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Executive Summary

Minimum competency testing (MCT) programs for students are
growing in popularity and being adopted by many states. In order
to determine the extent of the MCT movement, researchers at North
Carolina State University gurveyed gtate departments of education
in all 50 states. In updating this data for 1986-19¢7, Marshall
found that 64X of the responding states (47) had statewide MCT
nrograms.

Two thirds of the programs were initiated by state legisla-
tures and most of the remaining programs were initiated by state
education agencies. The most frequent grade levels tested were
third (57%), sixth (43%), and eighth and ninth (47 each). 0Of
those states having statewide MCT, 60% (one third of all states)
required that the tests be used ag a requirement for graduation.
Remediation of students failing the test was required by over
two thirds of the states that have MCT mandates. Half of the
states implementing MCT programs have modified the basic curricu~-
lum as & result of test results.

Although a majority of the gtates have MCT programs, few
states define MCT in the same way, a problem that is illustrated
in the gummaries of nine states’ testing programs that are
included in this report. Despite discrepancies in defi:.ition,
most of the MCT programs surveyed contain some or all of the
following characteristics.

1, Minimum competency tests use explicit criteria for
determining acceptable performance,

2. Schools use minimum competency tests to make decigions
about individuali students.
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3. Minimum competency tests are administered at both
elementary and secondary levels for the diagnosis of
student deficiencies; students failing the tesgt are
provided with remediation,

4. Passing of a minimum Competency test is required for a
student to receive a high school dipioma.

5. Minimum competency tests are administered in the areas of
reading, math and writing; however, the definitions of
the skills to be tested within these areas vary from
fundamental, basic essential skills to life gkills,

6. Remediation efforts and procedures differ widely, and the
benefits of remediation efforts may differ according to
the majority or minority status o: the students or the
hendicapping conditions.

7. Most states develop their own tests. These are multiple
choice, objective-referenced, dig:.ributed, and scored by
state departments of education.

Ten policy issues are described in the report: gtate con-
.trol; student learning; determining the purpose(s) of minimug
Competency testing; remediation response; curriculum development
Tesponse; political response; judicial response; costs of minimum
Competency testing; technical qualities of minimum competency

tests; and impact of tests on instruction. Special sections

focus on remediation and legal issues associated with MCT

pPrograms.
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Section I
The Student Minimum Competency r.ovement: An Overview
Introducticm

There is no clear focus for schooling. Some educators use a
holistic approach, others a humanistic one. Some educators
stress the arts, while others stress career development. Despite
this diversity, there is general agreement that an overriding
concern for schools has resurfaced in the 1980s—education should
provide students with a basic foundation for achievement to en~
sure success in gchool and later life. To this end, some means
is needed to assess whether educational Systems are meeting the
needs of their students.

Using test scores to gauge success, two notabl~> trends in
college entrance examinction scores have emerged during the past
two and one-half uecades. The first trend, extending from the
early 1960s to the mid 19708, was marked by declining gcores on
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the American College Test
(ACT). The second trend, starting in 1976, has been associated
with the reversal of those declining national test scores.

Review of the standardized test information (College
Entrance Examination Board, 1977; Maxey, Wimpy, Perguson, & Han-
son, 1976) suggests that changes made in the SAT and ACT tests
could not account for the noted decline in scores. The first
period of decline, through the 19608, was attributed to changing
student populations as increased numbers of lower achieving stu-

dents graduated from high school and took the college entrance
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examinations. The second period of decline, through the first
half of the 1970s, was attributed to a broader set of gocial-
educational .changes including decreas” : in acadeizic requirements
for graduation, increased numbers of elective courses available
to students, grade inflation, decreased emphasis on academic
standards, and changes in the family structure.

Studies based on data collected by the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (Forbes, 1982), by national test compa-
nies when renorming standardized tests (Burket & Stewart, 1982),
and through statewide test results (Biester & Dusewicz, 1983),
reveal that the reasons for changes in test scores have been more
complex than thoge indicated by a review of college entrance
examination scores alone. Thege data have reflected an upward
trend in basic skill achievement, particularly at the elementary
level. The upward trend in achievement, coupled with the de-
cline in scores on the college entrance examinations, may indi-
cate that education has kept pace with expectations in intro-
ducing bagic skills, but has fallen short in teaching the appli-
cations of these skills.

The declining SAT and ACT gcores sparked an interest in
examining factors related to school achievement. Early studies
(Bryant, Glaser, Hansen, & Kirach, 1974; Coleman, et al., 1966;
Marshall & Powers, 1971) suggested that the primary factors
agsociated with achievement were student demographic variables,
including sex, age, race, and socio-economic background. Later
studies (Edmonds, 1979; Lightfoot, 1983; Mackenzie, 1983%; Na-

tional Center for Ed :ional Statistics, 1983) have reported
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that there are identifiable school and classroom characteristics
that are associasted with good schools. These characteristics
include climate variables, daily attendance, study skills, time-
on-task, number cf required courses, teacher inservice, teacher
expectations, effective management, classroom structure, order
and discipline, and student diagnosis, evaluation, and feedback.

The reactions to these emerging educational issues have been

many. Parents began to oxpress doubt in the American educational
enterprise, and the increase in public dissatisfaction and con-
cern about student achievement sparked a myriad of reports on the
quality of American education (National Commission on Excellence
in Education, 1983; Education Commission of the States, 1983;
Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 1983). These reports have placed the blame
for the failure of American education on the inadequacies of the
institution itself, lack of competent teachers, failing univer-
sities, and poor teacher preparation,

In response to these reports, there have been many different
proposals for upgrading education, and legislators, governors,
and state department staff have considered or enacted a number of
educational reforms. Such proposals and reforms have included
state-initiated competency testing for entry into teacher educa-
tion, initial certification, and certificate reneval or job re-
tention; published proposals for changing teacher preparation
programs, state-adopted "alternative" programs for entry into
teaching, and, most recently, a call by the Carnegie Foundation

for national teacher certification (Jacobson, 1986).




Common response by state and local district educ-zors,
beards of gducation. and state legislators to the national re-
ports has been to reaffirm that the reponsibility of the schools
is to teach the primary skills of reading, writing, arithmetic,
and natural and social sciences. The initiative that has had the
most sustained effort has been the one targeted directly toward

elementary and secondary student ~—minimum competency testing
(McT) .

The Minimum Computency Response

Minimum competency testing grew out of the "mastery instruc-
tion" and "criterion-reference testing" movements of the 1960s.
The MCT movement has been reinforced by time-on-task and effec-
tive schools research, which asserts that targeting instruction
to specific skills is the most effective way to assure achieve-
ment c¢f those skills.

The MCT effort can be traced to Michigan in 1969 with the
implementation of the Michigar Educational Assessment Program
(MEAP) and to Oregon with its State Board of Education require-
ment that local districts essess student competencies with lo-
cally determined devices in 1974. These two flagship efforts are
polar opposites in the MCT movement., The MEAP has focused on
formative evaluation of students for reinstruction, compensatory
education, and curriculum evaluation; while the Oregon MCT pro-
gram has focused on minimum skill requirements set at the local

district level for graduation from high school.




Since 1969 a total of 31 sgtates have implemented MCT pro-
grems (Marshall, 1986), and there sre &« number of definitions
asgoc.Ated with the variety of state efforts to agsess student
achieveme- Perkins (1982) summarizes these as follows:
¢ "...t. geasure the acquisition of competence or skills to or
beyond a cartain defined standard™ (Miller, 1978, cited in
Perkinus, p. 6);

® "...a mechanism whereby a pupil must demonstraie that he/she
has mastered certain minimal (sic) skills in order to receive
a high school diploma" (Airasian, Pedulla, & Madaus, 1978,
cited in Perkins, p. 6);

® "...a device to increase emphasis on the three R's or bagics"
(Airasian, et al., 1978, cited in Perkins, p. 6);

® "...a mechanism for tightening up promotion requirements;
certifying early exit from the school system; holding educa~
tors responsible for poor student achievement, increasing
the cost-effectiveness of education; identifying and remedi-
ating pupils who have learning difficulties; or increasing
the public's confidence in the schools and their graduatesg”
(Airasian, et al., 1978, cited in Perkins, p. 6); and
® "...(1) the use of objective, criterion-referenced compet >ncy
tests; (2) the assessment of reading and computation using
'real life' or 'life skill' items; (3) the requirement of a
specified mastery level for high schcol graduation; (4) the
early introduction of such testing for purposes of identifi-
cation and remediation"™ (Elford, 1977, cited in Perkins, p. 6).
Diversity in definition of MCT programs may account for
discrepancies noted in different reportg of the number of states
implementing statewide minimum competency tests. According to
the Education Commission of the States (1984), state student
asgessment programs increased in number from 30 in 1973 to 35 in
1984, Testing startad as early as kindergarten in one gtate and
as late as grade 12 in 12 states. The content areas most common-

ly tested were reading (33 states), mathematics (32 states), and

language arts (21 states). It was further reported that 39

S
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states had some type of state-supported minimum competency test-

ing program (Pipho & Hadley, 1985). Of these states, standards

were set at the state level in 28 instances and at local levels

in 15 cases. In five of the states, standards were set at voth

levels of government, and in one case no standards were set.

.Twenty of the states used MCT as a requirement for high school ’
graduation, and another three states provided this as a local

option. Student remediation was also considered in 20 states.

A bagic assumption for implementing a MCT program is that
the tests will gerve to clearly specify learning expectations
and, thus, encourage districts and teachers to target their in-
struction more precisely. The minimum competency test then
serves as a bagic stanuard for judging student performance and
instructional success. In addition, minimum competency tests can
provide a basis for diagnosis and remediation of academic skills
and evaluation of instruction (Cohen & Haney, 1980). The school
effectiveness research suggests that improvements in . tudent
academic performance can be expected with increased precision in
instructional design followed by improved instructional manage-
ment, greater student time-on-task, and more structured classroom
settings. However, research algo suggests that remediation
efforts implemented as a reault of minimum competency test fail-

ure at the high schocl level are not always completely guccess-

ful. Pindings indicate that such remediation is differentially .




effective, showing some positive effects between the first and
second testings in mathematice and little or no effect in reading

(Serow, Davies, & Parramore, 1982).

