M 2 3% 5 67 89

P -
'School‘Posit%yn

y

Was the student identified prior to ¥ovenber 1978 as
beixg a high risk for failing the Novewber 1978 Compe-

Pleasa circle.

0

-

[ If yes, were'special éetviées provided in the Summer and/or
- Fall ‘1979 toward. helping the student to pass the Competency .
Test in Movember?

In what grades,did the student receive-s;ecial education
services prior to the 10th grade?

Please check special servicé{s) the studen: received in
‘tne 10th and 1llth grades:
Type of Special EducatioT Service

Special Modificarions)—.. .|

 Mainstreaming (No
2.Regular Classrcom .—.

l.Regular Classroom-~

2

" (Inatructional Modifications

w/ Supportive Services

vy IEP) '

as’ Indicated. b
3.Part-Time Special

, Education'Class

(Reaource Room)

Time Special

Education Class

4. Full-

1.

_5.Special

Day School
6fﬂosp1fu1-ﬂomc

Serviees

7.Residential

Center -

8.Don't -Know

10th|,

| PLEASE DO NOT NRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

SPEDG1
SPEDG?Z
SPEDG]
SPEDG4
SPEDGS
SPEDG6

;SPEDGT

SPEDGS

SPEDGS

SPEDT1
SPEDT2
SPEDT3
SPEDT4
SPEDTS .
SPEDTS
SPEDT?
SPEDTS8"

SPEDE1
SPEDE2
SPEDE3
SPEDE4
SPEDES
SPEDE6
SPENE7
SPEDES




T ' . School Position

Page 5 Y . .

13. Please check the gtudent's ability 1eve1 based on the
most recent intelligence test scores:

o

110 + :

96 - 109

86 - 95

74 - 85

61

73

50 - 60

| . . "
Please specify test administered and date given:

!

Test

- Date

Please circle the student's grade~level performance as
documented onr his IEP and/or by standardized test scores

at the time he took the November .1978 Competency Test:

1 2 3 ‘4 5 6 7 8 9.10 11 12

Reading:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

. Math:

" Please specify test administered and date given:

Test

Date

Please check the correct statement. .
.-Based on your professiopal opinion regarding this .
student's competencies (observatlon, classroom perfor-

nance, prisr test scores, etc.)s:

This student passed the Competency Test as
expected. . a d

This student passed, but shon:ld have failed.

This student failed as expected.

This student failed, but should have passed. -

L

.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

|

ABLEV (44)

TEST  (45)

DATE . -
‘ (46 - 49)

READLY

0-51

MATHLV

52 - 53

TEST2 (54)
DATE2Z . .

(55 - 58)

coreo  (59) __ . -




St g $ AR AR et m————

: . - |- PLEASE Do NOT WRITE
School Position ¢ ' '
T | IN THIS SPACE. .

Paga 6

- 16, Doas this student participate in extra-curricular activirties
or have special talents or interests? a

-

yes
U no
don't know . - T EXCUR (60)
1f yes, please check: _ . ¥ EXCURTY (61) ‘
S .  EXCURT2 (62) _-
f school clubs . EXCURT3 (63) o
‘ ' | EXCUROL (64) :
church or community groups EXCURO2 (65)
s - - o | EXCURO3 - (66) B
talents (dancing, music, mechanics, sports, etc.) ‘ EXCUROS (67) __ —

. other interests (please specify)

¢
]

"317. Doa2s tnis student exhibit any problem behaviors?

yes
'__,_ no - ) . - - . ' ’ -
don't kngw ‘. ~ PRBEH '(:'58) -
If yes, please check: : PRBEH1 (69)
\ : _ . . PRBEH2 (70)
hyperactivity ot , PRBEH3 ~ (71)
' . PRBEH4 (72) .
aggressiveness ' : . " . PRBEHOIL (73)
I - . PRBEHO2 (74)
' tardiness’ _— - . C PRBEHO3 (75) :
. —_— .- . ’ PRBEHO4 (76)

~ PRBEHO6 (78)

_other (pleaée specify)

. : -y . ' E . RID (59-80) o . &

fedkdkdkkkkkkihkidhkkikikkkkikk

.. - . - - - *|
e
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- - ] School Position P

Page 7 ‘ .

Remediation Section (THIS SECTION OF SURVEY 10 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?

yes

no

: 19. What were the studernt's scores on the Sgring 1979
) COmpetency Test?

Reading

’ Math -

-
R

20. 1. scores are not évailable, pleaseiggggg reason.
The student ' ' ' -
___;__moved

was exempted

dropped-out

"PASSS (5)

other (please specify)

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE

IN THIS SPACE.

CID

L]

SRSC (6-8),

SMSC (9-11)

NAVSC (12)




. K SchoolPosition

‘Page 8~ I

21. Were special education services for the student alteved as
< a result of his failure on the Fall 1978. Competency Test?

yes

- . o &

no

1¢ yves, what was changed? {Please’check one or more.)

placement (resource room, self-contained,’
tutor, etc.) )

____;uIndividuaiized-Education Plén.(IEP)
pgfsonnel directing student's program (specify)
| speciai-gducation teacher
. __ class room teacher
Compeggncy fest reme@iationyteacher
tice devoted to remedial programs | ‘

- remediation within special education program

recediation program separate from special educa-
tion program

N

other (specify)

-

t.

.PLEASE DO NOT WRITT

IiN THIS SPACE.

