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tion Directors1 Perceptions Regarding a Minimum Competency 

Testing Framework in Texas. Doctor of Education (Educa-

tional Leadership), May, 1985, 112 pp., 32 tables, bibli-

ography, 52 titles. 

The purpose of this study was to determine superinten-

dents' and special education directors' perceptions regarding 

a special education minimum competency testing framework in 

Texas. Additionally, this study attempted to determine a 

relationship between school districts' demographic character-

istics and superintendents' and special education directors' 

perceptions. 

Questionnaires were mailed to a random sample of seventy-

five superintendents, seventy-five special education direc-

tors of single districts and seventy-five special education 

directors of cooperatives in the State of Texas. 

The instrument "Superintendents' and Special Education 

Directors' Perceptions Regarding A Minimum Competency 

Testing Framework in Texas" was divided into two parts, with 

Part I consisting of four questions pertaining to demographic 

data. Part II, items five through fifteen, assessed super-

intendents' and special education directors' perceptions 

regarding special education minimum competency testing. 



Possible responses for these questions ranged from two to 

seven options. 

Chi-Square Tests of Independence were calculated to 

determine the significance among variables. Data were 

analyzed and tables organized with chi-square values, 

degrees of freedom for the particular variable in question 

and significance. 

The conclusions reached in this study were that 53 per-

cent of the superintendents and 59 percent of the special 

education directors of cooperatives wanted minimum competency 

testing for special education students, while 57 percent of 

special education directors of single districts did not want 

special education minimum competency testing. 

In summary, three conclusions, nine specific recommenda-

tions, and six general recommendations for further study were 

made as a result of this study. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES iv 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Statement of the Problem 
Purpose of the Study 
Hypotheses 
Definition of Terms 
Background and Significance of 

the Study 

II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 13 

III. PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND TREATMENT 
OF DATA 35 

Population 
Selection of the Sample Population 
Instrumentation 
Collection of Data 
Analysis of Data 

IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 41 

Hypotheses Investigation 
Interpretation of Data 

V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 94 

Summary 
Findings 
Conclusions 
Recommendations 

APPENDICES 103 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 108 

i n 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

I. States with Regular and Special Education 
Minimum Competency Testing 21 

II. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance of Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Concerning 
Minimum Competency Testing for Special 
Education Students 43 

III. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Concerning 
Grades in Which Special Education 
Minimum Competency Testing Should be 
Conducted 44 

IV. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance of What Percentage of the 
Competencies Should be Mastered for 
Determining A Student Successful 46 

V. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance of How Many Times A Student 
Should be Allowed to Re-Take the Test if 
He or She Fails the MCT on the First 
Trial 47 

VI. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance of What Superintendents 
and Special Education Directors Would 
Do If a Student Were Unsuccessful on 
the MCT and Had Completed Twelve 
Years of School 48 

VII. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Concerning 
Which Handicapping Conditions Should be 
Included in the Minimum Competency 
Program 50 

IV 



Table Page 

VIII. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents 
and Special Education Directors 
Concerning How MCT Should be 
Implemented in Special Education 53 

IX. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Concerning 
Whether the Competencies Missed Each 
Time Should be Targeted on the 
Individual Education Plan the 
Following Year 54 

X. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents 
and Special Education Directors 
Concerning What Should be Done with 
Special Education Students Who Fail MCT . . 56 

XI. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Regarding 
Whether a Special Education Student 
Who Fails the MCT but Is Successful 
in His Pre-Vocational Training Should 
be Allowed to Graduate Through the 
Vocational Program 57 

XII. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Regarding 
What Minimum Standards for Special 
Education Students Should be Based On . . . 59 

XIII. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance Between Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Concerning Whether Special 
Education Minimum Competencies for 
Students' Performance Should be 
Established for School Systems 61 

v 



Table Page 

XIV. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance Between Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Concerning Which Grades 
Special Education Minimum Competency 
Testing Should be Conducted 62 

XV. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Special Education 
Directors Concerning What Percentage 
of the Competencies Should be 
Mastered for Determining a Student 
Successful 63 

XVI. Chi-Square, Degrees of Freedom, and 
Significance of How Many Times a 
Student Should be Allowed to 
Re-Take the Test If He or She 
Fails the MCT on the First Trial 64 

XVII. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance of What Single District 
Special Education Directors and Special 
Education Cooperative Directors Would Do 
If a Student Is Unsuccessful on the MCT 
and Has Completed Twelve Years of School . 66 

XVIII. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Concerning Which 
Handicapping Conditions Should be 
Included in the Minimum Competency 
Program 68 

XIX. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Superintendents and 
Special Education Directors Concerning 
How MCT Should be Implemented in 
Special Education 70 

XX. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 

VI 



Table 

XXI, 

XXII. 

XXIII, 

XXIV. 

Cooperatives Concerning Whether the 
Competencies Missed Each Time Should 
be Targeted on the Individual 
Educational Plan . . . 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Concerning What Should 
be Done with Special Education 
Students Who Fail MCT . . . . 

XXV. 

Chi Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Concerning Whether a 
Special Education Student Who Fails 
the MCT, but Is Successful in His 
Pre-Vocational Training, Should be 
Allowed to Graduate Through the 
Vocational Program 

Chi Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance for Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts and 
Special Education Directors of 
Cooperatives Regarding What Minimum 
Standards for Special Education 
Students Should be Based On . 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Superintendents 
Concerning Special Education Minimum 
Competency Testing Utilizing the 
Variable Average Daily Attendance . 

Cni-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Superintendents 
Concerning Special Education 
Minimum Competency Testing Using 
the Variable Size of School Population 

Page 

72 

73 

75 

76 

78 

79 

v n 



Table 

XXVI, 

XXVII, 

XXVIII, 

XXIX. 

XXX. 

XXXI, 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Superintendents 
Concerning Special Education 
Minimum Competency Testing Using 
the Variable Number of Special 
Education Teachers Employed . . . 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts 
Regarding Special Education Minimum 
Competency Testing Utilizing the 
Variable District Size 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts Regarding 
Special Education Minimum Competency 
Testing Utilizing the Variable Number 
of Students Enrolled in the Special 
Education Program 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Single Districts Utilizing 
the Variable Number of Special Education 
Teachers Employed in the Special 
Education Program . . . . , 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Cooperatives Regarding 
Special Education Minimum Competencies 
for Students' Performance Utilizing the 
Variable ADA of the Cooperative . . . . 

Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Cooperatives Regarding 
Special Education Minimum Competencies 
for Students Enrolled in the Special 
Education Program , 

Vlll 

Page 

81 

83 

85 

87 

89 

90 



Table 
Page 

XXXII. Chi-Square, Degree of Freedom, and 
Significance Among Special Education 
Directors of Cooperatives Regarding 
Special Education Minimum Competency 
Testing Utilizing the Variable Number 
of Special Education Teachers Employed . . 92 

IX 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The development of the minimum competency testing move-

ment in the last ten years was originally a reaction to the 

public concern over test scores indicating declining skills 

of high school graduates. Tax-paying parents have demanded 

more accountability from school systems in teaching children 

and youth to read and write in a proficient manner. As 

minimum competency testing programs have been implemented, 

they have developed into more comprehensive programs, often 

using test data for promotional decisions for all students. 

The state and local programs vary along several dimensions, 

including program goals, competencies assessed, grade levels, 

and provisions for special populations. Texas House Bill 72, 

known popularly as the Texas Education Reform Act of 1984, 

exempts from competency testing students who have a physical 

or mental impairment or a learning disability that would 

prevent mastery of essential elements of basic skills. A 

committee of knowledgeable educators determines whether a 

student is eligible for exemption. 

The issue of inclusion of special education students 

in such testing programs has been affected by federal legis-

lation. Public Law 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped 



Children Act, was enacted in 1975 and assures that handicap-

ped children receive a free appropriate public education. 

An additional federal law, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation 

Act of 1973, prohibits recipients of any federal funds from 

discrimination against handicapped persons solely on the 

basis of a handicap. These two landmark pieces of legislation 

combine to assure the provision of educational and related 

services to all handicapped children, regardless of the 

severity of their handicapping condition. 

Many state and local education agencies award diplomas, 

promote students from grade to grade, and allocate resources 

for compensatory or remedial programs. Special education 

students may not be categorically excluded from funding or 

privileges available to other students as a result of 

classification as students with special needs. Special 

education students also may not be excluded from possible 

long-term improvements in curriculum and instruction which 

may occur from the implementation of a competency—based 

education program. 

As of 1979, approximately forty states had minimum 

competency testing legislation (13). In seventeen states, 

the passage of competency tests is required for high school 

graduation. In other states, local school districts are 

given the option of using the tests as graduation require-

ments, and in some states the tests are used solely to 

identify students' remediation needs (11). In several states, 



such as Florida, proficiency standards are developed at 

the state level, while in others, such as Indiana, com-

petencies as well as assessment criteria are developed 

locally in each school district. 