Types of State Testing Programs

State testing programs can be broadly classified into three
general categories. The first type of program uges norm-refer-
enced, standardized commercially-developed tests that are given
to all students within specified grade levels. The testing usu-
ally is done annually or biannually, A typical purpose of this
type of testing is to compare student achievement with national
norms and report composite data to the distriet and state.

The second type of state testing program uses standardized
tests that are given to & sample of students. In several states,
testing is done at specified grade levels using state-wide sam-
Pling procedures., This enables more data to be collected on
smaller numbers of students. The primary focus of this type of
program is to provide state level data on the status of educa-
tion.

The third type of state testing program uses minimum compe-
tency testing, Minimum competency tests are administered at spe-
cific grade levels for the purpose of identifying students who
have not obtained prespecified essential skills. While the pri-
mary focus for reporting has been at the individual gtudent
level, aggregate reporting at the classroom teacher, building,

district, and state levels has algo been common.




0

RS
Lag,

Common Characteristics of Minimum Co.getﬁncy Testing Programs
There is great diversity among MCT programs. One state pro-

gran (e.g., Missouri) requires students to pass an eighth grade
test before they cta zeceive credit for related courses in the
ninth grade. Another program uses a state-developed, teacher-
administered test given to fifth grade students, who must demon-
strate 100X mastery of goal-directed exercises (e.g., Nebraska).
One state (e.g., Kentucky) requires students in grades K through
12 to pass contractor-developed essential skill tests. In yet
another state (e.g., North Carolina), state department-developed
competency tests are administered at grades 3, 6, and 8 with end-

of-course testing used for biology, algebra, and history. The

‘state also uses a contractor-developed proficiency test, which is

administered during grade 10.
In spite of these differences, MCT programs generally have
two characteristics in common (Gorth & Perkins, 1979):

® Use of explicit criteria for determining acceptable perform-
ance;

® Use of test results to make decisions about individual stu-
dents.

Other characteristics have emerged. Most states that use minimum
competency testing generally develop their own testing programs;
test at both the elementary and secondary levels; require passage
of a minimum competency test for high school graduation; test
reading, mathematics, and writing skills; and require local dis-
tcicts to implement remedial programs for students who fail the

test.
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The minimum competency tests are commonly multiple-choice,
objective-referenced tests distributed and scored by the state
departments of education and administered by local educators.
The test items are often changed annually uging item banks pur-

chaged or developed by the state departments.

Policy Considerations

While the issue ~f state-initiated MCT programs has sparked
continuous debate in educational circles for more than a decade,
little conclusive research has been produced. Educators have
warned that minimum competency tests will discriminate against
minorities and special gtudents, that there are likely to be
problems with equity in the distribution of regsources, and that
program implementation is dangerously moving forward before
completion of adequate debate on the associated issues (Cohen &
Haney, 1980; Perkins, 1982). Nevertheless, even after the major
expansion of statewide MCT programs in 1979, when six states
initiated new programs, the movement has continued to grow ar a
rate of about two new states each year. Three fifths of the
states now use statewid minimum competency tests, which affect
thousands of students each year. With this high level of poten~
tial impact, attention needs to be focused on several important
questions that are reflected in 10 policy issues listed below.

1. State Control. Does statewide MCT increage state

control over curriculum, school organization, local edu-
cational policies, and classroom strategies? Embedded

within this issue is the question of the most effective

9 j 7




3.

miz. of state, district, building, and classroom control

of the educational process.

Student Learning. Do state MCT programs have real

educational payoff in terms of student learning? Or, do
state MCT programs actuslly reinforce what schools
already do well (i.e., teaching basic skills as opposed
to teaching higher-order thinking and problem sé:lving
skills)? Related issues are: For what types of learn-

ing are MCT programs most effective? Should minimum

competency tests include methods for assessing higher-
order thinking skills? What type of MCT program is most
effective? At what grade levels are minimum competency
tests most effective? Are MCT programs more effective
than standardized testing programs or other types of

state assessment programs?

Primary Purpose of MCT. What should be the primary
purpose of a statewide MCT program? Should the focus be
on providing state level assessment, district curriculum
review, or individual student diagnostics? Related to
this are: How should the results be reported? Who
should be the primary audience for reporting MCT re-
sults? Has this audience changed over the past 10
years?

Remediation Response. Should students who fail

statevide minimum competency tests be provided remedia-
tion? If so, under what conditions, and, what types of

remedial programs should be provided? Who should pay

10
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for remediation? Associated questions are: How effec-
tive are remediation programs? Are resources and
results equitably distributed?

5. Curriculum Development Response, What should be the

curriculum development response of local districts to
statewide MCT programs? Related questions are: What is
the impact of course work on MCT results? What impact
has MCT had on district curriculum, and has this impact
been positive or negative? Have statewide MCT programs
resulted in districts adding or deleting curricular
areas?

6. Political Response, What has been the political

response to MCT? Why have some legislators backed
statewide MCT programs while others have criticized the
process? What political compromises have been made in
legislating MCT programs? What roles should state de-
partments of education, local districts, parents, and
others take in this political process? A related ques-
tion ig: Are there differences in statewide MCT pro~
grams initiated by state departments and those programs
initiated by legislatures?

. 7. Judicial Response. What legal grounde have been used to

challange MCT programs? On what grounds do MCT programs
appear most vulnerable to guccessful legal attacks?
. Have judicial rulings had an impact on the MCT movement?

8. Costs of MCT. What are the costs associated vith

statewide MCT programs? Is this new money allocated for

11
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10.

education? Has it been diverted from other programs?
What are the educational gains for the dollars being
spent? Yow does the cost/benefit of statewide MCT com~-
pare with the cost/benefit of other educational cro-
grams? Are efforts being duplicated? How does the gen~-
eral public feel about the expenditure of educational
dollars on MCT programs?

Technical Properties of Minimum Competency Tests. What

are the technical properties of the tests being used?

Do tests differ in validitr and reliability according to
who develops them (e.g., testing companies or local or
state educators)? How do minimum competency tests com-
pare in content, validity, and reliability with commer-
cial standardized tests?

Impact on Instruction. How much instructional time is
spent on testing in states with MCT programs in contrast
to states without MCT programs? Related questions are:
What effect does MCT testing have on instruction? Are
teachers changing the ways they assess gtudent achieve-
ment in the classroom? If so0, are these changes

enhancing or detracting from classrcom instruction?

It is clear that the MCT movement has become a major force

in state implementation of public education. Substantial amounts
of public monies are being spent on gtate MCT programs to agsure
that students learn gomething from public school education, to
restore meaning to the high school diploma, and to develop equity

among the school districts within gtates.

12
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While the MCT movement has had common-genge appeal end leg-
islative backing, there has been little research pregented to
validate its effectiveness. The 10 policy issues ligted above
provide a basis for questions vorthy of further exploration.

At this time there seem to be no apparent truisms across
state MCT programs, except, perhaps, that there is no gingle M(CT
model that would be accepted by all the states. Each state has
set its own educational priorities and has devised its own meth-
ods to attein these priorities.

The remainder of Section I (a) highlights two special con-
cerns embedded within the minimum competency testing movement——
remediation and legal considerations, (b) summarizes the results
of a gurvey on the current status of state MCT programs, and (c)
addresses implications of the MCT movement. A summary of gtate-

by-state MCT practices is provided in Section IL.

Special Concerns
Two topics that have received particular attention in con-
nection with MCT programs are remediation and legal considera-
tions. Because of the importance of these igsues in the

implementation of statewide MCT programs, they are addressed here

in some detail.




Remediation
(by Robert Serow, North Carolina State University)

Theory and Technique

Minimum competency testing is an outgrowth of two recent de-
velopments in educational theory and measurement. According to
Shepard (1980) MCT ™takes its rationzle from the psychology of
competency-based education and its techrology from criterion-
referenced testing" (p. 30). Central to both approaches is the
ides that educational objectives can be defined, messured, and
taught in precise, discrete units. Mastery learning, a fora: of
competency~based education, holds that nearly all students "can
attain a high degree of learning capability if instruction is
approached sensitively and systematically, if students are helped
vhere and when they have learning deficiencies, if they are given
sufficient time to achieve mastery, and if thére is a clear
criterion of what constitutes mastery" (Bloom, 1979, p. 4).
Likevise, in criterion-referenced testing programs each student's
mastery of specific skills is meagured in absolute terms, rather
than in comparison to the achievements of other pupils, as is
done in norm-referenced testing. What results from this combina-
tior of theory and technique is a cycle of testing, remediation,
and retesting that continues until the student has demonstrated
the requigite level of mastery.

In principle, competency tests provide an exact indication
of each pupil's ability to read, compute, and write at tha level

deemed neceasary for responsible participation in adult 1ife.

This level is frequently defined as eighth or ninth grade




achievement. Test results are expected to provide teachers with
a basis for identifying underlying deficiencies in these skill
areas, and thus allow them to tailor instruction to individual
needs.

There are critice of the competency-based approach. Madaus
(1981) argues that most competency tests are not sufficiently re-
fined for the purpose of accurate and detailed diagnosis. FPur-
thermore, it is contended that prospects for effective test-based
remediation are dimmed by the nature of the high school curric~
ulum, which typically focuses on substantive content rather than
on the development of basic competencies.