ASERV  (13) __

ASERVL (14)
ASERV2 (15)
ASERV3 (16)
ASERVG (17)
ASERVS (18)
ASERV6 (19)
ASERV7 (20)

. ASFRVR .(21)

ASERVS (22) '

a4

i

ASERVO1 (23)
ASERVO2 (24)

ASERVOS (27) -

" ASERY03 (25)
. ASERVO4 (26} - . - -

ASERVO6 (28)
ASERVO7 (29) !
ASERV08 (30) ‘

RID (79-80) __ 0

3



UOMPETENCY FEST ITVALUATION OUF [CXUEF1IUNAL Ssisetusun:

. P.0. Box 28
_Carrboro, North Carolina - 27510

Telephone: 919/965-4121, Ext. 213

SITE VISIT.QUESTIONS .-

'C-'enerel Quee;t;ions: I ¢
What is your op:.nion concerm.ng handicapped ch:.ldren taking

_ Test?

‘ Do you t:h:!.nk handicapped children should

be required to take the ~Competency Test?

=

take a special test instead? ¥
____-_t'lot“ta.kela 'test at all" ‘ .
Do You agree with the present policy of gilving a certificate of
accomplishInﬂnt to exceptional students who do not take or pass the -

test?

‘Do _yoe think the students receiviang a.certificate of accomplishment

should participate in graduation exercises?

2

LR !

¥What has been the e;.:ceptional stedents’ general reaction to the Competency
Test? R
A. Have théy fovnd it extremely Emsftrating? ‘o

' B. - Have they been cager to take the test, etc.? . »

-

" €. Vhat has been the exceptional students' parents reaction to the test?

1

. THE UNIVERSITY OF Norg% CARGLINA AT \CHAPEL HILL
T : R R

=




o . . - - . -

L .
* -
L4

3. Do rost exceptional'étudents think it is important to have a high s;hool_
diploza? If so, for what reasons? {For-exéﬁgle, jobs,

- persopal satisfactioen, etc.) \ o .

;_ - L. Ec:jauas the_drﬁb-out_rate of the genaral student populaﬁion in your-scﬂool

—_—

co—pare witk the drop—oﬁ; rate of exceptienal students?

ae i + - T. - . .

5. Do 'you feal the‘éxceptional'studeht's reading and math skills are-accy-

- rately measured by.the Competency Test? . | N o ' o

- . - .
. *

LI T

Parectal Involvement: - » ' ' ' : .
- - . ' ML T -.V a A . .
. 1. ‘Do you think there is a noted differecce #n the

ia the schools between the parents of the students who passe@_a@d:the I

“

parental - involvenment

* .

%
" students who failed the Competency Test? (Such as: attending PTA

p2atings, assisting in the classroom, chaperoning trips, etc.) C <

*

°

Modifications: - . B - o,

1. Did tne following administrators of thé test get appropriate in-sexvice

N
-\\\\ . tréiniﬁg to implement modifications? v
A. Special eéﬁcatibn coordiﬁéﬁorg_trained by the‘%gaté? .
4 B. "4d=inistrators o} the test tralned b} speciai education‘coordin;tors?
C g, Do you believe that the students were praparly selected torge.eligible
. . . voow - . : . R
’ for using a modified é;st? R ‘o‘ - . . L
If no:i, has thgré_bee; iuprovement inlthe‘seleétton process since the X &
teséigg bégan?__ L - - - S ) ) T




I A 7o provided by ERIC

*

. School (LEA)

School Position

-\

Intervieyer

Date
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__APPENDIX B

ADDITIONAL STATISTICAL TABLES '.
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TableIB.l

Effects of Attrition on Sex of Students Sampled

.

Statistic- ' Male .~ -7 Female

T

EMH Sample {n=252)

Population Values  n . 1196 709.

62.78 ' 37.22

Sample Values B " 126 © 85
. ~ T .
"59.72 40.28
Expected Value , 132.4 | * . 78.5

2@ . S .85 (N.8.), |

" —

LD Sample (n=185)

"Population Values , ' . 506

75.19 . 24.81

. Sample Values ' - 123 B 39

76.79 23,71

" Expected Value N 126.3 C41.6

- .23 (N.S.)

§2(1)
3

Other Handicaps (n*596) -

*

Population Values h o 323

SN o ' . " 54,46

sample Valubs : 288 T 229
| 55,70 42,29
Expected Value _ T - .282.6 . ' 263.3

x2(1) T L3 (LS




-,
r
1

EI

-

»

Table B.2

Effects of Attrition on Race ofe ﬁudents Sampled
. »

’ + -

1
Other

% - - L. _ h
Statistic .Indian White. Black
K4 ) IS . _ ) N o

] & R o F

K _;f . EMH Sample . (n=252)
s—.‘ B . : . . F . .
Population Values 33 . 538 "1323 2.
. m ConiY 2838 69.78  0.10-
T .. X . . - - ,. s '
Sample Values - -t 3 69 " 137 1

Fl

S ' o T 1.43 ¢ 32.86 65.24 0,46
- 5 ot o e * . . .
Expected Value -~ « 3.6 59.6 146.5 -

S 6 4.99 (8.5.)

LD Sample (n=185)

3 - . Lt
-

Population Values n ) 8 . 398

a

' 1,20 59.85

-
- ————

. Sample%?hlﬁes o 1 - .96

L 0.60 _ 57.83)
Expected Value e “ . -1.9' 99.3
x2(2). | 189 (N.§)

>

¥ . - . Other Héndiceips,_(£=596)

Population Values 3 ) 15 / 384, 186

2.53  64.75 . . 31.36 ~..1.34
Sample Values ) ' . 14 338 ‘ 162 N

C 2:707" 65.25. 41,27 07

.