In Texas, special education students are not required 

to take the Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS). How-

ever, some districts are beginning to use the passing of 

the TABS as a minimum requirement for graduation from high 

school. Goss v. Lopez (8) has indicated that students do 

not have an inherent right to graduate from high school, 

although it is well established that students have a state-

created right to attend school and that right cannot be 

denied without due process of law. All children must be 

given the opportunity to earn a high school diploma, but 

a diploma can be denied if a student does not satisfy the 

requirements. If graduation standards are established, 

they must be uniformly applied to all students receiving 

a diploma. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is to determine the per-

ceptions of Texas school superintendents and special educa-

tion directors regarding special education competency 

testing. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are 

1. to determine whether superintendents and special 

education directors perceive there should be a special educa-

tion minimum competency testing framework in Texas, and 

2. to determine the relationship between school dis-

tricts' demographic characteristics and superintendents' and 

special education directors' perceptions of special educa-

tion minimum competency testing. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purposes of the study, the following 

hypotheses are tested. 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

perceptions of superintendents and special education direc-

tors concerning minimum competency testing in special educa-

tion. 

2. There will be no significant difference between the 

perception of special education directors in single districts 

and directors of cooperatives concerning minimum competency 

testing in special education. 

3. There will be no significant differences in percep-

tion among superintendents regarding their perceptions con-

cerning special education minimum competency testing 

utilizing the variables (a) district size, (b) size of 

special education population, and (c) number of special educa-

tion teachers. 



4. There will be no significant difference in percep-

tion among special education directors of single districts 

regarding special education minimum competency testing 

utilizing variables (a) district size, (b) size of the 

special education population, and (c) number of special 

education teachers. 

5. There will be no significant difference in percep-

tion among special education directors of cooperatives 

regarding special education minimum competency testing of 

special education students utilizing the variables (a) coopera-

tive size, (b) size of the special education population, and 

(c) number of special education teachers. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have restricted meanings and are 

thus defined for this study. 

Individual Educational PIan (IEP).—Individual educa-

tional plan designed for each student which must include 

child's present level of educational performance, annual 

goals, specific special education and related services to be 

provided to the child, dates services will be provided, and 

evaluation procedures. The Individual Educational Plan will 

hereafter be noted as the IEP. 

Minimum Competency Testing (MCT).—Testing for the 

specific purpose of determining whether a student possesses 

certain basic proficiencies in academic areas and in social 



skills or independent living. Minimum Competency Testing 

will hereafter be noted as MCT. 

Single district special education prog ram.—A local 

school district which operates its own special education 

program. 

Special education cooperative.—Entity of local school 

districts of less than 3,000 average daily attendance (ADA) 

each which co-operate their special education programs. 

Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS). Tests given 

in Texas in the third, fifth, and ninth grades designed to 

assess minimum competencies in the basic skills areas 

including reading, mathematics, spelling, and writing. 

Beginning in 1986, grades one, seven, and twelve will be 

added. Texas Assessment of Basic Skills will hereafter be 

noted as TABS. 

Appraisal, Review, and Dismissal Committee (ARD).—Com-

mittee which makes decisions concerning the educational pro-

gram of a student referred for consideration for special 

education (16). 

Background and Significance 
of the Study 

Because of public sentiment aimed at making the schools 

more accountable, individual state legislatures, state 

departments or boards of education, and local school dis-

tricts have responded with accountability laws and educa-

tional policies designed to restore confidence in the public 



schools. Competency tests are basically criterion-referenced 

tests, or tests that attempt to measure a student's perfor-

mance relative to a specified set of behaviors (6). They 

differ from norm-referenced tests in that they do not compare 

student performance relative to an established standard. 

Criterion-referenced tests are linked to objectives actively 

taught from a specified curriculum. Practically speaking, 

criterion-referenced tests are considered to be a fairly 

accurate indication of what is happening in the schools and 

should correlate with the curricular objectives or in Texas, 

the essential elements, that are being taught. 

The withholding of high school diplomas based on the 

results of competency tests have received a great deal of 

notoriety (5). However, MCT programs also provide informa-

tion useful in determining student progress, specific weak-

nesses of individual students, and the overall effectiveness 

of the instructional program (1, 3). 

If competency tests are developed and used for the 

purpose of diagnosis and assessment, they hold great poten-

tial for the education of handicapped students (7, 9). 

Competency-based curriculum coupled with criterion-

referenced or competency tests, will make it possible to 

develop very accurate individualized education programs 

required by The Education for all Handicapped Children Act, 

Public Law 94-142. 
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There are many unresolved technical issues pertaining 

to the administration of competency testing. Federal man-

dates on behalf of handicapped children stipulate that tests 

and other evaluation materials must be validated for the 

specific purpose for which they are used. It would seem 

that competency tests administered to any children would be 

vulnerable to legal challenge if this requirement were not 

met. Educators must substantiate that the MCT relates to 

curriculum objectives and that instruction actually addresses 

such objectives. Content and construct validity must be 

ensured. As Haney and Madaus (10) and Brickell (1) pointed 

out, if tests are designed to measure functional living 

skills and not merely academic skills, data on predictive 

validity must also be gathered. One possible way of improv-

ing test validity might be through the use of simulated 

experiences and other school products (e.g., essays, speeches) 

in conjunction with written tests to assess competence. 

Before any MCT program is implemented, the test validity and 

reliability issues must be addressed adequately. 

There are also criticisms regarding the use of MCT's 

to assess such areas as citizenship and self-concept as well 

as inclusion of issues which might be left to invade personal 

privacy. Students should not be punished for failing a test 

that is purported to assess skills that are unmeasurable or 

that contains value-laden test items (4, 12). 



The most basic components of MCT's should measure those 

achievements which relate to the recognition of one's 

independence, citizenship rights and the fulfillment of 

personal responsibilities. The next logical step would be 

to ask whether minimum competency examinations are adequately 

designed to measure these aspects of the developing adoles-

cent who becomes a semi-skilled or unskilled laborer. In 

this sense, the individual would be meeting at least minimum 

levels of performance associated with the adult role and 

therefore should be expected to pass a minimum competency 

examination. However, if the MCT retains a primary academic 

orientation, expectations for retarded students will be 

significantly lowered (2, 11). 

Another concern pertains to the adequacy of the prepara-

tion period for students who are required to pass a proficiency 

test as a graduation requirement. In the only federal court 

case challenging MCT to date, a federal district court in 

Florida upheld MOT programs but deferred the use of compe-

tency tests as a graduation requirement until students have 

had an adequate period of time to prepare for the tests (5). 

The court rules that four years constituted an appropriate 

phase-in period from the initial implementation of the com-

petency testing program to the time such tests can be used 

as graduation requirements. Anticipating a similar challenge, 

South Carolina included a twelve-year period before MCT 
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could be used as a graduation standard within the state 

(11) • 

At the beginning of the study, the State of Texas did 

not require students to demonstrate basic skills prior to 

graduation. However, many districts were beginning to make 

this requirement a local option. This point lead to the 

current problem: Should special education students be 

included in the assessment of basic skills procedure? If 

special education students were to be included, what com-

pensation should be made for their handicapped conditions? 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Increased interest in the recent decline of competency 

among public school students in the United States, as 

evidenced by standardized test scores, has generated con-

siderable speculation in some states. In others definitive 

action on the part of the MCT movement has defined MCT as 

accountability (23). Advocates of minimum competency test-

ing assert that its use will have effect on students, cur-

riculum development, and teaching and will improve the 

public's perception of schooling. It is claimed to be care-

fully refined into a sophisticated tool for assessment and 

planning, thus becoming capable of greatly increasing the 

quality of education (20). On the other hand, critics of 

minimum competency testing programs contend that (a) basic 

skills have improved anyway, (b) minimum competency testing 

programs are a political, rather than an educational, 

response to the misperception that basic skills are declining, 

(c) the use of minimum competency testing programs provide 

classroom teachers redundant data by re-identifying those 

students who need help with basic skills, (d) available 

alternatives to minimum competency testing programs already 

exist, and (e) technology underlying minimum competency 

13 



14 

testing is not adequate to permit the use of test scores as 

the sole criterion for important decisions about individuals 

(13) . 

Various definitions have been presented for minimum 

competency testing. The following definition by Thurston 

and House encompasses the multiple components. 

Minimum competency testing refers to programs mandated 
by a state or local body which will have the following 
characteristics: (a) all or almost all students of 
tests designed to measure basic academic skills, life, 
or survival skills, or functional literacy; (b) a pass-
ing score or standard for acceptable levels of student 
performance has been established; and (c) test results 
may be used to certify students for grade promotion, 
graduation, or diploma award; to classify students for 
or place students in remedial or other special services; 
or allocate compensatory funds to districts; to evaluate 
or to certify schools or school districts; or to evaluate 
teachers (29, pp. 87-88). 