Apart from the general principles, there geems to be little

common ground among the existing statewide approaches to compe-

tency test remediation. While some of the gtates first introduce
competency screening at the junior ci senior high school level,
most states with MCT programs begin screcning at the early ele-
mentary level (Marshall, 1986). Also there are wide variations
in support for and monitoring of remediation, A handful of
states provide relatively generous funding to districts that are
in compliance with statewide remedial guidelines; other states
offer guidelines but no funding, and some leave all decisions
about remedial ingtruction in the hands of 1ocal officials,

With the emergence of the national trend towards minimum
competency testing during the mid-1970s, it was commonly antici-
pated that MCT remedial efforts would be modeled after Title I
compensatory education programs that offered instruction individ-

ually or in small groups by teacher-specialists using a "pullout”

15
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format rather than the rezular classroom (Archambault, 1979).
Instead, the enormous ezxpense associated with a full-scale, indi-
vidually-tailored program of remediation has resulted in a more
haphazard approach, in which schools and districts often make do
with whatever reiources are at hand, including peer and volunteer
tutoring. One common approach is to focus coursework directly on
the contencs of a simulated competency test prepared by the local
staff or purchased from a commercial vendor. Although such
"teaching to the test™ has been questioned on ethical and in-
structional grounds, it also has been defended as a practical ne-
cessity in a time of tight budgets.
Qutcomes

The primary cbjective of MCT remediation is to ensure that
high-risk students will have mastered the basic cognitive gkills
by the time they complet2 high school. Although actual results
are variable, many states report a steadily rising proportion of
participants who attain a passing competency test score. In
states that use the minimum competency test as a screening device
for high school graduation, it can be expected that about 10% to
20% of all students will be unsuccessful on their first attempt.
By graduation, though, no more than 1% or 2% of those otherwise
eligible students are denied diplomas on the grounds of MCT
failure (Serow, 1983).

While this might seem to suggest that competency screening
is effective with nine out of ten at-risk students, other expla-
nations must be considered. One possibility is that such gains

are more artificial than real. In particular, they signify the




statistical phenomenon known as regregsion to the mean, or, the
tendency of initially extreme scores to move towards the middle
of the distribution over the course of repeated testing. This
would suggest that test-to-test improvements might have more to
do with the law of averages than with the effectiveness of reme-
diation. A second possible explanation centers on the high drop-
out rate that is known to exist smong academically marginal stu-
dents. From this perspective, iow rates of schools denying grad-
uates a diploms may be attributed to the fact that comparatively
few pupils remain in school after failing the competency exam.
Still a third consideration is that the gains occur because the
students learn how to take the competency test, a phenomenon
known in research design jargon as "testing effects™,

One of the major controversies surrounding minimum competen-
Cy testing concerns its impact on groups that have only recently
been admitted to the mainstream of Aperican education., Specific-
ally, some educators have suggested that test-based remediation
may not be appropriate to the needs of many younggters from mi-
nority and low-income backgrounds or those classified as handi-
capped. Because publicly reported minimum competency test
scores are geldom broken down by pupil background traits, it is
difficult to determine how well or how poorly various groups Lave
fared,

The North Carolina MCT rcmedial data and test results have
been compared for samples c_assified by race and exceptionality.
Overall results indicated that black students have higher initial

failure rates than whites, receive about the same amounts of re-
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mediation, but seem to receive fewer benefits from remediation

in the form of test score improvements (Serow & Davies, 1982).

Anong handicapped pupils, MCT experiences vary according to dif-

ferent categories of exceptionality. Learning disabled and phys-

ically handicapped students perform roughly on par with their -
nonhandicapped peers, whereas pupils who are classified as edu-
cable mentally retarded cluster at the very bottom of the test
score distribution, receive significantly lower amounts of reme-
diation after a minimum competency test failure, are less like-
ly to attain a passing score on a subgsequent re-examination, and
are more likely to withdraw from school prior to graduation
(Serow & O'Brien, 1983).

Such results are not necessarily representative of all state
or local competency test programs. In some states, for example,
handicapped students are exempt from test requirements that ar:
not contained in their individual educational plans. Nonethe-
less, the results do illustrate the enormous difficulties associ-
ated with test-based remediation, especially in regard to the so-
cietal imperative of equal educational opportunity. Among the
major issues requiring further clarification are the dynamics of
successful remediation and the quality and stability of test
score gains. In the short run, clearer, more detailed informa-
tion about particular techniques that work best with varicus
students are needed. Over the longer term, it will be inportant

to determine whether passing a competency test, with or without

repediation, predicts a person's competence in adu.t life.




Legal Considerations®
(by Martha McCerthy, Indiana University)

The state clearly has the authority to establish academic
standards for students, including required examinations. Tradi-
tionally, courts have been reluctant to interfere with the broad
discretion vested in school officials to impose standards and to
evaluate student performance (Regents of the University of Michi-
gan v. Ewing, 1985; Board of Curators of the University of Mis-
souri v. Horowitz, 1978). However, the judiciary will intervene
if testing programs are arbitrary or discriminatory or if stu-
dents have not been provided adequate notice of the test require-
Lents,

Most litigation involving competency testing programs to
date has focused on tests used as a prerequisite to receipt of a
high school diploma, but principles established in these cases
have implications for testing programs used for grade promotion
as well, There appear to be five major areas of legal vulnera-
bility: (1) sufficiency of notice, (2) racial impact, ¢3) ade-
quacy of preparation, (4) participation of handicapped pupils,
and (5) remedial opportunities.

Challenges to the adequacy of notice of competency test re-
quirenents have been grounded in the due process clause of the
fourteenth amendment. To trigger constitutional due process
guarantees, it must first be established that a liberty or prop~
erty right is at stake. A Property right is a valid expectation

*Adapted from h. McCarthy. (1986). Competen.y :ests for stu-
dents: Are they legal? The Indianz Principal, 10(2), 3, 4, 32.
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of a govermental benefit that is created through state laws or
regulations. The Supreme Court has recognized that students have
a state—created property right to attend school, and procedural
due process must be provided before this entitlement is impaired
(Goss v. Lopez, 1975). Some students have successful ly convinced
courts that they also have a property interest in receiving a
high school diploma which would require adequate notice of grad-
uation standards and an opportunity to setisfy those requirements
before a diploma could be withheld. The Fifth Circuit Court of
Appeals found that 13 months' notic» of a statewide proficiency
testing requirement was insufficient for students to prepare for
the test (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1981). Other courts have found
that from two to four years' notice of a competency testing re-
quirement ig sufficient when the receipt of a diploma is at stake
(Anderson v. Banks, 1982; Board of Educ. of Northport-East North-
port Union Free School Dist. v. Ambach, 1982), but the Seventh
Circuit Court of Appeals indicated that lengthier notice may be
required for handicapped pupils (Brookhart v, Illinois State
Bd, of Educ., 1983).

Courts have not yet addressed how much notice is required if
a test is used solely to determine remediation needs. Under such
circumstarces, students might have a rore difficult time substan-
tiating that a protected interest is involved since the receipt
of a diploma is not at stake. However, if a test is used as the
sole basis for denying grade promotion, possibly the judiciary

would view such action as implicating a property right and would
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require a minimum of two years' notice of the test requirement
before its implementaticn,
Challenges to the implementation of a competency programs as

racially discriminatory have usually been grounded in the aqual

protection clause of the fourteenth smendment. To substantiate
such a claim, purposeful discrimination must be proven; the mere
fact that minority students are disproportionately idenzified for
remediation programs is not sufficient to establish a violation
of the equal protection clause. Where students have been suc-~
cessful in proving racial discrimination in connection with a
Competency testing program, the program has been accompanied by
evidence of intentional racial discrimination, such as the 1in-
gering effects of a dual school system or a discriminatory t¢rack-
ing scheme. In geveral cases, gchool authorities have been en-
joined from uging proficiency tests as a prerequisite to high
school gradustion until the effects of the prior racial discrimi-
nation have been eliminated (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1981; Ander-
son v. Banks, 1982). However, even in these cases, the courts
have condoned the use of the tests to identify remediation needs.
Competency testing programs are possibly most vulnerable to
8 successful legal challenge in connection with the adequacy of
preparation of students for the test. In 1981, the Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals received national publicity when it placed the
burden on the gtate of Florida to substantiate that a proficiency
test covered material that actually had been presented to stu-
dents (Debra P. v. Turlington, 1981). While this standard has

been referred to as instructional or curricular validity, in es-
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sence the appeals court required proof that pupils had been ade-
quately prepared for the examination, The case was remandad to
the federal ;listrict court to give the state an opportunity to
present evidence that the test was fundareatally fair in that it
covered whet had been taught to Florida students. In preparing
for the trial, the state of Florida expended a substantial amount
cf ncoey to cstablish that the state's students were adequately
taught the skills on the proficie.cy test. Outside consultants
were hired to interview teachers and a sample of students and to
review school district curriculum guides and other documents to
asgess the match between the skills on the test and the material
covered in Florida classrooms.

Plorida ultimately was able to convince the court that stu-
dents were adequately prepared for the test (Debra P, v. Turling-
ton, 1984), but other states might not be willing to make such an
investment of time and money to substantiate that students have
actually been taught the material covered on a competency test.
To date, the adequacy of preparation has been contested only in
connection with competency examinations used as a prerequisite to
receipt of & high school diploma, but the judicial willingness to
address whether competency examinations match the curriculum may
portend greater judicial intervention in reviewing tests used for
promotion purposes or to determine remediation needs.

Another area of potential vulnerability pertains to the

application of competency tests to handicapped children. Courts

in general have ruled that the state does not have to alter its

academic gtandards for handicapped children; thus, handicapped
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students can be denied grade promotion or a diploma if they do
not meet the specified standards (Brookhart v. I1linois State

Bd. of Educ., 1983; Board of Educ. of Northport-East Northport
Union Free School District v. Ambach, 1982; Anderson v. Banks,
1982). However, handicapped children cannot be denied the
opportunity to satisfy requirements (including test requirements)
for promotion or a diploma. Whether handicapped children who are
taken out of regular clessroom instruction to re:sive special
services could successfully agsert thlt‘they are not being pre-
pared to pass the competency examination remains to be clarified
%y the courts.

As mentioned previously, the Seventh Circuit Court of Ap-
peals has ruled that handicapped children may need lengtﬁier no-
tice of the competency test requirement than provided for the
nonhandicapped to ensure adequate opportunities for the skillsg on
the test to be incorporated into their individualized educational
programs (Brookhart v. Illinois State Bd. of Educ., 1983). Hand-
icapped students also are entitled to special accommodations in
the administration of examinations to ensure that their actual
abilitv, rather than the handicapping condition, ig being as-
sessed.