- +

Expected Value, . 131 338 162.7- 1.0

/ . . .
v X% 3 135 (N.S.) R




s oo Table B3 >

Ef fects of. Att'ritior; én Parent Edl.icati;)r.l of S;ﬁde\ﬁts Sampled
s - - L -

. Statistt .~ . Grade - Some - °HS . Post
tatistic . ‘Schodl . HS . Grad HS "~

- - o =

TN EMH Sample (n=252)

Population Values = n - _576 - 683
' - 36.137. ' 40.53

[

Sample Values+ - . Tar

e : . - 1. 38,54
Tt A o
. Expected Value . 55 - . 77.8
R o €

-

I_ﬁ ) ,-3024‘ (gos.o)'

-

e

1D Sample (n=185)

" "Populatien Values . u , . - 98 206

A ©15.24 3204 - .-
. 1
. . Sample vc-,ﬁues : - 24 51

"

14.63 "> 31.10
. - . A \ ” }_’_ Il
Expe'cted Value. . . 24,9 5275

X33 o=t .54 (N.S.),

' 4
_ ' 7 _O.t_hér Handicaps, -(3’526)
) _" _ . o Nt
e IS . vl . .

Population Values - 59 ° 7 176 - . 388

“n . . . .-." ' )
CoL - ’ S ot 1133 22.01 - %0.00" -
' ,'@ampl'e'\]alueﬁ' ‘ ‘n i 48y 104 <, 179

. - N -
e -10.57 *..22.90 39.42

~ Expected Value - 1 T45.8 . Mo.e  164.8

(3 « | 4.63 (.5.)




1
. ; . . .
1' - * _ oo ' . - ) .
I. - ' * B 83
A 4 , .
T ‘Table B. 4 . . ' . .
- ‘ . - .- . ..
' Effects of Attrition.on PasSage Rate of Students Sampled ’ et
i " N " o Reading _ * Math
L Statistic - _ ~_Pass Fail __ Pass .Fail
i , EMH Sample (N=252) o
‘ -"_ngulai:ion Values n 219 - 1688 " 134 1773
: . T : % 1348 88.52 . -7.03 92,97
I - ;. Sample Values -.tl ) 72 | _1139 59 152
' : . i
« % 34.12 \ 65.88 27,96 72044
. X . . i
‘Expected Vilue ) vl \@v NV NV !
!
_1_{;2(1) ; = Nv W
; J 3 -
' - 'I‘l .I- %
' ol 1P Sample (p=185).
' . - i3 : -
i . _I . \i B R
| Population Values n 376 . 298 - 320 . 354 T
f . . _ % 55.79 44,21 47.48 _ 52.52
! ' a 96 ~72 80 .88 | !
| . . - . _ '
o % 57.14 " 42.86.  47.62 _ _. _52.38
- Expected Value f 93.7 __ 74.2 79.7 - 88.2
' X2y = 12 (S.) 001 (N.S.).
! ‘Uther'Handicl'aps (n=596) T
: Bopulation Values n  —392 206 ° 353 © 243
. . 65,77 36.22_ +59.22 %7 )
P  Sample Yalues 33T 182 301 . 218 '
~ o Y% . 6h93 3506 57.99 - 42.00 - . Pp
> Expected Value o 341.3 ° 177.6. 307.3 --- 2fi.6
v . /\ _ - : . ' . - : b
. .t 2. — — ! ’
- LX) = ; .16 (N.S.) : '32.(N.S.)
i “Néte: E?statisrics for EMH sample not valid (NV) due to restriction »
e T placed on-passing sample values.
LRIC e e




. 84 .
Table B.5 -
Effects of Misclassification on PassagelRoate of Sfudents Saﬂ:pl‘éd
\ Statistic k) ) PasgeadingF;il Pass Hath, Fail
’ EMH Sample (n=252)
Populat:l‘qn Values n 219 1688 134 1773
. % 11.48 88. 52 .7.03 92.97
Sample Values n 37 132 25 164
. % 21.89 78.11 14.79 85.2i
Expected Value f wv! NV NV v
) 52(1) = NV NV -
LD Sample (n=185)
Population Values n 376 298 32b ~35'& .
% * . 55.79  .44.20  47.48 52.52 -
Sampl;a Values n 76 48 64 60 )
] % 61.29 138.71 5'1‘.51 | 48.39 _
Expected Value A T69.1 54.8 58.8 65.1
32(1) = 1.52 (N.S.) 1.30 (N.S.)
! - - -
| f\' Other Handicaps (n=596)
K -Population Values n 392 204 353 243
| % 65.77  34.22  59.22 40.77 .
___ .  Sample Values n 242 . _1_6_8; 216 . _ 19 . ___ . o
% 59.02 40.97  52.68 47.31
T TEXpécted Valve T B oo 269:6 140.3 242.8I 1671 . o
x%(1) - 8.29 (p<.005) 7.27 (p<.01
i:’Nc;te: Lfstatistica fo:c;'j'-E}ﬂ-l sample not valid (NV) due to reatriction
Q placed on passing sample values.

98 .



Table B.6 -

Percentage of Teats Glven to EMH Students by Different
.« Administretors in Each Educational District

) District "Clasé Teacher Speclal Educator " Other

No;'cheasé . 42,86 57 14 ' " 0.00
Norghweet 22.73 45,45 ) 31.82
Central = 17.24 82.76 0,00
South Central 40.90 '60.009 0.00
North Centtal _13.51 81.08 . ' 5.41°
Southwest 25.00 - 70.00 5.00
Nor thwest e 33.33 25.00

»

Western "23.08 76.92 - 0.00

¢ . Total 25.15 67.07 ' 7.78

x2(14)=41.15, p €.002
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Table B.7

-

Percenfage of Tests Given to LD Students By bifferent
Administrators in Each Educational Pistrict --

District Class Teaéher ﬁpeéial Educator Other
Northeast ?6.§2 - h23ld8 : © . 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 Cent‘ral : 85.71 14.29 0.00
' Southwest 3158 © . 60.5F | 7.89
Northwest 50.00 50.00 - _ 0.00 .
b Western . " 1538 84.62 . 0.00 .
Total 43,59 52.14 4.27 h