Logar (12) made two points about this definition. First, it 

is necessary to understand that a competency test measures 

what has been learned or what skills were acquired. It is 

important to understand the difference between a competency 

test, which measures acquired skills and ability or intel-

ligence quotient tests which are designed to measure innate 

ability. This distinction is important because one of the 

major criticisms of competency tests is that they may often 

test for knowledge to which a student has not been exposed 

in school. Second, "basic skills" is not a fixed concept. 

Some school districts interpret the role of competency tests 

to evaluate reading, writing and computation skills, while 

others feel it includes testing for life skills, such as how 
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to get along with others. The purpose for competency test-

ing must be clearly defined by the states. 

Critics as well as advocates of MCT programs generally 

concede that state agencies are empowered to establish 

requirements for grade promotion and high school graduation 

as did the Texas House of Representatives in 1984. Because 

education is among the powers reserved to states under the 

Tenth Amendment, courts have deferred to state and local 

education agencies in establishing standards for pupil per-

formance and in selecting the means to evaluate pupil 

progress (15). 

Legal activity pertaining to MCT mandates may ultimately 

force states to be more precise in articulating objectives 

for public schools and in defining the purpose of a high 

school diploma. This has been addressed in Texas by 

essential elements in State Board of Education Rules for 

Curriculum (27). State and local educational policy-makers 

may be faced with justifying the selection of certain com-

petencies as diploma criteria and providing that these 

particular competencies are in fact prerequisites to success 

in various adult roles. Moreover, student assessment 

strategies are valid measures of what has been taught and 

what should be learned. Legal controversies over MCT man-

dates may nurture a change in traditional judicial deference 

to educators in academic matters. The coming decade may 

witness an increase in judicial activism to assure that 
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academic standards and student evaluation practices are 

indeed fair (15). The use or purpose of competency testing 

is an important concern that should be considered when try-

ing to determine whether handicapped students should be 

included or excluded from test requirements. If the com-

petency testing program is for diagnostic and remedial 

purposes, then handicapped students should be exempt as the 

IEP defines remediation for the handicapped student based 

on diagnostic information. If competency testing is used 

to make graduation and promotion determinations, a formal 

process should be used to determine the appropriate 

participation of each handicapped student. Individual 

determinations regarding each student could be made a part 

of required IEP information and used as a basis for promo-

tion and graduation decisions with all individual determina-

tions being the responsibility of the IEP or ARD planning 

committee (9). 

McCarthy (14) was concerned that many unresolved issues 

exist in implementing minimum competency testing programs, 

particularly if proficiency tests are used with handicapped 

students. With the passage of the Education for All Handi-

capped Children Act of 1975 (22) and Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (21), all handicapped students 

have been assured the right to a free, appropriate public 

education and to receive that education whenever possible 

with nonhandicapped peers. An assumption underlying the 
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right to a free and appropriate public education is that the 

handicapped child will have an opportunity to complete an 

education, graduate, and receive a diploma signifying such 

an achievement (24). Public Law 94—142 (22) mandates 

appropriate provisions for individual differences and as 

Deninger (7) noted, minimum competency testing programs may 

or may not provide for those differences. 

Currently, some states have standardized diploma require-

ments for the nonhandicapped and individualized criteria for 

the handicapped. This double standard raises questions about 

the meaning of a high school education. If a diploma is used 

to signify mastery of individualized objectives (at least 

for some students), this credential loses any universal mean-

ing. Employers and institutions of higher education would 

have to review individual high school transcripts to assess 

academic preparation. Award of a diploma to students who 

have not mastered basic skills might build false expectations 

regarding subsequent employment and educational opportuni-

ties (15) . 

The law is clear that handicapped children cannot be 

denied the opportunity to take a competency test or to 

satisfy other standards attached to the receipt of a high 

school diploma. Litigation indicates, however, that the 

award of a diploma to the handicapped can be conditioned on 

passage of a proficiency test if appropriate accommodations 

and procedural protections are provided. Yet several 
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issues pertaining to the application of MCT mandates to 

handicapped students have not been resolved. Some of these 

issues have implications for the use of MCT requirements 

per se as a prerequisite to receipt of a diploma (15). 

In January, 1983, the Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals 

became the first federal appellate court to address the 

rights of handicapped children when an MCT is used as a 

prerequisite to a high school diploma. In Brookhart v. 

Illinois State Board of Education (3), the appeals court 

found that the Peoria, Illinois, School Board had provided 

handicapped plaintiffs insufficient notice of the MCT require-

ments, but it agreed with the federal district court's con-

clusion that such a requirement does not violate the rights 

of the handicapped under Section 504 (21). The appeals 

court declared that altering the content of the MCT to 

accommodate mental disabilities would constitute a sub-

stantial modification as well as a perversion of the diploma 

requirement. Exhibiting deference to local school authori-

ties in making educational decisions, the court recognized 

that the school district's desire to ensure the value of its 

diploma by requiring graduating students to attain minimal 

skills is admirable (26). 

However, the appellate court held that Section 504 (21) 

entitles physically handicapped students to modifications in 

the test format and environment to ensure the opportunity to 

demonstrate actual knowledge. It approved the district 
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court's instructions that school officials make appropriate 

accommodations in test administration in order to minimize 

the effect of children's physical impairments. Thus, 

Section 504 (21) has been interpreted as protecting handi-

capped children from discrimination in administration of an 

MCT program, or any other testing program for that matter. 

But it does not assure a handicapped child that a diploma 

will be awarded if academic standards have not been satisfied 

(15) . 

It is reasonable to expect that if competency test 

items do not reflect the content and level of instruction 

received by the handicapped student, then the test should 

not be applied with equity as a requirement. A practical 

solution would be to use the same competency test established 

for the nonhandicapped but with varying standards of required 

proficiency for individual students. The basic rationale 

for differential standards is that they support the develop-

ment of special needs and abilities of individual handicapped 

students (16). Proficiency standards established for 

individual handicapped students can be used as a basis for 

deciding if a student has met the prerequisite for high 

school graduation and may receive a diploma (8). 

There has been limited consensus among the several states 

that have mandated competency testing prior to high school 

graduation. Some include handicapped students in competency 

testing programs while others exclude them. Three common 
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practices have emerged: (a) inclusion of all handicapped 

in competency testing programs, (b) exclusion of all handi-

capped from competency testing programs, and (c) selective 

inclusion or exclusion based on the handicapping condition. 

According to the National Association of State Directors 

of Special Education (17), of the twenty-eight states 

that now require competency testing prior to high school 

graduation, six require all or selected categories of 

handicapped students to take the competency test. Eleven 

of the states have not specified whether handicapped students 

are included in or excluded from the competency test require-

ment (8) . 

In a 1983 survey (6), twenty-eight of forty-two states 

who responded have enacted some sort of minimum competency 

legislation for regular students. Sixteen states have 

some form of minimum competency testing for special educa-

tion students. As shown in Table I, these states include 

Alabama, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, 

Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maryland, New Mexico 

(visually handicapped only), North Carolina, Texas, Utah, 

Vermont, and Virginia. In eleven states (Alabama, California, 

Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, Missouri, Nevada, New Jersey, New 

York, North Carolina, and Tennessee), the IEP determined 

whether the special education student took the minimum 

competency test. Whether the student was able to perform 

on the test was determined by the ARD committee and noted on 
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the IEP. Eight states (Arkansas, Indiana, Iowa, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, and West Virginia) 

and the District of Columbia did not have any legislation 

regarding minimum competency testing. Five more states 

(Idaho, Maine, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Wyoming) had 

approved minimum competency testing, but local school boards 

had the option to test. Of the twenty-eight states who had 

some form of legislation requiring minimum competency test-

ing or local option for minimum competency testing, only 

Alabama, New Jersey, and Vermont were still using an 

undifferentiated diploma for all graduates. Sixteen states 

had more than one diploma for graduation: California, 

Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Louisiana, 

Nevada, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, 

Texas, Utah, and Virginia. 

Some educators feel that the minimum competency approach 

contradicts the philosophy that each child is unique, a 

philosophy most schools claim to hold. Bushman (4) cautioned 

that the goal of education should be to help children grow 

and develop to their fullest potential. Education should 

not consist simply of setting minimum standards but rather 

fostering maximum growth for each individual. 

While competency testing cannot be opposed in principle, 

Ewing and Smith (9) feel it is highly questionable in terms 

of practicality and fairness of categorically requiring 

handicapped students to meet the same proficiency requirement 
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as the nonhandicapped. Concern over the issue grows as an 

increasing number of school districts link high school 

graduation to competency test requirements. 