In addition to the four areas mentioned above, school au-
thorities also might be legally liable if appropriate remediation

opportunities are not provided for those who fail the proficiency

examination. Most courts have agreed that students are entitled
to remediation and the opportunity to retake the proficiency

examination to demonstrate their competency. Indeed, if a gtu-




dent's deficiencies are identified and appropriate remediation is
not provided, the grounds for a successful instructional negli-
gence suit.may be strengthened (McCarthy & Cambron-McCabe, 1987).
School authorities cannot avert law suits, and specific
competency testing programs seem likely to continue to generate
litigation on the grounds discussed above. However, educators .
can take steps to avert successful legal challenges. To reduce
legal vulnerubility, school authorities ghould ensure that: (1)
students are adequately prepared for the test; (2) sufficient no-
tice of the test requirement is provided; (3) the test is not de-
signed for discriminatory purposes; (4) appropriate accommoda-
tions for handicapped children are made; and (5) students are
érovidcd remedial opportunities and the chance to retake the
examination. If these conditions are satisfied, legal challenges

to competency testing programs are not likely to be successful.

The Status of State Minimum Competency Testing: A Survey
Presented in this part is a summary of the survey data
pertaining to the current status of state MCT programs including
cost information. Specific state-by-state data are presented in
Section II. These data were collected from the state departments
of education in 1985 and updated in 1986.
Method ~
The procedure used ;as to conduct a survey of the 50 states
pertaining to their testing programs. In most instances, the

survey was mailed to a gpecific contact person as identified in a

report released by the Education Commission of the States (Pipho
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& Hadley, 1984). 1In situations where contact names were not
available, the survey was sent to the director of testing at the
address of the state department of education. The initial survey
vas mailed during the late spring of 1985. A follow-up mailing
vas distributed about three weeks after the initial mailing and
again during late gsummer. In January, 1986, the remaining non-
respondent states received a third follow-up survey, but this
time the survey was mailed to the state superintendents. The
data-producing sample consisted of 45 states. The only states
not responding were Florida, Minnesota, Oregon, Virginia, and
Washington.

The survey consisted of four parts that focused on the fol-
floving questions.

1. Is there a statewide minimum competency test? Yes
No

2. 1Is there a standardized achievement testing program in
the state? Yes_
No___

3. Does your gtate have a reasoning skill testing program?

Yes

No___

4, What is the overall cost of the state's testing program?

Each of these parts had several subquestions. Of primary
importance to this study were the questions in Part 1 associated
with MCT. Respondents were asked: Were the tests specifically
constructed by/for the state or purchased? Who initiated the

competency testing program? Is the test used as a graduation

requirement? When is the test administered and how mary times




can it be retaken? Have remedial classes or procedures been
established for failing students? Has the curricula been
modified, based on the test results?

In addition, states were asked to provide copies of state
regulations, policy documents, ssmple tests, technical manuals,
and other materials related to their testing programs. Most
states indicating that they had testing programs returned written
documents explaining their programs, and in some instances they
supplied tests and associated manuals or reports,

During the fall of 1986 all 50 gtates were again surveyed to
update and verify the information regsulting from the 1985 survey.
Each state representative was provided with sumnary information
on the state's MCT program, The representative was asked to
verify the accuracy of the information, correct inaccuracies, and
provide updated information. Responses were returned by 40 of
the states including Oregon and Virginia, two of the states that
had not responded to the original survey. At thig time only
three states have not provided information: Florida, Minnesota,
and Washington,

Classification of State Testing Programs for Students

As noted earlier, there are a number of different defini-
tions of MCT programs. It is clear in the examination of the
state-provided information that there are differences among
education professionals as to what constitutes a gtate minimum
competency program, statewide !.CT program, state educational
assessment program, or standardized testing program. For some

states the distinction among these types of programs was easily
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discernible, while in others it was more difficult., This was
evident when comparing the state survey results with dats from &
report prepared by Pipho and Hadley (1985). Initially 10 of the
states ligted by Pipho and Hadley as having MCT programs respond-
ed on the survey that they did not have statewide MCT programe,
In the 1986 "update" survey, one of these states reversed its
previous decision from a ™no" to a "yes", indicating that the
state does have a MCT program. This incident underscores the
problem in MCT program definition.

The nine gtates indicating that they did not have MCT pro-
grams are Arizona, Colorado, Delsware, Illinois, New Hampshire,
Ohio, Utah, Vermont and Wyoming. The "testing" programs of these
states are reviewed in the following paragraphs. Again, the
reader ghould keep in mind that none of the following descrip-
tions of state gtudent testing programs are considered to be
"mininum competency testing programs™ by the adopting state.

Arizona. By state regulation, in April of each year the
state board of education conducts a statewide assessmenc of all
students in grades K - 12 in the areas of reading, grammar, and
mathematics. In 1984, the fourth year of the Arizona Pupil
Achievement Testing Program, the California Achievement Tests
(CAT) were implemented. In addition, the state board of educa-
tion worked with local districts in establishing the Continuousg
Uniform Evaluation System (CUES), which provides ", , . a contin-
uous uniform evaluation system of pupil achievements in relation
to measurable performance objectives in basic subjects."” (Arizona
State Department of Education, 1985, p. 11). Furthermore, gtu-
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dents graduating from grades 8 and 12 must either successfully
pass a district-developed test of the basic subjects and the state
adopted list of skills for mathematice, ligtening and reading,

and speaking and writing at the 75% level; or perform at the 4th
stanine (or above) on the state-adopted pupil achievement test
for reading, language, and mathematics.

Colorado, According to the survey response, the state of
Colorado does not have a statewide assessment or MCT program,
although a standardized achievement program ig being considered.

Delaware. Legislation was passed in 1978 that established
the Delaware Educational Assessment Program. This program pro-
vides for statewide standardized testing in grades 1 through 8
and in grade 11 in the content areas of reading, English, and
mathematics. For the first five years of the program, the CAT
was used; for the 1984 assessment, the test was changed to the
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills. The state program provides
Rumerous computer generated reports of student test performance
for parents, teachers, principals, and district and state admin-
istrators. (Delaware State Department of Education, 1984).

Illinois., The state board of education reports gtate level
information on four different measures of student achievement.
These measures are the I1linois Inventory of Educational Pro-
gress, High School and Beyond Test, Scholastic Aptitude Test, and
Anerican College Test. Student samples from grades 4, 8, 11, and
12 are used in these assessments. The state legiglature has
stated 'that it is opposed to a statewide MCT program, The state

board's student assessment policy encourages ", . . local school
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districts to develop comprehensive student testing and program
evaluation plans based on nmultiple methods of student assessment™
(I11inois State Board of Education, 1984, p. 1).

New Hampghire. As of October, 1985 a new standardized
testing program was being implemented for grades 4, 8, and 10,
Areas to be tested include reading, language arts, mathematics,
science, social studies, and academic aptitude, This program is
replacing one that has been in place gince 1958. The purpose of
the tescing program is twofold: (1) to provide information to
the state board of education and to local school districts; and
(2) to assist local school districts in assessing the degree of
educational schievement in the district by identifying strengths
and veaknesses in the curriculum and identifying students or
groups of students (e.g., specific populations) who need remedi-
al assistance (New Hampshire State Board of Education, 1985).

Ohio. The state of Ohio does not have a statewide testing
program. A standardized testing program is being considered. The
state board of education is required by statute to "formulate and
prescribe minimum standards to be applied to all elementary and
secondary schools in the state" (Ohio Department of Education,
1983, p. 1). The state's standards mandate that schools begin
"implementation of competency based education in Engligh
composition, mathematics, and reading . . , no later than the
1984 gchool year, with full implementation to be completed no
later than the 1989-1990 school year" (p. 5)c 1In addition, pro-

cedures are to be established to monitor student achievement.
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Utah. The state office of education conducts a broad-based
state-wide assessment of a stratified sample of studenis in
grades 5 and 11. Goul-baged measures are us¢d in the areas of
intellectual, emotional, social, aesthetic, and productive matur-
ity; attitude toward school; educational processes; and demo-
graphics and school classifications (Guest, Nelson, Ellison, &
Fox, 1984). The state's new core curriculum will require addi-
tional testing (procedures are now being developed). Assessment
of student mastery of the core curriculum is to occur during or
at the completion of grades 8, 10, and 12. Implementation of the
assessment procedures will be the responsibility of local boards
of education (Utah State Board of Education, 1984).

Vermont. The state of Vermont does not have a statewide
asgessment program. There is a basic competency program with
minimum lists of objectives in the areas of reading, writing,
speaking, listening, mathematics, and reasoning. ", . . [Slkills
{are] to be taught and assessod by teachers and mastered by stu-
dents before entry into high school™ (Vermont Department of
Education, 1985, p. 1). Currently, mastery of these competen-
cies is & graduation requirement, This requirement is to be
dropped with the graduating class of 1989 (Vermont Department of
Education, undated).

Wyoming. Wyoming does not have & statewide assessment
program. - In 1984, the state participated in a National Assess- ’
ment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assessment of reading and
writing for grades 4, 8, and 11. During 1986, the state took

part in a similar assessment program of science, mathematics, and

30

Q :}Ei




W

computer knowledge. Wyoming does have a minizum competency pro-
gram establighed by state board policy in 1980. School districts
vithin the .ntate are required "to identify individual student
needs in reading, vriting, computation, civic and economic
respongibility, and provide assistance to those studentg" (Wyom-
ing Department of Education, 1982, p. i). The State Board's
policy clearly places the "responsibility for [identifying objec~
tives,] setting standards, assessing students, and determining
the point at which they may be graduated at the 1ocal district
level® (p, i).

It is evident from these descriptions that at least four of
the nine states do not have MCT programs. Three of the gtates
(Arizona, Delaware, and New Heaupshire) have implomented basic
skills testing programs thet could easily pass for MCT programs.
Two other states, Ohio and Vermont, have implemented competency~
baged education programs that would be closely sligned with MCT
programs.