"

X*(16)=41.15, p< .004




Table B.8

-

Percentage of Tests Given to Students With Handicaps Other Thén 1D and
EMR by Test Administrators and Educational District*

Distriect - Class Teacher Special Educator Othex-

Northeast . 73.53 8.82 17.65
Southeast ' - 50.00 . 35.71° . 14.29
Central , 50.70 15.49 33.80
éouth Centfai « 7 733.33 . 10.26 . 56.41
North, Central 63;64 . 15.91 . '20.45‘
Southwest . 63.93 29.51 ; 6.56
‘Northwest ‘ 31.25 12,50 c- 56,25

" Western 61.11 33.33 . 5.56

“Total "~ - T S5.4T

*Handicapped - Visual, Hearing, Multiﬁle and Other.

%2(14)=70.64, p<.0001




Table B.9

Percentage of Students Receiving Each Type of Hodificatioa by
- Handicap on Fall 1978 Test -

Type ' ‘ a! VI  HI Other Totall °

83 97 . : 705

Large Print , 31

7.4
&

Audig
Cassette

>

" Braille
>

.Prochor Re- - . : . 18
corded Ans. ’ - ) . 2.6

Ext. Time/ i ' : .18 163
Session . . . . ’ . 10.9_ 23.1

Small Groups n 3z | : ' ' 27 172
e 40, 26. , _So0. 16.4  24.4

‘Sign S S— 52
Language - ] . L . 7.4

‘Marks© ©  n- L 9 89
Booklet . .8 - . 5.5 12.6

Hosp. / — | - gt 12
- = —Hmebound ) .- . M I I 6;?. - 1:.? -
1 13

bther . )
1.7 : 0.6 1.8

n
Z

Inote: n inflated due to use of multiple modifications
Based on correctly claesified sample -of 705




-

Table B.10

Percentage of Students Receiving Test Modifications by Race -,
and Parent Educationa; Level

LD ' Other

Indian
White

Black

NS, . NS

\{Y? T
. 42.86 28.57

35 20
63.64 ~ '55.56

26 22

" H.S. Grad n. .
‘ % 72.22 - 56.41

Post H.S.° n 2 11 .
T 160 T T T 42031

.k
2 . o
(@ 9.84Y 4.26

P S .01 . NS

-

. 2 ‘
.. Note: X s based on collapsed categories.




Table B.11

Percentage of Sample Passing in Each Edﬁca;iohal Districtl.

. EMR : LD
District .

Reading ‘Math =~ Reading

. Northeast o . : . 2 9
So?theasg
Central
South Centhal.

- North Cantral

o

Scuthwest

NOrthwgst

o

Western,




Table ‘B.12

* Percentage in Sample Passing by Type of Test Administrator

+

EMH Lp. . - Other

Reading Test . : % n %

“Ciassroon; Teacher ) _ 31.62 157 41.87
Special Educator . -27.35 25 6.67~

Other - SR 2.56 47 ' 12.53

22 B - 4.74 44.06

_E_ L ! . ’ - -09 - 10001

Math Test . : I 4 %

‘Glassroom Teacher 5 30 - —25.64

-Special Educator 1.98 23.08

Other n; .o ' 1.71
Cx2(2) B | . 2.58

w

r _ ) . NS




Tabel B.13

Percentage Passing by Professional Opiuion Re ApproPriate
Use of Modifications (Fall, 1978)

(-3

Reading HoE_l"s ' . T - Math Hods

wedg ¥ no X2 (1) — ] ves
'30.21 3.70 8.02 004. .  20.83
.54.55 28.57 , W C YT 45085
66.67 0 NV - 63.16

70.37 2.70 . 66.67 2,70

s PUL T

31.58 . 10.00 86" . 23.68 10-00

56.86 - 22.22 _ - 43,14 "¢ 22022

X (1)

Nv

Tests not valid (NV) due to small call frequency.




Table B.14 .

Pércentége Pageing by Number of Years in NC Public Schools

s
-]

BE - 1D

Reading Réading

.

o3
100.00

2
'50.00

8
72,73

24 0 T T2 © 46 °
19&20 18.10 * 59& ?4

o~
r

x2(3) NV NV - NV

2

Table B.15. -

Percentage Passing by Grade Retention

- L2
%-Pass ) Repeated  Not X (1D
Grade’ Retailned

21,43 . 24.29

44.74 . 71.21

13.10 - 18.57

28.95




. * fable B.16

-

Percentage Passing-by ﬁisﬁory-of-ﬂnexcdsed Aﬁsence ]

) - : History 2
X Pass , yes no ¥

LI

18.92°  22.03

'54.84 - 62.67
8.11 1610
- 1 F

" 38,71 53.33

TablevBT%?

' Percentage Passing by Professional Opinion About‘
Impairmenn due to -Excused Absence .

-, W - 1 P ., o~

- ) - . -+ .a‘.
Performance Impaired 9
yes no L. X™D

16.30
' 67.74

11.96

50.00 -




; Table B.18

PO |

Percentage Passing by Social/Personal Factors

&

-

Extracurticular Activities ., Problem Behavior .

| no’ D ¢

i

-

54.55 - 45.45 s .06 - 25,71 74.29

50.00  _50. 5 ‘ 57.58 63.75"
63 64 . " 25.00° - 75.00°

52.73 27 g . . 45.45 ' 56.25 .

.