When considering inclusion or exclusion of handicapped 

students in competency testing programs, it is helpful to 

conceptualize two basic groups: (a) handicapped students 

who require modification of the learning environment and 

(b) handicapped students who require a modified curriculum 

and instructional goals (8). For handicapped students who 

basically require a modification of the learning environment, 

curriculum and instructional goals are essentially the same 

as for nonhandicapped students. The same competency test 

and proficiency standards required of nonhandicapped students 

could be used with equity in making determinations regarding 

high school graduation or grade promotion. There might also 

be a need for modification of assessment procedures as 

determined by the nature of the handicapping condition (8). 

Ewing further suggested that for handicapped students requir-

ing a modified curriculum and instructional goals, the educa-

tional program often differs significantly from that of 

their nonhandicapped peers. Handicapped students are 

generally characterized by lower achievement potential with 

instructional goals focusing on lower levels of skill 

development. Modified educational programs are likely to 

result in an inadequate match between the handicapped 

student's program of instruction and the level of item 
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difficulty on competency tests. When educational program 

discrepancies exist, competency tests should not be applied 

equally. One possible approach to dealing with the problem 

would be to use the same competency test established for 

nonhandicapped students but with different standards of 

required proficiency. Individual proficiency standards 

could be used as a basis for deciding whether the student 

has met the prequisite for high school graduation and may 

receive a diploma (8). 

For students who have severe and profound handicaps, 

the educational program is so vastly different from that of 

nonhandicapped peers that students would not begin to 

approach the development of skills needed to participate in 

a regular competency testing program. Total exemption from 

competency test requirements would be appropriate (9). 

In the survey of states who had legislation regarding 

competency testing for special education students (6), the 

following modifications were most frequently mentioned: 

Special equipment—(1) Braille print, (2) Braille ruler, 

(3) Braille paper, (4) large print type, (5) abacus, (6) 

magnifying equipment, (7) templates or graph paper, (8) 

amplification equipment, such as hearing aids, (9) audio 

tapes, and (10) videotapes. Alterations in testing adminis-

tration— (1) revised format, (2) manual communication by 

interpretation, (3) reading test aloud, (4) repeated direc-

tions, (5) using machine to mark answers, (6) having a 
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proctor (or assistant) record answers, and (7) answering 

questions in test booklets (instead of on the answer key). 

Scheduling variations—(1) time extensions, (2) limited 

working sessions with break, (3) work until physical limita-

tions impede the process, and (4) certain times of the day 

preferred. Setting accommodations—(1) privacy assured 

(especially when questions are read aloud), (2) individual-

ized or small group administration, (3) opportunity to work 

in a carrell, (4) seating in front of the group, (5) seating 

with the proctor facing the student, (6) administering the 

test in the student's home, and (7) administering the test 

in the student's special education class. Additional 

accommodations were also possible in many states if the 

student's IEP committee so stipulated. 

Competencies defined for minimum competency testing 

programs and those defined for individually written IEP's 

emanate from different sources and have different rationales 

for development but generally address the same skills and 

knowledge. Some educators advocate development of 

individualized programs that reflect the needs of individual 

children (2, 25). On the other hand, society mandates a 

minimum list of competencies that are expected of persons 

matriculating. There is growing evidence that the majority 

of goals and objectives stated in IEP's for handicapped 

children are based on individualized conceptual framework 
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and are not drawn from any curriculum, scope and sequence 

materials, or state mandated educational goals (18). 

If the IEP process is used as a substitute for the 

minimum competency testing program, it must be assumed that 

the same goals are addressed. Relationships between 

individualized goals for the child and goals for the school 

system would be unclear unless team members were required 

to tie IEP goals to district or state goals. IEP's provide 

a systematic procedure for decision making regarding com-

petency testing of handicapped students which would consider 

both the needs of the student and those of a society which 

demands greater accountability in secondary education (18). 

Some educators feel that a major determinant in the 

outcome of the minimum competency testing program will be 

how it is perceived by students, teachers, parents, and 

administrators (4). Since the teacher is primarily respon-

sible for seeing that the goals of the program are met, it 

follows that teacher support for the goals of the program 

is necessary for its success. Additionally, input from 

these teachers should be included in evaluations of such 

programs since it is the teachers who have first-hand 

opportunity to observe both the gains in achievement as well 

as unanticipated consequences (9). 

Unresolved issues cited by Randall (23) are contained 

in the identification of the content of minimum competencies, 

Data are not available to determine and substantiate 
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competencies currently required to ensure success in various 

adult roles. States may increase their vulnerability to 

educational malpractice suits as certain competencies used 

as diploma requirements cannot be justified. Some states 

require that students be tested only on "school skills" 

or the basic skills of reading, writing, and computation. 

Other states, however, require that an individual be tested 

for social functional capacity and hence have examinations 

that purport to measure life-skills (12). 

Validity of MCT's is a major issue not yet resolved 

(23). It is generally agreed that federal regulations 

require accommodations to ensure that a student's actual 

ability is being assessed. Controversies arise concerning 

the extent of modification and validity of modified test 

instruments. Additionally, if a competency examination is 

to be used statewide, it would appear that all school pro-

grams would need to standardize a substantial portion of 

criteria for eligibility and curricular foundations to 

verify the validity of a state-prescribed test. Under 

federal regulations, tests used in evaluation and placement 

of handicapped children must be validated for the specific 

purpose for which they are used and must be selected and 

administered to accurately reflect aptitudes or achievement 

levels or whatever other factors the test purports to 

measure, rather than reflecting impaired sensory, manual, 

or speaking skills. Although these requirements are 
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directed toward tests used in placing handicapped children 

in instructional programs, it seems that similar assurances 

of validity would be required for examinations used to with-

hold an educational benefit, such as a high school diploma 

for a handicapped student. In Brookhart v. Illinois State 

Board of Education (3), plaintiffs asserted that both Public 

Law 94-142 (23) and Section 504 (21) require tests to be 

validated separately for the handicapped. However, the 

Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals declined to address whether 

proficiency tests in question had been properly validated, 

reasoning that it could decide the case without issuing a 

broad order that might effect the validity of the MCT for 

all handicapped students (15). 

Another issue related to the minimum competency pro-

gram is the belief that general competency tests should not 

be used as individual diagnostic instruments. Appelbaum (1) 

suggested that the minimum competency test is a general 

device used to detect those in need of remediation, neither 

specifying the exact form of remediation needed nor detecting 

specific weaknesses. 

Another major concern cited by Palmer (9) is that test-

ing only minimum competencies might narrow a school s cur-

riculum and, therefore, cause these minimum skills to become 

maximum skills. By testing only basic skills, teachers will 

be required to devote a major proportion of time to teaching 
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these skills, thereby neglecting other necessary subject 

areas, higher level cognitive skills, and the affective 

domain. 

Gallaher and Hall (10) and Carr (5) suggested that 

special educators need to be more aware of public concerns 

for accountability and must begin to relate student progress 

more directly to district or state curricular goals. The 

current IEP process does not allow for provision of data on 

a general basis that describe the status of individuals in 

special education programs in relationship to any common 

frame of reference or relative to nonhandicapped children. 

Such isolationism often contradicts the goal to move chil-

dren across the continum of environments. If all were work-

ing from a common frame of reference such as a single master 

curriculum, it would be easier to move children from special 

to regular classes. Hull, Garvin, and Withey (11) indicated 

that in Vermont all IEP's are written relative to state 

mandated competencies. Texas1 Chapter 75 (27) essential 

elements would suggest the same is true for its special 

education IEP's. This process of individualized educational 

programs recognizes both the right of society to define 

competence and the right of the individual to work at an 

appropriate level. Special educators can play important 

roles in developing successful relationships between minimum 

competency testing procedures and the IEP process by helping 

to clarify the mandated competencies and by developing 
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procedures for IEP's that can be linked to those competencies. 

Rather than consider minimum competency testing and the IEP 

process as separate and distinct components of the educational 

system, there is need for joint planning among testing and 

evaluation people, special education administrators, teachers, 

and advocacy groups to define those areas in which collabora-

tive efforts can take place. The purpose of both IEP and 

minimum competency testing movements is to increase skills 

and knowledge (18). 

State legislators, state boards of education, and local 

school officials must recognize the very broad meaning of 

the phrase "handicapped students." To make decisions regard-

ing the inclusion or exclusion of students, without consider-

ing the nature of the handicapping conditions, would be 

unfair for many students. There are eleven sub-categories 

of handicaps specified by the Education for All Handicapped 

Act of 1975, Public Law 94-142 (22): speech impaired, 

mentally retarded, hard—of—hearing, deaf, visually handicapped, 

seriously emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, 

other health impaired, deaf-blind, multi-handicapped and 

specific learning disabilities. The phrase "handicapped 

students" is too broad a concept to justify generalizing 

about competency testing and the handicapped taken as a 

group. The focus should center on specific sub-categories 

and the severity of handicapping conditions when initial 
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d6tS3Tini.na.tion is to bs ina.cls regarding ths accommodation of 

handicappsd students in competsncy tssting programs (8). 