Thirty of the responding states indicated that they had im-
Plemented MCT programs. Figure 1 (p. 32) presents a list of
those states indicating that they have MCT programs,

There is considerable variety in statewide assessment pro-
grans as defined by these statcs. The following examples of MCT
programs are illustrative of the range of testing practices among
the ststes. Texas, for exanple, hus a legialatively mandated
program. The state department worked with an outside cortractor,
Instructional Objectives Exchange, to develop tests in reading,

mathematics, and writing for grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9 and 11. The
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Figure 1. States Indicsting that thez had Statewide MCT
Programs, 1986-1987

1. Alabama 11. Louisiana 21. New Mexicoe

2. Arkansas 12, Maine 22. New York

3. California 13. Maryland 23. North Carolina
4., Connecticut 14. Massachusetts 24, Oregon

5. Georgia 15. Michigan 25. Pennsylvania
6. Hawaii 16. Mississippi 26. South Carclina
7. Idaho 17. Missouri 27. Tennessee

8. Indiana 18. Nebraska 28. Texas

9. Kansas 19. Nevada 29, Viriginia
10. Kentucky 20. New Jersey 30. Wisconsin

*47 states responded to the survey

grade 11 test is a requirement for high school graduation, It
can be taken twice a year during grades 11 and 12.

North Carolina has a legislated gtatewide MCT program. A
grade 11 test was mandated in 1978 as a graduation requirement.
A purchased standardized test is used; it can be retaken up to
five times prior to graduation. 1In 1983 (and again in 1985) the
state legislature mandated competency testing at grades 3, 6, and
8 in reading, mathematics and language, as wvell as end-of-course
testing in biology, algebra, and history at the secondary level.

These tests are being developed by the state department of pubiic

instruction using gtate educators for item writing.




Migsouri uges a state~developed life skills proficiency test
given initially in grade 8, The test is not used as a graduation
requirement. However, students cannot receive credit for ninth
grade courses in areas covered on the proficiency test chat they
have not passed. The areas tested are reading/language arts,
mathematics, and government/economics. Through legislative ac~
tion in 1985, state tests were made available for grades 3, 6, 8,
and 10 in English, reading and language arts, and grades 2, 4, 5,
7, and 9 in science, social studies, civics and nathematics,

Michigan has a custom-developed state assessment program
(D. L. Donovan, personal communication, August 1986). The
Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) was first
established in the 1969-1970 school year. It became an’
objective-referenced assessment in 1973-1974, and new objectives
and tests were introduced in 1980-1981. The MEAP ig a statewide
assessment program in reading and mathematics for all studentsg
with other content areas covered on tests used with a gample of
students, Test administration is done in the fall at grades 4,
7, and 10. The MEAP materials emphasize that the test results can
be uged to assess individual and program strengths and weskness-
es. The program notes that only some of the objectives in a
curricular avea are covered on the test and that the state-estab-
lished criteria may be inappropriate for a particular program or
student, Numerous reports, ranging from individual student data
to the status of education in the state, are provided (Michigan

State Board of Education, 1985).
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Characteristics of State MCT Programs

Table 1 (pp. 36, 37) conteins 2 summary of the demographic
information on state MCT programs. It can be seen from the table
that the majority (64%) of the responding states have statewide
MCT programs. Two-thirds of the programs have been initiated by
state legislatu¥el. and most of the remaining programs were gen-
erated by state education agencies. Over half (56%) of the pro-
gréms were initiated prior to 1980; another 20% were started be-
tween 1980 and 1982; and 23% wvere initiated from 1983 to 1985. No
new MCT programs were begun during 1986. The most frequent grade
levels tested are grade 3 (57%), grade 6 (43%), ;nd grades 8 and
9 (47% each). Of those gtates having statewide MCT programs, 60%
require that the tests be used as a graduation requirement.

This represents one third of all the states. Typically, states
using the tests for graduation have no limits on how many times
students can take the test, but a few states have set limits on
the number of retakes (eg., from 3 to 5). The most common
areas tested on the competency tests are mathematics (100%),
reading (100%), and writing (60%). emediation of students
failing the test is required by over two thirds of the states
that have MCT programs. In the majority of the gtates, the tests
have been developed by the state educational agencies, although
about one third of the states use outside contractors, and one
£ifth of the states purchase the tests.

Half the states that have statewide MCT programs indicated

that they had modified the basic curriculum as a result of exper-

iences with the prog- 3. The curricular areas modified were




reading (9 states), mathematics (9 states), vriting (6 states),
language arts/English (3 states), social studies (1 state),
listening (1 state), and general basic skills (1 state). Five
states said that changes have heen made in curriculum at the
local level. One state said that it waz too early to know if
curriculum would be affected; one state indicated that it had no
data, but that any changes made would be at the local level; and
six states reported that no changes had been made but indicated
that the tests were designed to assess already established state-

specified curriculum,
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Table 1. Cheracteristice of Srete NCT Pregrons

VARIABLE CATEGORY FREQUENCY®  PERCENT RESPOMDINGS PERCENT of TOTAL#*

Stetes Stetes Responding with Competency Testing 30 64 60
States Responding with no Compstency 17 36 34

{n = 50) Testing
Non-Respondents with Competency Testing 1 2

Non-Respondents with No-Compteniy Testing 2 4

Initistor of Competency Stete Rducetion Agency / Bosrd 12 25
Testing Progrea Gevernor 2 4
Legielaturs 20 42

{n = 30)

Year Compatency Testing 1969
?rogram Adopted 1970
1971

1972

i = 30) 1973
1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1902

198

1984

1985

1986

[
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Grede Levels Tested 2

[ ]
12
36
15
21
28
17
29
29
10 23
11 17
12 4
Locel Upifon 4

(¥ = 30)
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*Mumbefs mey totsl to othetr then 100% dus to rounding errore, sultiple clesuificetions ond miseing dete.
fNumbare in parenthesss ( ) fndicate updetes in legisletion/regulstions
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Table 1. Characteristice of Srste MCY Programe {cont {nued)

VARIABLEZ CATEGORY FREQUENCY#  PERCENT RESPONDING® PERCENT of TOTAL®
Tests used for Stete Requirement 16 53 34
Gradustion Locel Requirement 2 7 4
Locsl Option 1 3 2
[ = 30) 12 4 25
If Cradustion Require- 0 0 0 —_—
sent, Nusber of Times 3 0 0 -—
Test can be Retaken 2 0 0 —
3 1 L] -
(v = 18) 4 2 11 —_
3 3 17 —
No Lia{it 12 67 -
Content Aress Tested Career Development / Avsreness 1 3 2
Heslth 1 3 2
(n = 30) Lenguage Arte / English 14 &7 29
Life skille 2 7 4
Listening / Speaking 4 13 8
Methematics 30 1L 63
Resding 30 100 63
Problem Solving 1 3 2
Reference/Study Skills 4 13 8
Science 8 27 17
Socisl Studies/Government/Economics 8 27 17
Spelling 2 7 4
Writing 18 60 38
Remedistion for Stste Requirement 20 72 42
Failing Students Locsl Option 2 7 4
[N = 28) No 6 21 -
{eisaing = 2)
Developer of the Stste Bducetionsl Agency 17 &9 36
State Competency Test (s} Outeide Contractor 11 37 yX]
Purchssed Tests Uged 6 21 13
% = 29) Locslly Developed 2 7 4
{eissing = 1} Stste University 3 10 6

* Nusbers msy totsl to other than 100X due to rounding errors
f Nusbers in psrentheses ( ) indicste updetes

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Cost Information

State spending on testing ranged from no allocation to over
$3,000,000 per year (see Table 2, p. 39). The majority of states
either spent less than $200,000 or between $1,000,000 and
$2,000,000. The per student cost for agsessment in most states
vas betwveen $1.00 and $5.00, with an average of $3.31. Care
needs to be taken when interpreting cost information because
states that conduct statewide "gampling" spend considerably more
per student assessed (not per capita student in the state) than
do states testing all students. Also, cost data do not include
many interrelated expenditures such as costs of remediation.

Overall, these data indicate that annually over $30,000,000 is

'spent by states that assess more than 9,000,000 students.

The cost data were broken down for states that had statewide
competency testing only, standardized testing only, and both
types of assessment programs (see Table 3, p. 39). It can be
seen that states using either type of program (but not both)
spend slightly less than $3.00 per student annually while states

using both types of programs spend over 50% more, exceeding $4.50

per student annually.




Teble 2. State Spending Levels on Testing (1984-1983)

Stats Spending Frequency Parcent Cost per Studem: Fraquency Percent
. (in thousands) Assessod
Ovar $3,000 1 3 Over $10.00 ] 14
M $2.001 - $3,000 3 8 $5.01 - $10.00 3 14
$1.001 ~ $2,000 7 19 $4.01 - 8§ 5,00 3 9
$ 801 - $1,000 4 11 $3.01 - $ 4.00 4 11
$ 601 -8 800 2- H $2.01 ~ $ 3,00 6 17
$ &01-8 500 1 3 $1.01 - $ 2.00 H 14
$ 201 -8 400 H 14 $0.01 ~ $ 1,00 1 3
$ 1-8 200 7 19 0.00 6 17
$ 0 7 19
Total Expenditures: Totsl Students Asgessed: Expenditure per Student: ¥o. Statas:
$30,779,000 9,297,000 331 38

Table 3. Stste Testing Expeaditures by Type of Testing Prograa® (1984-1985)

Mmber of Avarage Expenditurs Standsrd
Type of Teeting Program States per Student Agssesed Devistion
Competency tasting culy 7 $2.8% 1.8
Standardized testing oaly H $2.74 1.39
Both typee of programs 12 $4.59 3.19

'Sn:n with othsr types of ssaeesmenr Programs (including stste-wide student sampling) were
not used in these cslculstions

39

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




‘x

Summary and Implications
Summary
During the past 20 years there have been over 1,000 refer-
enced articles, papers, and reports written on minimum competency

testing for students. The most common documents have been posi-

‘tion papers and state-specific descriptive reports. Little

empirical research has been presented. Nonetheless, the majority

of states have forged shead, implementing minimum competency

testing as an assessment of student achievement for the purposes
of remediation and high school graduation. Since the earliest
program was implemented in the 1960s, the state MCT movement has
continually gained momentum with new ctates added almost every
year through the 19708 and early 1980s.