. Table B.19 e
Percentage of Students ldentified at Risk for Failure Who
) Passed Competency Test

\

Group : Reading

At Risk . : 29
‘ 19.46 -

Not Identified - : 4 -
: 36.36

2 " .
X (1) | - 1.78

- S ' NS

At Risk

Not Identified

L ]

x%1)

P
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Table B.20

Percentage Pasaing for Students Identified At Risk Who
Received Special Services Prior to November 1978

Group : _ : i{eading  Math
\ EMH Special Services n 21 12
16.41 9.38
No Services - h 7 7
2 35.00 35.00
f(l) 3.89 10.15
» C o4 001
- LD Special Services n 31 23
4 50.00 37.10
Nc; S;rvices n 20 20
Z ‘ 68.97 68.97
_1_{_2(1) 2.88 8.05
p - .08 .004

EEE 111




Table B.21

L

Educational Placement of EMH and LD Students by Passage Rate Fall 1978

Gréde 10 Grade 11
. Placement Pass Fail Pass . Fail

EMH Sample

Mainstream Classes/ _ 3 ‘ : 10 |
‘No Special Servicas , 5.92

. Mainstream Classes/
Support Services

Part Time Special Educ/
Regource Room

Full Time Special Educ
Class

2
Not Known

Mainstream Classes/ -
No Spécial Setvices

Mainstream Classes/
Support Services

Part Time Special Educ/
Resource Room

.Full Time. Special Educ -
Classe . '

Not Known




Table B.22 '

Use of Different Modifications with Spring 1979 Test

Group

95
71.97
.;5_ -
78.95

6
87.80

17
85.00

M - 42
10.64 89. 36

" Other - 25 36

L . 40:98 59.02

Notg:: % correctly classified who failed Fall 1978 -




Table B. 23

Frequency of Use of Different Modifications on Spring Test
: by Percent Passing Each Test -

Different Mods Reading

EMBE

Total
(Different)

) Total o 8 | 8 '
(Different)
21.62 17.78

Note: 'g?s not valid due to small cell frequenciles




Table B. 24

Pe:centage'of Students Receiving Each Type of Modigication by Handicap in Spring\lg?g Test

~ Type - : EMH LD V1" - HI - MH - -Other Total

54 . 81

Large Print
Audio Cassette
Braille

Proctor Recorded
Answvers

Extended Time/
Sessions

Small Groups
Sign Language

: Harks Booklet 7
8.6'

15

Other
. .J 3&6

.

3
3

Notes: .Sfﬁdgnts.who failed either test in Fall 1978.

H]
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* e —— — - --- - oo ' B .
- - Table B.25 S ‘ SR S T
Frequency of Change in Use of Test Hodificat-io‘i:ls for Spring 1979 . : -
= ] T .“ .
EMH - S 1D
P Number Number - b 4 Number Number 4
Type Used Changed Changed Used Changed Changed Y
Large Print : ' 7 5. 71.4 6 Co 3 50.00 L
Audio Cassette 16 10 62.5 9 6 . 66.66
Extended Time/Session 2 o8 33.33 s 2 40.00 -
small Growp . 28 T 9 32.14 5 4 — 80.00
Marks Booitlet - 11 4 36.36 3 : 2 66. 66 )
Neé;:_-- Numbet changed refers t::.those who received a Spring qo&ification not used in the Fall.
H.
o
ta
- ™~

o s




—_—————- m—— - Tabl,e,_ . ~

'Cheracteristics of Students Passing Spring 1979 Test

EMH LD

Reading Math Reading Math

109~ 116 . 38 45
12 7 19 16
f9.67  1L.11  59.38 2.1l
11 3 T
2;.#2 C15.09°  16.67

4 3 9, .
13.39 10.00
9 120 T

o . ‘ - 26.36 14.29 55.00 '

I

Parent” Educa i:foﬁ" - - )
’ - Elem ’ . g ? »
. . - el _‘.- - . ‘j.

21.95  17.07
Some H.S. B . 3 4

. - o : " N
":‘:;“‘ ) . - o ! 19. 35 110"3
"H)S, Grad. B 4 .4

LI N

Sl E 15.38°

Post H.S. n . o S




- Table B.27

4

Per.-'centage Passing Spring 1979 Test by Ability Level

1Q Level o EMH ' LD

Reading Math  Reading

4.76

8 .
12.70

6 9
19.35  47.37 -

- 8
57.14

Table-B.28 s
Percentage Passing Spring 1979 Test by Performance Level

in Same Area Tested .

Grade Level - emi- , LD .-

L8

Reading Math _ Reading Math

Elem (1 - 6) '- ‘ 21 .13 17 13

JH (7 -8 n. 0 N A | e
- L . - 50.00 40.00

StH(9 -10) =n - 1 1

Y : . . .100.00 100.00

.-




Table B.29

<

Percentage Passiﬁg Spring Reading by Program Changes After Fall Failure
T -*

Type Change

EMH

LD

Total

Pass Total

. Service Personnei

Comﬁétencleeét
Remediation

Time in Special.
Program

" Remediation Part

‘of Special Edic

Separate Remedial
Program

22
24,72

31

-

7 11

63,64

7
53.15

5




- Table B.30

k]

Percentage Passing Spring-Math by fiograﬁ Changes After.Fall Failure "

EMH

_ T&pé Change

= : . Pass Total

_ Placement 24

54.55
'Servicq.Pe;sonnel ‘n -' ) .10

L]
o

Competency Test
Remediation

=

Time in Special
. Program

Remediation Part
of Special Educ

"Separate Remedial
. Program -




Teble B.31 - S

. -

~ I

Percentage Students Phssiné Spring 1979 Test FSllowlng
Change in’ Special Education Services '

.

Change . " Reading  .Math

- s .

LY

83.i8 ° 85.09

- -

—
LI

.15
55.56

.