Ths lesson for school board msmbsrs and administrators 

is clsar. Currsnt rsform movsmsnts in spscial sducation 

and minimum competsncy testing are consistsnt so long as 

handicapped students ars given a fair chance to prepare for 

tests (26). 

Since the State of Texas is among the last group of 

states to act on the minimal competency movement for special 

education students, it has been able to bsnsfit from the 

programs instituted previously in othsr statss. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND 

TREATMENT OF DATA 

This chapter is divided into five sections: (a) popu-

lation, (b) selection of the sample, (c) instrumentation, 

(d) collection of data, and (e) treatment of data. 

Population 

The population for this investigation consisted of all 

superintendents, directors of special education in single 

districts, and directors of special education cooperatives 

who are employed in the State of Texas by the public educa-

tion system. 

Selection of the Sample Population 

Subjects were selected from a list of all superintendents 

and special education directors in the State of Texas. The 

list of superintendents was derived from the Texas School 

Directory 1983-1984, and the list of special education direc-

tors was derived from the Texas Council of Administrators of 

Special Education Directory 1983-1984. An identification 

number was assigned to each person and a table of random 

numbers was used to select the study sample. There were 

seventy-five superintendents, seventy-five special education 
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directors of single districts, and seventy-five special 

education directors of cooperatives selected at random. 

A 60 percent return from each of the three types of respon-

dents was required to complete the study. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used to collect data in this study was 

entitled "Superintendents' and Special Education Directors' 

Perceptions Regarding a Minimum Competency Testing Framework 

in Texas" (Appendix A). The questionnaire was derived from 

questions, concerns, and issues pertaining to special educa-

tion at national, state, and local levels. The instrument 

was reviewed by a panel of two public school superintendents, 

two university professors, and two special education direc-

tors. The response of the six panel members was unanimous 

in accepting the questionnaire as proposed. 

The instrument was three pages in length and consisted 

of fifteen questions constructed for direct keypunching from 

the questionnaire. The instrument was divided into two parts, 

with Part I consisting of four questions pertaining to 

demographic data. Part II, items five through fifteen, 

assessed superintendents' and special education directors' 

perceptions regarding special education minimum competency 

testing. Possible responses for these questions ranged from 

two to seven options. There were no open-ended items. 
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A pilot study of the instrument was conducted to deter-

mine the usefulness of the data and to be sure that it con-

sisted of items designed to survey questions of the proposed 

study. Part of the pilot study was devoted to determining 

the readability, understanding, and thoroughness of the 

instrument. As a result, a number of redundant items were 

deleted. Otherwise, the respondents to the pilot question-

naire agreed with the panel of experts regarding the instru-

ment. The instrument was deemed appropriate for this study. 

Collection of Data 

Data for this study were collected during the spring of 

1984, using a three-step process. In the first step, the 

randomly selected superintendents, special education direc-

tors of single districts, and special education directors 

of cooperatives were mailed an envelope which contained 

(a) a cover letter which introduced the study (Appendix B), 

(b) the questionnaire (Appendix A), and (c) a self-addressed, 

stamped envelope. The initial mailing was sent April 19, 

1984. A codification system was used to ascertain respon-

dents. This system was then utilized to determine recipients 

of the second and third mailings. 

Superintendents and special education directors who had 

not returned their questionnaires after ten days were con-

tacted by post card, requesting that they complete and return 
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the questionnaire. This was the second phase of the data 

collection process. 

The third phase of the process was implemented two 

weeks subsequent to the post card mailing. In this phase, 

persons who still had not responded were sent another ques-

tionnaire and self-addressed, stamped envelope. By June 1, 

1984, 72 percent of the superintendents, 91 percent of the 

single district directors, and 81 percent of the cooperative 

directors had returned the questionnaire. The requisite of 

60 percent return was exceeded by each group with a total 

overall return rate of 81 percent. 

Analysis of Data 

Following the return of the questionnaires, the data 

were processed at the North Texas State University Computer 

Center. Data were analyzed using Statistical Packages for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS). The two-dimensional tables 

produced using the statistical package were organized with 

a horizontal variable and a vertical variable for ease in 

analysis. Printed directly below the tables were chi-square 

value, degree of freedom for the particular variable in 

question, and significance. A level of significance of .05 

was used to determine whether a significant difference 

existed. Probability levels smaller than .05 were viewed as 

significant, indicating that some kind of systematic differ-

ence existed between the two variables being compared. A 
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probability level greater than .05 was viewed as indicating 

that there was not a significant difference between the 

variable in question at the .05 level. The results of these 

tests are interpreted and presented in Chapter IV according 

to the hypotheses tested. 

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis addressed possible differences 

between perceptions of superintendents and special education 

directors. Each item (5 through 15) was tested individually 

using a chi-square test of independence. These analyses 

were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

Hy pothe s i s 2 

The second hypothesis addressed possible differences 

between the perception of single district special education 

directors and special education directors of cooperatives 

on items five through fifteen concerning minimum competency 

testing with special education students. Each item (5 

through 15) was tested independently utilizing chi-square 

test of independence. These analyses were tested at the 

.05 level of significance. 

Hypothesis ^ 

The third hypothesis addressed possible differences 

among superintendents based on responses to item five when 

the size of the district, number of special education 
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students, and the number of special education teachers in 

their districts are taken into consideration. Due to the 

nature of the data and the relationship between the indepen-

dent variables, each of the independent variables was 

tested with a separate chi-square test of independence. 

These analyses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

Hypothesis 4 

The fourth hypothesis addressed possible differences 

among the special education directors of single districts 

based on responses to item five when the size of the dis-

trict, number of special education students, and the number 

of special education teachers in their districts were taken 

into consideration. Each of these independent variables 

was tested with a separate chi-square test of independence. 

These analyses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 

Hypothesis 5 

The fifth hypothesis addressed possible differences 

among the special education directors of cooperatives based 

on responses to item five when the size of the cooperative, 

number of special education students, and the number of 

special education teachers in the cooperative were taken 

into consideration. Each independent variable was tested 

with a separate chi-square test of independence. These 

analyses were tested at the .05 level of significance. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

In the spring of 1984, a total of 225 "Superintendents' 

and Special Education Directors' Perceptions Regarding A 

Minimum Competency Testing Framework in Texas" questionnaires 

were mailed to a random sample of 75 superintendents, 75 

special education directors of single districts and 75 special 

education directors of cooperatives in the State of Texas. 

Ten days later a post card was sent to encourage response. 

Another questionnaire was sent subsequent to the post card 

mailing. Completed and usable questionnaires were returned 

by 54 superintendents (72 percent), 68 special education 

directors of single districts (91 percent), and 61 special 

education directors of cooperatives (81 percent). 

Data from the returned questionnaires were coded and 

keypunched for processing and analysis. From the computer-

generated statistical analyses, tables reported in this 

study were constructed. The following is a presentation of 

those data. 

Hypotheses Investigation 

Five hypotheses provided direction for conduction of 

this study. 

41 



42 

1. There will be no significant difference between the 

perceptions of superintendents and special education direc-

tors concerning minimum competency testing in special educa-

tion. 

2. There will be no significant difference between the 

perception of special education directors in single districts 

and directors of cooperatives concerning minimum competency 

testing in special education. 

3. There will be no significant difference in percep-

tion among superintendents regarding their opinions concern-

ing special education minimum competency testing utilizing 

variables (a) district size, (b) size of the special educa-

tion population, and (c) number of special education 

teachers. 

4. There will be no significant difference in percep-

tion among special education directors of single districts 

regarding special education minimum competency testing of 

special education students utilizing variables (a) coopera-

tive size, (b) size of the special education population, and 

(c) number of special education teachers. 

5. There will be no significant difference in percep-

tion among special education directors of cooperatives 

regarding special education minimum competency testing of 

special education students utilizing the variables (a) 

cooperative size, (b) size of the special education popula-

tion, and (c) number of special education teachers. 
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Interpretation of Data 

The following narrative addresses these five hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant difference 

between the perceptions of superintendents and special educa-

tion directors concerning minimum competency testing in 

special education. Each item,five through fifteen,was tested 

individually using a chi-square test of independence. 

Table II illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding the necessity of 

minimum competency testing for special education students. 

TABLE II 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS 

CONCERNING MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING FOR 
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS 

Question 
Super-
intendents 

Directors Chi-Square df 
Signifi-
cance 

5. Special education minimum competency testing 
performance should be established for school 

for students' 
systems? 