There are some things known about minimum competency testing
and its relation to schooling:

. American public schools have done a credible job of teaching
students the fundamental skills in language arts, mathemat-
ics, and social science, but have been less successful in
teaching higher-order thinking and problem-solving skills.

. State minimum competency testing has provided a mechanism
for many state departments of education to exercise greater
control over curriculum than has been practiced in the past.

. The majority of states have implemented MCT programe. There
is little gimilarity among the state programs. The common~
alities that can be noted among the majority of programs are

as follows:

- Passing of a minimum competency test is required for a
student to receive a high school diploma.

=~ Minimum competency tests are administered at both ele-
mentary and secondary levels for the diagnosis of stu-
dent deficiencies; students failing the test are to
be provided remediation.
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= Minimum competency tests are adninigtered in the areas
of reading, mathematics, and writing; however, the defi-
nitions of the skills to be tested within these areas
vary from fundamental, basic essential skills to life
skills,

= Remediation efforts and procedures differ widely, and

the benefits of remediation efforts may vary according
to the race of students or their handicapping condi-
tions,

The survey data indicate that the majority of states are now
using statewide MCT Programs and that for most of these states
the testing program is required by legislative mandate. State-
wide MCT programs were implemented us early as 1969, and new
states were added to the list every year thorugh 1985, The pri~
mary areas of testing are reading, mathematics, and writing, with
testing most commonly implemented at grades 3, 6, 8, and 9.

State MCT programs have become a major business with
wmillions of dollars spent directly on testing each year. States
that use both standarized testing and MCT spend over 50% more
than states using only one of these types of testing. This
Suggests that when states implement a second type of testing,
the new testing is in addition to the existing testing program
and does not supplant previous testing,

It ig clear that in monitoring statewide developments in
testing, researchers must carefully define terms such as state-
wide competency programs, statewide MCT, standardized testing,
and statewide educational assessment. Differences in the data

reported in this area may reflect differences in definitions of

these terms.
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Implications

In the first part of this report 10 major policy issues were
identified. .These issues serve to underscore the uncertainty
associated with minimum competency teating. If the current trend
continues, by 1990 five or six of the nineteen states not having
MCT programs might be expected to initiate such programs, and
one third of the states having MCT programs will upgrade or modi-
fy their programs. What then are the primary implications of
these developments for state policymakers?

1. State policymakers should determine the primary purpose for
8 MCT program.

MCT programs m-, have several different purposes. For
example, a minimum competency test can be implemented as a
graduation requirement to restore public confidence in pub~-
lic schools. A second purpose for elementary or secondary
mininmum competency testing programs is to diagnose student
deficiences on the assumption that the public schools are
failing to provide adequate basic skills educzation. A MCT
program may also be initiated to focus on higher-order
thinking skills, such as those assessed on the SAT or ACT
examinations. A fourth purpose is to provide the state
department of education with information to assure equity
among the gtate's school districts. Before a MCT program is
initiated or modified, the actual purpose of the program
should be identified so that the program design can be tar-

geted to specific needs.
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State policymakers should support research on the effective-
ness of MCT programs.

The MCT movement has L:zen a reactionary movement de-
signed to confront perceived problems in American education.
Many different MCT programs have been implemented. To date
there has been little resesrch available to guide future de-~
cision making. The policy issues listed in the first sec~
tion focus on many of the central questions that need to be
addressed now that there have Leen geveral years of experi-
ence with MCT programs. Many of these questions will re~-

quire multi-~state cooperation in research efforts,

State policymakers should examine potential duplication of

————

efforts associated with MCT programs.

More than thr:e fifths of the states have developed

MCT programs. In these states, local and sgtate educators
are handling the writing of behavioral objectives and other
curriculum materials. Remediation programs are being devel-
oped and test items are being vritten, edited, and formed
into test booklets. A number of new consultant and computer
tirms have entered the test development and scoring business
as well., Many commercial test publishers are producing cus~
tomized tests, and state universities are providing item
development services. Currently, there is little sharing of
information among the states. Most states are independently
developing their own MCT programs. Time and money are wa-
sted by state governments who duplicate efforts that have
been completed in other states. This problem ghould be ad-

dressed,
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The attention currently focused on gtatewide minimum
competency testing for students ie indicative of the renewed
recognitioﬁ by state policymakers that ¢he state government is
responsible for public education. The establishment of a uniform
set of competencies and & single assessment strategy necessitates
shifting many curriculum decisions from local districts to the
state level. This increasing centralization of decisionmaking

in terms of student competencies has significant implications for
state school support schemes as well as state regulatory
activities.

Whether MCT programs will have primarily a positive or
negative impact on students and public education remains the
subject of considerable debate. But regardless of the merits of
such programs, most schools and students geem destined to be
affected by them. Given the general disenchentment with public
education and the demands for "results" in return for tax
dollars, the establishment of proficiency standards for students
has been viewed by many as a means of targeting educational
efforts on producing mesasurabie outcomes. Serious congideration
needs to be given to the policy issues raised in this paper for
MCT programs to meet their asserted objective of assuring that
students in public schools are mastering basic academic skills
and that schools are accountable for providing all students an

adequate education.
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Section II
State Practices in Minimmm Competency Testing for Students
State-by-Statc Data
The preceeding section provides an overview of survey data

on the current status of state minimum competency practices.
This section presents specific information on MCT programs in
each state. State-by-state information is teken from the 1986
survey in which 47 of the 50 states responded (information about
the state of Florida has been adapted from Trubek and Patterson,
1986). The state summaries address whether a state has a gtate-

wide MCT program and, if it does, who initiated the program and

.when the program was adopted. Other areas surveyed include the

grade level(s) and subject areas tested; whether the minimum
Competency test is a graduation requirement and, if it is, how
many times the test can be retaken; and who developed the test.
Also, contact persons for each state are given in the event that

additional information is desired,
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Missiseimpil Legisleture | 1982 | 11 | Yes, omly | Meenct | Ondercon~ | Meeding | Contacts Docthey Mooce )
! I i | funceional | been set | tract vith | Mthemetics |  Buresu of ASsessmant
I I 1 | Ltocacy | by State | Metimal Con-f Writing |  Suate Dept, of Educ.

’ ! 1 ! | poction of | Board | pec Systas! Commication]  Jacksem, 1§ 1903
t 1 | I tes | | - teme it | 1
, t ! 1 ' i | speeifioations I
| ' I 305, 8| Quck M8, | —mwee— | dovaloped by | Resding |
! I | | i | looal educe- | Methemstics |
I I i b I ! tors | Commiastsan!

Msssurs | State Depe. | 1979 | 8 | Noy cwmet | Pall wnd | Stave Depe. | Mesding/ | Comtact:
| of tducaciont I | obvain | Spring | of Bivontisn,| Languege Arts) Jums L. Piredebech
I t l | crodiz for | | uaing losal | Methamstics |  Dept. of Elam & Sec
' ! I I courses 1a | | adacaters andi Geverrmem/ | osscien
i I | | grades 9 1al | university | Commemics ! 2.0. 3ox 480
| I i | acess tafd-i | tooulty | | Jetfersen city, 10 65102
| ' ! ledenthe | I | §

! I { | MY vese. | $ ! | The SEST test hes 1) abj.

. 1 i i | i I I | 1a each of the 3 aress.
| Legislacure 1 1585 | 3, 6, 8, | Oheck M3, | | state Dept. | Engliss/ | There are 10 cvjectives
f § {10 1 i | of tdusation | nesding/ | tested o the local lewel;
$ | I ] ! | & Univecnicy | Lanquage Asts| foses of the tast is an
! { I i 1 ! of Misseuci~ | | Life Sxills.
| | [ 3 6, 5 | Cwek res, | I Columpia | Sciance I
| | 17,9 f ] ! lmmmuwufﬂ
| 1 1 1 ! | { Civice ! these studanes vie d» not
! [ | [ ! | | Mathematics | pass the teet.

Mantare | Mone I ] | i | 1 | Canease: Rey Shaskleferd
| 1 ] i | i I ! Deputy Superimtendent
| | ! ! | | t f Office of Pblic Inecr.
1 | I 1 I I ) | e Capital
! I I f I I i | salws, Mr 59630
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ACTION

| GADITION | TDES CW
INITIATID BYIACOPTED| LIVIL.(S) | FOQUINRENC| O ACIARKIN | CEVIICSTD BY | ANEAS TINTYD

Nebrasks

| State Dege. | 1976 | Deyinningl Mo
of Bucationi

Ivith geade!
13 wmil |

| sasgery |

{ No Limit

suate [opt. | Meading
of Bducstion | weiting

| Contact: Sugh A Mclan
{ State Dwpe. of Bduc.
! 301 Cenzennial Mall §$.
{ 2.0. Box 949897

t Lincoln, 18 68509

!

| The Nebcaske-Assesteunt

| Battery of Lssential Skills
| (-ASE) conaists of 12

| qoal oriented emaccises for
| vhich students demaretrate
| 1000 mastery. Teschers are
| to adainistar the teses

| vhwen studarts sre consider-
| od coady to take thume

! notmally, testing vill

| start in the 5th grade and
| all tests mastered as socn
| as possible.

179

3, 69

Scteaning |

Yeos

State Dept. | Meading
of Bducetion | Methemetics
 Nevacs Aigh| Writing
schoal Pro- |
ticiency tumi

]

1

]

| Contact: George Bsrmes

! State Dmpe. of tduc.
! 400 Wee Ring

| Carmon City, W 89720

Remedial study {3 provided
for students failing the
| exmminacion.

stanford Achievesart Test
{ usad for asesssment at
qrades ] and €.