50.00

Total R
{Change) . T
77.14 -




‘Table B.32

s

' Percentage Passing Spring Tests by 11t Grade Educational Placement

T
~

th - EMH T LD
11" Grade Placement

Mainstream/ -
No Special Service

Mainstream/
Support Service

™

Pérg Time Special n
. Educ/Resource Room

Full Time Special
‘Class :

-
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SITE VISIT RESULTS
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- SITE VISIT RESULTS .

Introduction

The opinione of school personnel in the field were sampled in

addi;ion‘fo assessing-the_eféqcts of var10qs'fﬁcpors on the Competéncy
. Test performance of exceptional students. These opinion; provided
important 1nf¢rma£ioﬁ in fbur areag: 1) the appfbpriatenéss_of compé;eqcy
testing for eiﬁeptional students, 2) perceptions of exceptionﬁl student
qnd'par;nt réactiops to competency testing, 3) the accuracy of the_
Cumpeténcy fest 16 measuring the skills:of éxceptional students, and
4) the appropriateness_of modificatione in Test procedures for éxcep-
"tional stuuents. Hopefully, these résponses will facilitate greater

communication between school personnel”at the local level and the State

Depﬁrtmeht of Public Imstruction. Particular streses will be placed

on opinions of 533631 personnel with respect to accuracy with which
' the. Competency Test measureq_tﬁe skills'of'exceptionél students and
the épprop;iateness-of mpdificétions éhosen for them.
Methods | |

The oﬁinion of publié¢ echool persdnnel from 15 high schools in the
State (15 LEAs) wasléamp;ed. School systems were selected to obtain the
greatest possible diversity with respect to the following demoéfqphfc
variables: aize of school, urban or yprai iocale, and‘geographic k
lc;cat:l.bn (the 8 educational districts in i:ﬁe State). |

A range of opinion was ?ought‘within each school by soliciting
opinions f;om administratofé, counaelofs ;nd special educators. Three

categdrigs of respondents were constructed: 1) administrators --

principals, aseistant principals, special education coordinators, 2)

=




i1

personnel with specialized but limited contact with exceptional
students’ -- counselors and testers, and 3) special educators. An

attempt was msde to sample at least one person in each category in each

school. Eighteen principals and assistant principals, 15 counselora

“-\-‘\“-\-..‘ )
'MHHThus, there were a total of 50 achool\personnel ‘sampled.

-H

. T

ﬁ. A letter of explanation concerning the project and ‘a questionnsire

e or testers and 17 teachers of exceptional students were sampleqd.

containing multiple-choice questions were mailed to the principal of _
each school.‘ (See Appendix A for a copy of the Site Visit QuestiOnnsire.)
The principal was asked to invite school persormel involved with )
competency testing to a meeting to be held at the school at a later
date. 'During the'neeting, school personnel were asked to be prepaged
tB\respond during”an interuiew with a project staff member. Below are . .
summary tables of responses to the multiple-choice questions augmented ' ‘:

by summaries of commients relevsnt to each question. o
“Results

The Appropriateness of Competency Testing of Exceptional Students
. - ' :

Respondents were asked to indicate'whether exceptional students

+

should be given the Competency Test in the same form as other‘:tudents
. ' ‘.in a:modified form, or not at all. The ‘results are reported.in Table ‘
) . Thesie results_indicate that; a) teachers were more likely than ' ‘ :;g

either adninistrstors'or'counselors and testers to favor using a modi-
fied test with'exceptional students,ctb) various types of respondents

were abou equally'divided on the issue of whether to exempt some‘stu—

dents, snd ) exceedingly few respondents felt that the Competency Test E

S ' |

should notlbe required of- exceptionel students. . ' | -

i
il

|

'
<F




" Table C.1-

ApprOpriatenesé'of Coampetency Testing for Eiceptional Students-

Response Categories
1 . - R

. Type of Respoﬁdeﬁf same test modified exempt some exempt all
- ‘ + .. test students students

[

adminlstrators 10" ' 6 0
(n=18)

coﬁnselors/testers
(n=15)

' [ ]
gspecial ed. teachers
(n=17)

Totals




Respondents felt strongly ahout the issue of hodifications and

exemptioce as“eyidenced by the fact that 82X ot resﬁondents commﬂnted
oc thie queetion, Moet of those reepondente who favored exceptional"-"
; etudents taking the eame Competency Test as other“etudente and who .
offered‘coumente (71%) reflected the concern of accurately measuring-

‘all students’ skills 1n a manner that also affords ccmparieon across

groups ‘of students. They felt that this should be the primary goal of

tione jeopardizee thie goal. Their comments often excreeeed explicitly

or implicitly, the opinion that exceptional students-were placed at a

dieadvantage in taking the Cgmpetency Test like other etudente (862 of

regpondents providina,couments) but felt that ‘this was unaygideble

" given the larger goals of competency teeting. Some of the coumente
suggestad a way around this problem (24X of thoee ccmmenting) give
the Teet.cr-a similar test much eerlier than,llth grade and, perhaﬁe, N
reﬁeatedly-es a'waj to gauge students' prosrese and prdvide'approﬁriate
uremediation; ‘

Most of the comments of those respondepts who fevcre& a modil ed
I'test cr no Campetency Test for some or all'eiceptiocal studen
reflected the_ccncern that at least\eome eéucable meﬁtallx/ andicapped
(EMH)'students were.not-able to pags the Test as tycica y éeministered,
An even greater prcportioﬂ (88:)-telt that the‘Testpeas too diff{cult
for at least scme,EHH students.. The direct or indirect 1mplication of
all these commeﬂfﬁ {100% of comments fell into one or. both categories)

was the Ccmpetency Test would be psychologically damaging to at leaet

some EMH students. Thus, these couments reflected

c_omp.e.tency_tes.ting.,.an_d_:_hat_- dlmin&_pxtepgivs__@gd;f ications or excep-




. concerd’ for the welfare of. .exceptional atudenta and provided the basis

for their deciaion about the appropriatenees of competency testing for.