(a) yes 29 65 

(b) no 25 64 0.06 1 0.80 

Total 54 129 

The question of whether superintendents and special 

education directors wanted competency testing for special 

education students was answered by item number five of the 
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questionnaire. Twenty-nine superintendents (54 percent of 

the superintendents responding) and 65 directors (50 percent 

of the directors responding) answered (a) yes, special educa-

tion minimum competencies for students' performance should 

be established for school systems. As shown in Table II, 

analysis of this item yielded a nonsignificant chi-square 

value of 0.06 with 1 degree of freedom. Therefore, there 

was no significant difference between superintendents and 

special education directors regarding competency testing 

for special education students. 

Table III illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding grades in which 

special education minimum competency testing should be con-

ducted . 

TABLE III 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS 
CONCERNING GRADES IN WHICH SPECIAL EDUCATION 

MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING SHOULD BE 
CONDUCTED 

Question Super-
intendents 

Directors Chi-Square df 
Signifi-
cance 

6. During which grades should special education Minimum 
Competency Testing (MCT) be conducted? 

(a) sel. gr. 
levels 

(b) 11 & 12 
(c) 8,9,10, 

11, & 12 
(d) K-12 

Total 

30 72 
4 8 

1 8 
19 38 

54 126 

1.9 0.59 
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In question six, "During which grades should special 

education minimum competency testing (MTC) be conducted?," 

the possible answers were (a) selected grade levels, (b) 

grades eleven and twelve, (c) grades eight, nine, ten, 

eleven, and twelve, and (d) grades kindergarten through 

twelve. Fifty-six percent of the superintendents who 

responded and 57 percent of the special education directors 

answered (a) selected grade levels. Analysis of this item 

yielded a nonsignificant difference between superintendents 

and special education directors concerning in which grades 

special education minimum competency testing should be 

conducted. 

Table IV illustrates responses of superintendents and 

special education directors regarding percentage of com-

petencies which should be mastered for determining a student 

successful. 

Question seven, "What percentage of the competencies 

should be mastered for determining a student successful?," 

had a six-point response option. The possible responses 

were (a) 50 percent, (b) 60 percent, (c) 65 percent, (d) 

70 percent, (e) 75 percent, and (f) 80 percent. Fifty-six 

percent of the superintendents and 56 percent of the special 

education directors answered (d) 70 percent of the com-

petencies should be mastered for determining a student 

successful. This item yielded a nonsignificant chi-square 
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value of 5.51 with 5 degrees of freedom. There was no 

significant difference between superintendents and special 

education directors regarding the percentage of competencies 

which should be mastered to determine a student successful. 

TABLE IV 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF WHAT 
PERCENTAGE OF THE COMPETENCIES SHOULD BE MASTERED 

FOR DETERMINING A STUDENT SUCCESSFUL 

Question 
Super-

intendents 
Directors Chi-Square df 

Signifi-
cance 

7. What percentage of the competencies should be mastered 
for determining a student successful? 

(a) 50% 5 16 

(b) 60% 7 10 

(c) 65% 0 8 

(d) 70% 28 64 

(e) 75% 3 6 

(f) 80% 7 11 5.51 5 0.35 

Total 50 115 

Table V illustrates responses of superintendents and 

special education directors regarding how many times a 

student should be allowed to re-take the test if he or she 

fails the MCT on the first trial. 
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TABLE V 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF 
HOW MANY TIMES A STUDENT SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO 

RE-TAKE THE TEST IF HE OR SHE FAILS THE 
MCT ON THE FIRST TRIAL 

Question 
Super-
intendents 

Directors Chi-Square df 
Signifi-
cance 

If a student fails the MCT on the first trial, how many 
times should he or she be allowed to re-take the test? 

(a) once 4 8 

(b) twice 4 15 

(c) three 
times 14 19 

(d) four or 
more 
times 31 83 3.65 3 0.30 

Total 53 125 

Question eight was "If a student fails the MCT the first 

trial, how many times should he or she be allowed to re-take 

the test?" The choices were (a) once, (b) twice, (3) three 

times, (d) four or more times. Fifty-eight percent of the 

superintendents and 66 percent of the directors said that a 

student who fails the MCT on the first trial should be 

allowed to re-take the test (d) four or more times. Analysis 

yielded a nonsignificant chi-square of 3.65 with 3 degrees of 

freedom. There was no significant difference between super-

intendents and special education directors regarding how 
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Question nine was "If a student is unsuccessful on the 

MCT and has completed twelve years of public school, you 

would: (a) grant a certificate of attendance, (b) award a 

standard high school diploma without MCT endorsement, (c) 

award a standard high school diploma with no reference to 

MCT." As shown in Table VI, analysis yielded a significant 

chi-square difference of 10.52 with 2 degrees of freedom. 

Fifty-five percent of the directors chose to award a standard 

high school diploma without MCT endorsement. Eighty-eight 

percent of the superintendents were split equally with 44 

percent chosing to grant a certificate of attendance and 44 

percent wanting to award a standard high school diploma 

without MCT endorsement. Therefore, there was a significant 

difference between superintendents and special education 

directors regarding what to do if a special education student 

is unsuccessful on the MCT and has completed twelve years of 

public school. 

Table VII illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding which handicapping 

conditions should be included in the minimum competency test-

ing program. 

"Which handicapping condition should be included in the 

minimum competencies testing program?" was question ten. The 

possible answers were (a) learning disabled, (b) mentally 

retarded, (c) emotionally disturbed, (d) orthopedically 
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handicapped, (e) other health impaired, (f) hearing impaired, 

and (g) visually handicapped. Ninety-one percent of the 

superintendents and 91 percent of the special education 

directors felt that learning disabled students should be 

included in the minimum competency testing program. Only 

39 percent of the superintendents and 39 percent of the 

special education directors felt that mentally retarded 

students should be included in the minimum competency testing 

program. Eighty-three percent of the superintendents and 80 

percent of the special education directors wanted emotionally 

disturbed students to be included in the minimum competency 

testing program. Orthopedically handicapped students should 

be included in the minimum competency testing program accord-

ing to 78 percent of the superintendents and 84 percent of 

the special education directors. Eighty percent of the 

superintendents and 82 percent of the special education 

directors said other health impaired students should be 

included in the minimum competency testing program. Eighty-

three percent of the superintendents and 78 percent of the 

special education directors wanted hearing impaired students 

included in the minimum competency testing program. 

Analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 

0.00 for learning disabled; 0.19 for mentally retarded; 0.11 

for emotionally disturbed; 0.55 for orthopedically handicapped; 

0.03 for other health impaired; 0.46 for hearing impaired, and 
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0.74 for visually handicapped with 1 degree of freedom for 

each handicapping condition. There was no significant 

difference between superintendents and special education 

directors concerning which handicapping conditions should 

be included in minimum competency testing for special educa-

tion students. 

Table VIII illustrates the response of superintendents 

and special education directors concerning how MCT should be 

implemented in special education. 

Question eleven, "How should MCT be implemented in 

special education?" had the following possible answers: 

(a) paper and pencil test in the classroom, (b) classroom 

performance, (c) performance in simulated situations, and 

(d) actual performance on the job. Classroom performance 

(b) was chosen by 41 percent of the superintendents and 45 

percent of the special education directors, while 32 percent 

of the superintendents chose (c) performance in simulated 

situations and 28 percent of the directors chose (a) paper 

and pencil test in the classroom. Analysis of the data 

yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 3.25 with 3 

degrees of freedom. There was no significant difference 

between superintendents' and special education directors' 

perceptions of how MCT should be implemented in special 

education. 

Table IX illustrates the response of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding whether the 
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competencies missed each time should be targeted on the 

Individual Education Plan (IEP) to be learned the following 

year. 

TABLE IX 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS 

CONCERNING WHETHER THE COMPETENCIES MISSED 
EACH TIME SHOULD BE TARGETED ON THE 

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PLAN THE 
FOLLOWING YEAR 

Question 
Super-
intendents 

Directors Chi-Square df 
Signifi-
cance 

12. The competencies missed each time should be targeted on 
the Individual Education Plan to be learned the follow-
ing year: 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

Total 

49 

3 

121 

6 0.00 1 1.00 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

Total 52 127 

0.00 1 1.00 

"The competencies missed each time should be targeted 

on the Individual Education Plan to be learned the following 

year" (question twelve) had a dichotomous response. Ninety-

nine percent of the superintendents and 95 percent of the 

special education directors said competencies missed each 

time should be targeted on the Individual Education Plan to 

be learned the following year. Analysis yielded a non-

significant chi—square value of 0.00 with 1 degree of freedom. 
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Therefore, there was no significant difference between 

superintendents and special education directors concerning 

whether competencies missed each time should be targeted in 

the IEP to be learned the following year. 