Students sey be passed 1f
they fatl the grade 3, 6 ot
9 proficiancy tests; hx,

| ressdistion mme De provid~
od. Studants cannot qrad-
uste until they pass the
grade 11 tese,
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MG I YOR | SR | GRNTION | TS O | 1 1
ST mmmlmml-wxnnIIMImulmml NS
How Xne I | I I | ! | Contact: James V. Cacr
Pamphire | | ! | 1 | | Vos, Quid. Consultane
1 i ! 1 1 I ! State Dage. of Educ,
| l i i ! 1 | 101 Flessent Street
§ | ' | | f | Conoeed, W 03301
f ! ! i | | |
[ [ i [ I 1 | Propossl sade to SRate
[ { [ { | ] | Sossd of Bdussticn from an
1 [ | I i [ | Mvisocy Committee thet a
1 ! { t 1 ! | state=vide testing progean
! ! I | 1 1 | aseese students esch fal)
| ! ! { ! [ | in geades 4, 8, and 30,
Now Jersey | Legislatuce | 1978 | 8 | Yes | Menally | 278 (79=79) | hesding | Concace: Cacl Jobneen
| 1 ] 1 ! | rethamatios | 223 Wast Stats Serest
! [ ] i ] § i Tragon, K 00625
! | { [ [ MES (00-84) | Pesding !
[ ! ! [ ! | rathammtiss | hamedistion previded fec
| | 1 { | odied 63-84 | Wriving | students wbo do not pess
! i [ | { [ (called MI8) | the ceet.
| ! [ [ ! [ {
| { [ | [ 'C8 (84 ) | Resding | Writing vas added in 1983~
! ! [ | I | Mathamatics | 1964 as & new, sore diff1-
! ] 1 i I i ¥riting | cult tast vas developed;
l 1 ! | ! | {called M¥T) ! commercial standsrdised
I 1 ) f f 1 i tests are used by dimrices
1 1 i i ] ! | for testing in geades J=6.
I | | [ | ] f
i | ! f f H | M8 test gradustion re~
! ! | 1 ! [ | qicement; RSPT graduation
1 { 1 | | f | roquiremenc 1909 class.

55




I ATION | YEAR | GRACE

| GRADTATION | TDMES QO |

| DTTUCED SYIADCPTED! LIVEL(S) | REQUTADMDIN! IR METAKEM | DEVEICPLD BY | ARDAS TISTYD |

| Seate Domed | 1977 | 10

| of Educstian! !
! i l
! ! f
| I l
l 1 )
! ! !
| J |
| Leginlature | 1966 | 10 - 11
! ! t
l I l
t l {
! ! !
1 { |

| Yem, for
1 1989-199%0
| class

{ ® Limje

| of Bducation | Methesstics |

| Reeding i
| Lanyege Asts|
| Science !
| Sooial Studies
| Cageer Aare~|
[ l
! !
| Rasding I

| of Bducation | Bglish |

| Mathemgtics |
| Sciance l
| Secial set, |
! I

! I I

f | [ S
l ! f

! I !

| I !

l l |

I I I

l I I

{ | tJand §
I ! I

I i s
1 I 1

I | t

{ i {

J tises per! State Dege of! Methematics |

3 tises per! Stats Dege of| Writing I

{ {
I !
| Reeding I

i ]
1 Resding (O}
| rathematics |
1 Weiting |
i 1

64

Contacks Judith Peis /

Hea/Sec Dapt of LA
Sas Pe, M $7301

Districes mu provide ree
Bedistion st district ex~
pwree for studnes failing
the proticlescy test,

Disrices swy retain stud-
ems for no sore than cne
your in groades K-4 vhe &
ot master recuired akills.

Contact: ¥inser Lott
Stage Duc, Dapt.
Albary, & 12234

Masudiation is provided for
studernts fatling ay of the

Testing is required in both
Rilic and norpublic

Campatancy test requiremant
ney be setisfied by taking
the Aegants Cxminstions 1n
english and sethewstics,
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| ACTION | YEAR | GRADT | CRADMMSICE | TUES O i !

STAC lmnumvmu)lMuquMﬂlmmt S, - v

‘oreh | Legislature | 1978 | 10 i Yes [} | State Depart~l Meading | Contact:

Catolina | i ! ! { | m of M~ | mathemstics | Willia 3. Beowm, Je.
t ! t t I I lic Instrue= | writing ! =
1 [ I { 1 | tion with | ! 317 Nest Jores Street
{ ' ! 1 1 | amside cone | ! Mleigh, X 2761
[ | I | 1 | tractors [ |
i f { i ! f i | remsdistion provided for
! { | f ] f [ | students vhe fail the test.
) 11983 | 3,6 61 Grade | wewe—me= | State Depart~! Meeding f
i ! ! { Promotion | | st of R~ | Mathematics | The K testing program i
! { | | Optional | | lic Instruc~ | Langusge | cludes testing in grades 1,
I { { { f | tion using | 1 30 3, 6 8 uvsine the OO
| 1 ! I ! | XC adcetocs | | cbjecive-viermced aci-
! { f i I I | | ence a0’ social studies
1 { 1 ! ! | ! | tanks ot grades 3, § and §;
| ! { 1 ! I 1 ! end-of-coucse tests for
1 1 ! ! 1 1 [ | biology, algedra and his-
I | } 1 i I | | torys and the compstency
i ! 1 ! { ! { | test st grade 10,

North ! None l { ! f 1 l { Contact: Charles Dehmmer

Dakoca { ! t t ! 1 t I Asst. Dir. Curr & YoM
| 1 I | ! 1 { ! Ospest of WD Instru,
1 [ 1 t ! ! 1 ! State Capitol
{ { | 1 | i f | Simmrck, MO 58308
i ! 1 { 1 I | !
| ! { I { i ! ! Accreditation tequices
1 t ! { I ! ! | districts to (plevant
t t ! f 1 | I ! elemancary and secondary
! I 1 ! ! 1 ! | testing pcograms; grade
i | | ! t [ ! ! levels recoamencied are 2,
] 1 t [ ! 1 1 15,7, 9 and 11 wsing either
I 1 i 1 t 1 t | the S8 and ITEID published
! 1 1 f t I 1 | by SM or the ITES and TAP
I I 1 i { 1 t | publisned by Riversids.

—
s7 b9




tee | oee
DMITIATED 8YIADOPTED! LIVEL(S) | MEDDENT! 3 NCIAKIN | DEVELOPED §Y

| Ceapemevess |

¢l

| Contact: Mary J. Poston

| o 1003

I €3 South Frome Sreet
I Colusbus, CB 43213

|

| hpil pecfocsmnce cbjective
| o8 ase t0 be established at
« the locsl level for Bnglish
| carposition, ssthestics,
| and cesding. Periodic

| assesemunt is to be doms ot
| the local lewel, including
| testing ot least onoe in
Imld.mH'Nk
| grades =11, Incetvention
+ shall be provided scoording)
| to pupil neads.

Klaboms

! Cantsce: John M. Polks

I Kate Supstincendent
| State Dege. of tduc.

! 2500 Morth Linoaln 31wd
{ Oklahcmm City, X

! 731054599

!

| 1n 1983, the legislature

| estanlished & statewide

! progzam calling for stand~
| ardised testing in grades
13,7 and 10, The Metro-
| politan Achievemwnt Test,
| rorm M, (uBlished Dy Pey-
| chological Corpozation has
| been adopted, Aress tested)
| are comding, Lawusge arts,
| seience, sethemstics, and
| segial studfes.

Otegon

| Contasx:

!

| SRate roquizesat thae

| local districes aseess scu~
| dent competenciss with lon-
| ally determured devices.
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| MKTIOR | TRAR | GADE | CRADUMTION | TDNRS CAN | | |

T ImulmlM(IHWIIMIMHIMWI crenes

Pevwylvania Governer | 1984 13,5, 8 | ! | ¥A Stees Dant! Resting | Contact: Jemas Sertacy
| Legislature | | { I | of Bducation | methematics | Cepart. of Bduc,

‘ | | ] ! } | vith ] ] 333 macket Strest
I ! I ! i | ocontzactor | [ mrristury, M
[ 1 I { { | assistance | ! 17126-0333
4 f I | { ! [ I l

| ! 1 ! i i ! | The Penneylvania Test foc
! ! [ I I ! 1 | Zssential Learning and
i 1 ] 1 i ! { | Litaracy ills (THLLS) (s
| i [ | [ I I | used as m early varning
! 1 ) ! 1 { 1 ! signal foc students falling
l [ [ I { I { | below minisml scospted
| 1 ! { { 1 [} | standacds. ODeficiency on
[ I 1 I ! I | | the tests trigeers siate~
[ I | 1 1 1 I | sandated, state-finded co-
| { § ! I ! i | medial programs.

Mhods | Mone I { ! [ [ 1 | Contace:

Island 1 I } t i 1 1 ! James ?. Zaron
t 1 t ! 1 ! I 1 12 Nays Strest
t t 1 1 1 t 1 1 Providence. XX 02908
! { I { ] 1 [ {
I 1 1 ! 1 ! ! | Basic skills assesmmmnt
1 ! ! 1 } ! ! | st state level using the
! | ) ! t I I | W2 for samples of students|
1 1 | ! 1 1 I I in grades 3, 6. 8, & 10.
i t 1 ! 1 I t 1
t ! t 1 I ! ! | Yealth knovledos sssssmnt
! ! t t i t ! | and physical fitness tese-
[ | 1 I { I ! 1 ing also ace done at grades
! 1 1 [ ! ! i 13,6, 8 and 10,