&

exceptional students. . _ It is interesting to note’ that few (8%) of

;theae commenta indicated diaagreament with the philoaophy of competencp
teating though some (21%) indicated that it was a breach of faith to
“change . the rules" for a high school diploma at 11th grade. -Many

’ general comments (QZZ) also reflected this opinion. Further, mbat'

respondents felt that the drop-out rate for exceptional students was "

loner than that for other atudenta.
. All respondenta felt that exceptional atudenta should participate

in graduation exerciaes whether they passeo the Competency Test or

»

aot, and they also agreed that most exceptional studenta felt that it -

was important to have a diploma. Ty

‘Competency Teating

Reapondenta were asked whether they felt that the'Conpetency'Test
was-"extremely fruatrating"'for exceptional stndents" The results are
reported in Table C. Z*These results show that nearly a11 of the‘re-'

- spondents believed that the Teat was very frustrating for at. leaat some
exceptional students (882 of respondents, excluding ;hoae who did not
express an opinion). 'Thia result'waa'qualified by the comments of some
respondents'(&o%)'hho ﬁelt that the Test was.frostrating to at least
some exceptional atudents._ However, other fespondenta_reported that
some exceptionai students were eager to-take‘the Competency Test.

‘These comments.often referred to the hope of passing the feat held by-
LD students and some EMH students. These comments do not-aeem;-then

* to contradict the feeling’ that the Competency Test was very fruatrating

for some EMH atudenta. (It s difficult to assess in numbers or

130




Table c.2 .
Do Exceptional Students Find the Competency Teet Extremely Fruetrating?

I

Categoriee

Typs of‘ ) yes

some-have,
Respondent T

didn't know or no
o ' response

administrators : 10
(n=18)

counselore/testete
(n=15) -

epec:lal ed, teachere 10 -
(n=18)

' Totals

_ Table C.3

Hhat Has Been the Reaction of Parents of Exceptional Studente
to Competency Testing?

-
T

_ Reeponee Categoriee
Frustrated/ mixed/

negat ive neutral ‘positive
. administrators (n=18) 3

o ) . no reaction/ . -
Types of Respondent

no response

8 ' 1 6
‘ counselors/testers 3 - ‘ - 3 .. 1 8
(n=15) i a . : - . ‘ '

special ed. teachers
(n=17)

Totals
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'bercentages the etudente who didjexperience such frustration.)
1

- Reepondente were aleo esked to summarize the. reaction of the

parente of exceﬁtional students to theeuompetency Test. The results °
are reported in Table €.3 and indicate that: 1) many re-

' w : C. - - oL . :
spondents were unaware of any parental reactions and 2) relatively few

respondents -(20%) indicated a primarily frustrated or negative reaction -

Nl

P

on the part of parents. This result may be due_to_the low-degree—c

invoivement in the echool by the parents of exceptional.etudente
‘reported by respondents. Whatever the reason for iack‘of'boaitive or
negative respongses of parents of exceptional etudenta it seems the

. caee that reepondente etrong feeling about the competency testing of

such students was not besed on parente expreeeed opinions.

:The Accuracy of Cogpeteucz.Teet in Meaguring Skills of Exceptional

-

fStﬁdents -
.-Moet-reepondente felt thet the Competency Test did not meaaure
the 3kille of enceptional students accnretely, as Table C.4 showe.-.Hoetl
(?72)lof.the respondents'who felt that the Teet'did not accurately
meaeurelthe'ekille of exceptionai students commented on the content'of
the-Tbet and/or the administration of the test. Nearly'halt (48%) of :‘
their comments: focused on the content of items on the test. Ot those,
most {532) were concerned about the relation betweenwwhat the Competency
. ' Test seeks to meaeure and what the public echoole are or ehould be
doing to prepare exceptional etudente for adult 1life. It is note-
. worthy: that few (8%) of the reepondente dieagreed with the uee-of com=
petency teeting to encourage teaching basic skills in reading and wmath.

Some respondents (387 of those commenting on the content of the teety

‘felt that the ' Competency 'Te_et Commie'eion‘ehould geek more varied opinion

PR
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Table C.4

Dbid the Competency Test Accurately Measure the Skills ..
: of Exceptional Studenta? o

t .
¢ R .

. ' _ . Response Categories
—- -.ype of Respondents - - Yes - No Don't Know -

adminis'trator's_gg-;lﬁ)n ) X P 2 T
counselors[htesters (p=15) o SR | 3

teachers (n=17)

‘ Totals

Table C.5

Were Students Properly Selected to be ‘Fligible for Using a Modified Test?
. N N .

. Response Cate&ories _
Type of Respondent C yes . no don't ‘know/

N0 _Teaponse

administrators (a=18) . 12

counselors/testers. (n=15) 9

speclal ed. teachers ny?)\

Totals
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* .

- eapecially ‘with reapect to math - about what constitutea the range
and types of beeic and applied akilla.' They felt that these akilla

.ahould'hg specified ao that - they cen he taught, not only to help
H

a:udents pass the Test but also to prope:ly prepare them for adulthood. o '

Other raapondenta (15:) felt that the reading level on the Test was too

_ N T

advanced - mot_only oan the reading section but alao on the mach aection.