Table X illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding what should be 

done with special education students who fail MCT. 

Question thirteen, "What should be done with special 

education students who fail MCT?," had the possible answers 

(a) remediate the student, (b) stop grade advancement until 

minimum competency is met, and (c) graduate on the basis of 

the IEP completion. Sixty percent of the superintendents 

chose (c) graduate on the basis of IEP completion, while 

36 percent chose (a) remediate the student. Eighty-two 

percent of the special education directors chose to graduate 

on the basis of the IEP completion. Analysis yielded a 

significant chi-square value of 9.10 with 2 degrees of freedom. 

There was a significant difference between the superintendents 

and special education directors regarding what to do with 

special education students who fail MCT. 

Table XI illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding whether a special 

education student should be allowed to graduate through the 

vocational program if he fails the MCT, but is successful in 

a pre-vocational program. 
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TABLE XI 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR 
SUPERINTENDENTS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS 
REGARDING WHETHER A SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENT 
WHO FAILS THE MCT BUT IS SUCCESSFUL IN HIS 

PRE-VOCATIONAL TRAINING SHOULD BE 
ALLOWED TO GRADUATE THROUGH 

THE VOCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Question Super-
intendents Directors Chi-Square df 

Signifi-
cance 

14. If a special education student fails the MCT, but is 
successful in his pre-vocational training, should he be 
allowed to graduate through the vocational program? 

(a) yes 41 115 

(b) no 11 12 3.52 1 0.06 

Total 52 127 

"If a special education student fails the MCT, but is 

successful in his pre-vocational training, should he be 

allowed to graduate through the vocational program?" was 

question fourteen. Seventy-nine percent of the superinten-

dents and 91 percent of the special education directors said 

(a) yes, a special education student who fails the MCT, but 

is successful in his pre-vocational training, should be 

allowed to graduate through the vocational program. Analysis 

of the data yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 3.52 

with 1 degree of freedom. There was no significant difference 

between superintendents' and special education directors' 

perceptions which allowed a special education student to 
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graduate through the vocational program if successful in pre-

vocational training even if he fails the MCT. 

Table XII illustrates the responses of superintendents 

and special education directors regarding what minimum 

standards should be based on for special education students. 

Question fifteen, "Minimum standards for special educa-

tion students should be based on," had the following possible 

answers: (a) standardized for all students (special and 

regular education students combined), (b) standardized 

according to ability, and (c) standardized for special educa-

tion students (e.g., re-standardize the Texas Assessment of 

Basic Skills for special education). Forty- one percent of 

the superintendents said standards should be standardized 

according to ability, while 49 percent wanted (c) to stan-

dardize for special education students. Forty- one percent 

of the special education directors wanted minimum standards 

(c) to be standardized for special education students, and 

41 percent wanted (b) to standardize according to ability. 

Analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 1.03 

with 2 degrees of freedom. There was no significant differ-

ence between superintendents and special education directors 

regarding what special education minimum standards should be 

based on. 

Hypotheses 1, "There will be no significant difference 

between the perceptions of superintendents and special 
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education directors," would be retained because there 

was no significant difference between the two groups. 

Hypotheses 2 was, "There will be no significant differ-

ence between the perception of special education single 

district directors and cooperative directors concerning 

minimum competency testing in special education. Each ite , 

five through fifteen, was tested individually using a chi-

square test of independence. These analyses were tested at 

the .05 level of significance. 

Table XIII illustrates the difference between special 

education directors of single districts and special education 

directors of cooperatives regarding whether special education 

minimum competencies for students' performance should be 

established for school systems. 

The questions of whether special education directors of 

single districts and special education directors of coopera-

tives wanted competency testing for special education students 

was answered by item number five of the questionnaire. Item 

five stated, "Special education minimum competencies for 

students' performance should be established for school 

systems." Fifty-seven percent of the single district 

directors responded (b) no, they did not want competency 

testing for special education students, while 59 percent of 

the directors of cooperatives responded (a) yes, they did 

want competency testing for special education students. 
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TABLE XIII 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS AND 

SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 
CONCERNING WHETHER SPECIAL EDUCATION 
MINIMUM COMPETENCIES FOR STUDENTS' 
PERFORMANCE SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED 

FOR SCHOOL SYSTEMS 

Question Single Cooperative Chi-Square df Significance 

5. Special < 
formance 

education minimum competencies for st 
should be established for school sys 

udents1 per-
tems. 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

Total 

29 

39 

36 

25 2.82 1 0.09 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

Total 68 61 

2.82 1 0.09 

There was a difference among the directors; however, analysis 

yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 2.82 with 1 

degree of freedom. There was no significant difference among 

special education directors regarding special education 

minimum competency testing. 

Table XIV illustrates the difference between special 

education directors of single districts and special educa-

tion directors of cooperatives regarding in which grades 

special education minimum competency testing should be 

conducted. 

Question six, "During which grades should special educa-

tion minimum competency testing (MCT) be conducted?" had the 
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TABLE XIV 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE BETWEEN 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS AND 

SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 
CONCERNING WHICH GRADES SPECIAL EDUCATION 

MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING SHOULD BE 
CONDUCTED 

Question Single < Cooperative Chi-Square df ! Significance 

6. During wl 
petency 1 

hich grades should special education 1 
resting (MCT) be conducted? 

Minimum Com-

(a) sel.gr. 
levels 

(b) 11 & 12 

(c) 8,9,10, 
11,& 12 

(d) K-12 

Total 

37 

6 

6 

17 

35 

2 

2 

21 4.20 3 0.24 

(a) sel.gr. 
levels 

(b) 11 & 12 

(c) 8,9,10, 
11,& 12 

(d) K-12 

Total 66 60 

4.20 3 0.24 

possible answers: (a) selected grade levels, (b) grades 

eleven and twelve, (c) grades eight, nine, ten, eleven, and 

twelve, and (d) grades kindergarten through twelve. Fifty-

six percent of the single district directors and 58 percent 

of the cooperative directors chose selected grade levels. 

Analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value of 4.20 

with 3 degrees of freedom. There was no significant differ-

ence among special education directors regarding during which 

grades special education minimum competency testing should be 

conducted. 



63 

Table XV illustrates the responses of special education 

directors regarding what percentage of competencies should 

be mastered for determining a student successful. 

TABLE XV 

CHI-SOUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTORS CONCERNING WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE 

COMPETENCIES SHOULD BE MASTERED FOR DETERMINING A 
STUDENT SUCCESSFUL 

Question Single Cooperative Chi-Square df Significance 

7. What percentage of the competencies should be mastered 
- . i -i _ . _ i r* r« n I V 

(a) 50% 5 11 

(b) 60% 5 5 

(c) 65% 4 4 

(d) 70% 36 28 

(e) 75% 4 2 

(f) 80% 6 5 3.79 5 0.57 

Total 60 55 
. 

"What percentage of the competencies should be mastered 

for determining a student successful?" was question 7. The 

possible answers to this question were (a) 50 percent, (b) 

60 percent, (c) 65 percent, (d) 70 percent, (e) 75 percent, 

and (f) 80 percent. Sixty percent of the directors of 

single districts and 51 percent of the directors of 
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cooperatives chose 70 percent as the percentage of com-

petencies which should be mastered for determining a student 

successful. Analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square 

value of 3.79 with 5 degrees of freedom. There was no 

significant difference among special education directors 

regarding the percentage of competencies which should be 

mastered for determining a student successful. 

Table XVI illustrates the responses of special education 

directors regarding how many times a student should be allowed 

to re-take the test if he or she fails the MCT on the first 

trial. 

TABLE XVI 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE OF HOW MANY 
TIMES A STUDENT SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO RE-TAKE THE TEST 

IF HE OR SHE FAILS THE MCT ON THE FIRST TRIAL 

Question Single Cooperative Chi-Square df Significance 

8. If a student fails the MCT on the first trial, how many 
_ - i- _ i -*"11 A 4-r\ V 1"hP TPSt . 

(a) once 4 4 

(b) twice 5 10 

(c) three 
times 8 11 

/ 

(d) four or 
more 
times 48 35 3.98 3 0.26 

Total 65 60 
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"If a student fails the MCT on the first trial, how 

many times should he or she be allowed to re-take the test?" 

was question eight. The choices were (a) once, (b) twice, 

(c) three times, and (d) four or more times. Seventy per-

cent of the special education directors of single districts 

who responded and 58 percent of the directors of cooperatives 

said a student who fails the first trial should be allowed 

to re-take the test four or more times. Analysis yielded 

a nonsignificant chi-square of 3.98 with 3 degrees of freedom. 

There was no significant difference among special education 

directors of single districts and cooperatives regarding how 

many times a student should be allowed to re-take the test. 