]
[\
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I ACTION | YEAR | GRADE | GRADUATION | TDMES CAM | ! 1
e | DECTIATED BYIADCPTID! LIVIX(S) | NSQUIRDENT! 38 RETAKEN | DEVEICRED SY | AREAS TZSTHD | coes
Samh | legislstoro |17 | 10 | Yes | Geade 11 -1l I andthe | Mesdiny | Contacts Paul D, Sandifer
Carolina | I | 1{in 1909-%0} | Crade 12 -2! Xate Dgx. | Methemstics | 1429 Senats Stresc
| | 1 | { | | Writing ! Colusbia, C 25201 '
I { 11, 2, 3, | Qwext Ra. | ! I I
I | 168 | | | { | remndiation is provided for
{ 1 l l l ! l | students failing the tests. X
[ I { I I I | !
| | ! ! | ! | | The Sasic kills Assesmment
[ 1 1 1 I i [ | Program is based on € reed~
! [ ! ! 1 ! i 1 iy, S weiting and S nath
i ! i { 1 i ! | amstics (16 total) object~
| ! ! ! I 1 I | ives comon actoss grade
! I i I | ! i | leval. M grodes 1. 2, 3,
! ! | i | { | 1 6 and 8, ¢ miltiple=choice
t ! 1 1 } 1 1 ! itews ate used to ssasure
1 f ! 1 i | I | esch abjective: at grade
! 1 | { { { f | 10, 10 itams per objective
! i l i 1 | | | age used. roc the vriting
1 f | ! 1 | ! | test, students must veite al
| ! 1 ! f ! 1 | peragraph vhich is Molime
1 ! ! | | ! { | ically sooced using a &
] i i 1 | | { | point cubcic. Geade 1
! 1 ! ! | § i | stdents also taks 8 readi-
! f ! t i | { | nese test.
South { None i I ! i ! I | Contact: Dianne Knox
Oakota | | I I f ! | 1 Division of zducation
I 1 ] i ] ! i Enetp 8ldq.
! i ! | | 1 | 1 700 Moreh Illinois
I ! I ! i ! t ! Pierze, O 37301
i H ! { 1 ! | {
! 1 t t I | ! ! The State Boacd of Sducation -
| ! | ! | [ i | has astablished testing
! ! 1 ! 1 | 1 | policy. The Stmford Ach-
! ! i I i i ! | 1evemant Test and Otis-
I | i ! H | | | Lennan School ADility Test
I | ! { | 1 ' | ate administered in qtades
i | ! ! ! ! I 1 4, 8, and 11 the Differ- i
! ! 1 ! ! 1 | | ential Aptitude Test and
! ! ! ! I 1 i ! the Ohic Vocational Inter- |
| | ! ! { ! f ' o8t Survey are adainis sred ! |
' | i | ! H ! | in grades 9 - 12,




| ACTION C I YEAR | GMDE | CRADUATION | TDMES CAXM | I !
STATE ! IGTIATID SYINCPTED! LIVIE.(S) | REUTADEDM| SE NETAREN | CRVELOFED WY | ANDAS TENTYD | aowors
Tenessre | Loegisisture | 1581 | 9 I Yes 1 | State fopt. | Lancusge Arts| Contact: Sars Strouss )
! 1 1 ! ! | of Sducation | Methemcics | 1150 Menzler Aced
¢ ! ] I I I ! ! ! mewille, T8 17210
! Governor 11986 13, 6, 8 | Check Pes. | ———— | Sace fepe. | Meading f
R ! ! 1 1 [ | of ducatien | Methamatics | The grade 9 minisum come
| ! ! ! | ! i | petency test ass...e
1 1 12,35 7 | Ceck 8, | ———— | Stanfecd Ache] Reading | achisvemant on SO besic
1 t 1 1 1 | tevenart Test| Aathemstics | skill cbjectives fo¢ high
1 1 1 } i 1 | tangusge | schoel pro€iciency.
i 1 [ I ! [ i Science !
i ! ' 1 1 1 | Sectal Studies
] 1 ! ! ! I | Lisening |
1 ! t 1 1 1 t !
i 11965 1 9,12 !Check s | ——— | Sandford | Mesding 1
1 1 1 ! ! | Test of Ace= | Methewstics |
! ! 1 ! 1 | dmaic skills | English !
! | 1 i 1 ! | Science I
1 ! [ ! ! i | social set |
Tous | Logialatuse | 1988 | 11 1Yo i Twice sach | 10K Assese~ | Meeding | Contaces Kefth L Cruse
] ! ! ] | yoas, | sent Assoc, | Methamstics | Div. of Assessvent
1 1 | { | begirning | | Wrieing | Texss Baue, 2gency
1 i 1 1 | in grade 11| ! ! 1701 oreh Congress Ave
! 1 1 ] 1 1 ! I Austia, Twxas 78701
1 I ll.).S.IMM.I——Im | Teeding ]
| { 17,69 | ! [ | Machavatics | State sendated cemedistimm
1 i 1 I 1 i | Weiting I for students who de not
i H 1 ] ! i | | pase the tests.
1 1 ! i ! 1 1 1
{ ! ! ! ! f ! | Dxit exsmination based on
i ! I ! ! ! { I 10 sathameeics, 10 reading,
| | 1 | 1 | l | and  weiting ohjectives.
1 1 1 1 i | 1 1
i ! 1 1 i 1 ! ' Dijectivesceferenced metery
] i | ! ! ! ! | tess used st qrades 1, 1,
1 1 1 i ! 1 i 1S, Tand 9,
5 ! I | | i I i !
! i 1 ] 1 | ! | Breensive sanuals 1isting
) 1 i 1 1 1 ! | cbjectives and sample test
A ] 1 1 1 i 1 i | icams are proviced se con
| [ | ! i i ’ | grade lew® vd arva.
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ACITION [ YEAR | GWE

| GRADUATION | TTES CAN

STATE nmmmmlmmlmnzmumnlmml conveoas
Ueah Hone t t { I ! | ontacts David £, 1:lson
| ! I I | | | State Office of Dduc.
! | 1 f | | ! 250 Zast 500 stresc
1 { 1 [ t t 1 salt Lake City, U7
! ! 1 ! I ! | un
t ! 1 ! t 1 1
| I | l ! ! | For state sssessment, test
I | ! | | ! | rondon samples of gtade 3 &
t ! 1 ! 1 1 I 11 studemts in sathemetics,
1 [ | | | { | resding, end languege usege
1 1 t ! | | ! using the CI98; also collect
I | | ! I | | data on academic self-con~
! ! 1 ! 1 ! | cepe, setitude tomsed ach~
1 | 1 ! | ! | col, career mmcensss, etc.
Versere None | | | ! { ! | Contacts Virgil mock
t I t 1 | 1 1 Chiet
I 1 i I ! ) | Qureiculum & Instruc.
1 { { { 1 { 1 Kate Dege. of Buc,
! 1 [ ! | ! i Montpalies, VI 05602
I | ! ! | { 1
] [ { 1 [ 1 | Mastety of defined basic
| | | ! | | | competencies is requized
§ | | ! ! i | ond of grade 8 effective
| ! [} 1 { § i 1999 - (reading~S, weiting=
| t ! | | ! I 7, speaking=3, listening=-3,
| | | ! 1 1 | mathemstics=19, and listen-
! t { ! ! { | ing=13). Competencies ace
| ! ! ] | | | sssessed at the local level
1 ! ! ! i ! | by teachers.
Vicginia Departmant | 1978 | 10 | Yes f S I 10 | Reeding | Contact: Harry L. Suth
of Tducacion) ! | | | £T8 | Mathemeeics | Oept of Zducation
f | | | | [ | ?.0. bou &
1 ! { ! { ! ! Richmond, VA 23216-2040
f ! ! | | | |
1 1 t 1 ! ! | Iutially developed by In-
i ! ! i ! ! | structionsl CDjectives Lz~
1 i i ! [ { | change & Scholastic Testing
| 1 i 1 ! ! 1 S¢ -+ seterials now
! | | ! ' | | peopated by Degr of Lduc.
“daghinqeon | 3o Aesponse | ! [ ! 1 t 1

£




ATIN | YOAR | GRADE | GRADUXTION | TTMES CAM | | i
DOTIATID §YIAPTED| LIVEL(S) | MECUZMDMDT! BE RETAKEN | DHVELCPED 5Y | AMGAS TESTDD | coregs

Hone [ ! ! | Contact: Dt. Joe E. Shively;
| Kats Depe. of Bduc.
| Capital Complex
l Bldg. §, Romm D057
1 Qwrleston, W 25303
|
| #ave stndardised stats
| costing peogram using the
| CTB8 ot geades 3, 6, 9 6 12
| and COGKT a2 grades 3 & 9.
[
| Weiting assesmment using
! holistic scoring Ls being
| | isplevanted in grades & and|
| I 10,

| Ospartewnt ol Reeding | Cantact: Tom Sefenek, Dit
| Ablic In= | Methammtics | Buress for Ach Testing
| struction | tanguage Agts| Ospazt. of Ab. Instru.
| devaloped 9 | | 125 Seuth Webster :.
| cames thee | ! "adisen, WI 53707

1 can be used ! |

{ st diserice | | Namedistion is provided foc
| option: tests! | students vho fail teets.

| Ceom other |

I sources clgo | | Students sust be sssessed

| can be used. | | st least onoe at esch of

1 { | the grade levels K = 5, 6 «

| ! S, and 9 - 11, Dismrices
can use items available in
& caputesised ites benk
from O3, The qrade ), 7,
10 tests have been develop-
od from this ftem hank.

Assessmnt 18 s local op~
tion vithin sate gide
lines. Tesks sust reflect
districe’s cuzriculums te=
sults can be used foc qtnu
pramstion or gradustien, o
tescher evalustion. Teach
€8 sey not be discharged,
| disciplined or non-reneved
| based on test cesults.
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ACTTON

| GRACKRTION | TDES CAN
| DITIXCED SYIADCPTLD! LIVEL(S) | MEQUDNDENT| 3E METNGN | EVITCFLD WY | ARTAS TESTID

i3

! I
i |
i I
! !
! I
1 |
! I
! !
I !
! |
i |
i |
i |
! t
! !
1 i
! !
I !
I i
i !
I I

!
1
!
|
!
i
|
|
!
!
i
I
|
|
|

Contact: Alan G, Whweler
Digecetor
Qerwral Programs Onit
State Dagart. of ZAxc.
Rethawy ldy.
Cwyerne, W1 §2002

Based on & 1977 Board of
Zducation policy, districts
have besn teuiced to deve
elop Minimm Competency
Programs (n resding, weit-
ing and compu ing.

Statevide sasesmmant of
volunteer district in reed~
109 and vriting (n grades
4, 8, and 1l using !ADP
done {n 19847 to De repest-
od in science, methematics
and computer in 1906,

72
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