- n’

Further comments on.the-Compatency Test focnsed on the administra-
tion of the Teat., Thegg connnnta (fromESZZ of feapondenta) made By
testers or special educatora, rcflected the opinion that the Test format
':was too difficult or cluttered or that the queationa were worded pOOrly.
Specifically, 40% of the reapondenta felt that there were too many

quaationa per page end that the colora uaed were diatracting, especially

to.LD students. Othera (20%) felt that the teat ‘was too long for aome "

.

exceptional atudents and that theae atudanta would Have performed bétter
: ,«‘ ¢ . \N" L
if the Test were given in more and ahortef-aeﬁhiona (Intereatingly,
.
extendad time and increased aeaaiona were 8 modification option pro-

vided by the State )

o Hhat emergea fron an evaluation of the comments of thoae wholéound
the Competency Test wanting in some way leads to &n altered assreasment
-of the reaulta in Thble C.3. Few respondents queationed the concept of
competency-testing; meoat comments were directed at specifics of_con-

tent or administration.

!The Appropriatenesas of Hodificationa in Teat Procedure for Exceptionsl

Studenta )

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they thought that,
modificetiong were properly selected to use with exceptional students on

the Competency Teat. The results are rcpd;ted in Teble C.5. These _




reaults show that,oost school personnel who were knowledgeable about
modification options feit that they had been appropriately matched.to
students, (Those who felt that modifications had not been selected
appropriately for studenta questioned the uge of the audio cassette.
Also, qualifying comments of aome respondents who felt that modifi-
cations had been selected appropriately ‘questioned the cassette€s )
(16% of both categories) Concerna about the ugse of cassettes were ag
follawg. 1) The questinns on the cagsette were not numbered and the
tape recorders typically did not have inch markers. So, atudents who
iost their’place on the tape had great_difficulty finding‘it agaio. -
2) Also, the quality of many tape recorders was p00r,=ehich'resu1ted
‘in probiemS‘with atudents heariung the whole question claarly. 3)

Some respondents felt that practice with the cassettes would ‘have

helped alleviate these problems; gome suggested that having a teacher

El

read the questions_to small groups would ‘be better, 4) Two respondents

noted that the large print edition was {nconvenient because of its bulky -

- size, o -

Respondents were also asked whether they felt tWat enough training

had been providedﬁb} the State to Test Coordinators aod_by teat coor-
dinators to individual testera. Their ansvwers are summarized in Table é.
6. These figures ehow that: (a) many respondents did not feel quali-

, fled to answer theae questions, (b) of those who did respond.a size-
able proportion felt that training in the uge of-modifications was

not adequate, and (c) adminiatrators were less likely than other types

of personnel to feel that there was inadeQuate preparation for the use

of-modificationa. Intereatingly, all of the comments of those who felt

that more training was needed referrad to problems with the use of

135




‘Table C.6

'Did Coordinators Receive Enough Training to Implement Modifications?

. v ' Response Catejofies
: ; ) don’t know/
Type of Respondent yes no no responsge

L.

a&ninist’r‘atoré (n=18)
S Py '
counselors/testers (n=15)

special ed. teachers (n=l7)

Totals

-

Did Teachers Receive Faough Training in the Use of Modifications? .

Responsge Cat_egoriea
-don't know/
Type of Respondent ' no no responge

y o

administrators (n=18) .
counselors/testers (n=15)

s'i:ecial ed. teachers (n=17)

Totals




audio cassettes.

a

- Summary of Resgondegts Opinione and .Recommendations

Responses to the‘guestionnaife on competency“testlng and comments.
offered during site visits that elaborated on those responses may be -

sumnarized as follows: -

e

1. There is géneral accepf&ncé of the concept of competency

L]

testing for exceptional studentS“amoﬁg school perhbnnei in the field
who work with these students.
2. It 1is also generaily-feit,that-at léast some exceptiongl

students (particularly EMH students) find the Compegéggx_ghst.extreme1§*ﬂ7

p—

frustrating. (S atistice bear—thi& out with a very low passing rate -

3

3. School personnel are divided on the igsue of.whethe} exéep-
;ioﬁallstudentd should be required to take the Competency Test as

other students. Some feel that the goal of measuring basic_sk;llﬁ and

making that a criterion for a diploma required that all students be
‘ E - ) - ' ]
treated alike. Others feel that the Test is _peychologically damaging

" to some exbeptional studenté and that it is unethical to change the:
. Lo A - . . .
requirements for a diploma ™o late in the game" for these students;

.

the:éforé, the Test should be modified or diecarded fqr_sdme exceptional

students.

4: Few reSpondents‘inchated that parente of exceptional etudgnts

-

"had voiced etrong objectidn to competéncy testiqé. In fact, little re
eponse of any kind by parents was reported by school personnel.

-

5. " Quesgtions were raised about aspects of the format snd content

of the Comjetency Test and the use of_éudio

’

cassettes, including (a)
the range of°i;ems on the‘mathigeéggqg, particularly what some felt to.

8 -




. rfﬁ“l

be an overemphaais on "aeeounting Mach " (b) the reading level- on the

—

mach section may have prevented some poor readers from doing better on
maéth, (e) the difficulty of the read:l.ng ‘gsection may be £0o h:l.gh {d)
‘gome quescions may be poorly worded. (e) chere may be too many )
quescions per page and the colors used may be too distracting, par-

ticularly for LD scudents, and (f) there may be some problems with the

N curtent procedures for using the aud:l.o cassette modifieation.

Summary of respondents’ reeommendacions. v

-

1. If the State is to require.all sﬁudeqts to pass the Competency

Test to get'a diploinla‘. then: {a) steps- ghould be taken much earlier

~£han 11th grade to identify scudeets at risk for failing the Test a‘nd‘

(ﬂj appropriqce-remediacipn sﬁould.be:undercakeq ae eariy as possible.
"2 " Procedures for the use of audio cassettes should be :l.mptoved..
3.I ‘Tﬁe rationale for the range of items on the math seet_ide and

the read:l.ng' level of those items should be rev:l.ewed. ;

4. The rat:l.onale for the present Test format gshould be reviewed

7