Table XVII illustrates the responses of special educa-

tion directors regarding what to do if a student is unsuccess-

ful on the MCT and has completed twelve years of school. 

Question nine: If a student is unsuccessful on the MCT 

and has completed twelve years of public school, you would: 

(a) grant a certificate of attendance, (b) award a standard 

high school diploma without MCT endorsement, or (c) award a 

standard high school diploma with no reference to MCT. 

Fifty-seven percent of the directors of single districts 

and 55 percent of the special education directors of coopera-

tives said a student who is unsuccessful on the MCT and has 

completed twelve years of public school should be (a) awarded 

a standard high school diploma without MCT endorsement. As 

shown in Table XVII, analysis yielded a nonsignificant 
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chi—square value of 0.33 with 2 degrees of freedom. There 

was no significant difference between special education 

directors regarding what to do if a student is unsuccessful 

on the MCT and has completed twelve years of public school. 

Table XVIII illustrates the responses of special educa-

tion directors of single districts and special education 

directors of cooperatives regarding which handicapping con-

ditions should be included in the minimum competency testing 

program. 

"Which handicapping condition should be included in the 

minimum competencies testing program?" was question ten. 

The possible answers were (a) learning disabled, (b) mentally 

retarded, (c) emotionally disturbed, (d) orthopedically 

handicapped, (e) other health impaired, (f) hearing impaired, 

and (g) visually handicapped. Eighty-seven percent of the 

single district directors and 95 percent of the cooperative 

directors believed that learning disabled students should be 

included in the minimum competency testing program. Only 28 

percent of the single district directors and 46 percent of 

the cooperative directors wanted mentally retarded students 

to be included in the minimum competency testing. Seventy-

eight percent of the single district directors and 82 percent 

of the cooperative directors wanted emotionally disturbed 

students to be included in the minimum competency testing 

program. Orthopedically handicapped students should be 

included in the minimum competency testing program according 
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to 87 percent of the single district directors and 80 percent 

of the cooperative directors. Eighty-four percent of the 

single district directors and 80 percent of the cooperative 

directors who responded said other health impaired students 

should be included in the minimum competency testing program. 

Seventy-five percent of the single district directors and 

80 percent of the cooperative directors wanted hearing 

impaired students included in the minimum competency testing 

program. As shown in Table XVIII, analysis yielded a non-

significant chi-square value of 1.74 for learning disabled, 

1.88 for mentally retarded, 0.12 for emotionally disturbed, 

0.56 for orthopedically handicapped, 0.08 for other health 

impaired, and 0.26 for hearing impaired with 1 degree of 

freedom for each handicapping condition. There was no 

significant difference among special education directors of 

single districts and directors of cooperatives concerning 

which handicapping condition should be included in minimum 

competency testing for special education students. 

Table XIX illustrates the response of special education 

directors of single districts and special education direc 

tors of cooperatives concerning how MCT should be implemented 

in special education. 

Question eleven, "How should MCT be implemented in 

special education?," had the following possible answers: 

(a) paper and pencil test in the classroom, (b) classroom 

performance, (c) performance in simulated situations, and 
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(d) actual performance on the job. The single district 

directors were divided in their choice of how to implement 

MCT. Thirty-eight percent of the single district directors 

who responded wanted (a) paper and pencil test in the class-

room while 34 percent wanted (b) classroom performance. 

Fifty-two percent of the cooperative directors who responded 

wanted (b) classroom performance. As shown in Table XIX, 

analysis of the data yielded a nonsignificant chi-square 

value of 22.62 with 3 degrees of freedom. There was no 

significant difference among special education directors' 

perceptions of how MCT should be implemented in special 

education. 

Table XX illustrates the responses of special education 

directors of single districts and special education directors 

of cooperatives regarding whether competencies missed each 

time should be targeted on the Individual Education Plan to 

be learned the following year. 

"The competencies missed each time should be targeted 

on the Individual Education Plan to be learned the following 

year," question twelve, had a dichotomous response. Ninety 

three percent of special education directors of single 

districts and 98 percent of the directors of cooperatives 

said (a) competencies missed each time should be targeted 

on the Individual Education Plan to be learned the following 

year. As shown in Table XX, analysis yielded a nonsignifi-

cant chi—square value of 1.16 with 1 degree of freedom. 
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TABLE XX 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE FOR SPECIAL 
EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS AND SPECIAL 

EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES CONCERNING 
WHETHER THE COMPETENCIES MISSED EACH TIME 

SHOULD BE TARGETED ON THE INDIVIDUAL 
EDUCATIONAL PLAN 

Question Single Cooperative Chi-Square df Significance 

12. The competencies missed each time should 
the IEP to be learned the following year 

- be targeted on 

(a) yes 63 58 

(b) no 5 1 

Total 68 59 1.16 1 0.28 

Therefore, there was no significant difference among special 

education directors of single districts and special education 

directors of cooperatives concerning whether competencies 

missed each time should be targeted in the IEP to be learned 

the following year. 

Table XXI illustrates the responses of special education 

directors of single districts and special education directors 

of cooperatives regarding what should be done with special 

education students who fail MCT. 

Question thirteen, "What should be done with special 

education students who fail MCT?," had the possible answers: 

(a) remediate the student, (b) stop grade advancement until 
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minimum competency is met, and (c) graduate on the basis of 

IEP completion. Eighty-one percent of the single district 

directors and 82 percent of the special education coopera-

tive directors chose to graduate on the basis of IEP com-

pletion. As shown in Table XXI, analysis yielded a 

nonsignificant chi-square value of 2.65 with 2 degrees of 

freedom. There was no significant difference among special 

education directors regarding what to do with special educa-

tion students who fail MCT. 

Table XXII illustrates the responses of special educa-

tion directors and special education directors of cooperatives 

regarding whether a special education student should be 

allowed to graduate through the vocational program if he fails 

the MCT, but is successful in his pre-vocational program. 

"If a special education student fails the MCT, but is 

successful in his pre—vocational training, should he be 

allowed to graduate through the vocational program?" was 

question fourteen. Ninety percent of the single district 

directors and 92 percent of the directors of cooperatives 

said (a) yes, a special education student should be allowed 

to graduate through the vocational program. As shown in 

Table XXII, analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square value 

of 0.01 with 1 degree of freedom. There was no significant 

(difference among special education directors perceptions 

which allowed a special education student to graduate 
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through the vocational program if he is successful in his 

pre-vocational training even if he fails the MCT. 

TABLE XXII 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS AND 

SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 
CONCERNING WHETHER A SPECIAL EDUCATION 

STUDENT WHO FAILS THE MCT, BUT IS 
SUCCESSFUL IN HIS PRE-VOCATIONAL 
TRAINING, SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO 

GRADUATE THROUGH THE 
VOCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Question 

— T 

Single Cooperative Chi-Square df Significance 

14. If a special education fails the MCT, but is 
in his pre-vocational training, should he be 
graduate through the vocational program? 

successful 
allowed to 

(a) yes 60 55 

(b) no 7 5 0.01 1 0.91 

Total 67 60 

Table XXIII illustrates the responses of special educa 

tion directors of single districts and special education 

directors of cooperatives regarding what minimum standards 

for special education students should be based on. 

Question fifteen, "Minimum standards for special educa-

tion students should be based on," had the following 

possible answers: (a) standardized for all students, (b) 

standardized according to ability, and (c) standardized for 
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special education students. Forty-seven percent of the 

special education directors of single districts and 51 

percent of the special education directors of cooperatives 

who responded believed that minimum standards should be 

standardized according to students' ability. According 

to Table XXIII, question fifteen yielded a nonsignificant 

chi-square value of 1.57 with 2 degrees of freedom. There 

was no significant difference among special education 

directors regarding what special education minimum standards 

should be based on. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2, "There will be no signifi-

cant difference between the perception of special educa-

tion single district directors and cooperative directors 

concerning minimum competency testing in special educa-

tion," was retained because there was no significant differ-

ence . 

Hypothesis 3 was, "There will be no significant 

difference in perception among superintendents regarding 

their opinions concerning special education minimum com-

petency testing utilizing the variable district size." 

As seen in Table XXIV, focus on the 0 to 2,999 average 

daily attendance range indicates 50 percent of the respon-

dents fell into this size range. Fifty-two percent of the 

superintendents in this district size answered no, that 
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TABLE XXIV 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SUPERINTENDENTS CONCERNING SPECIAL EDUCATION 
MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING UTILIZING THE 

VARIABLE AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE 

Question Yes NO Chi-Square df ! Significance 

5. Special education minimum competencies for students' 
performance should be established for school systems 
using the variable school size. 

(a) 0-
2,999 13 14 

(b) 3,000-
9,999 11 2 / 

(c) 10,000-
19,999 3 8 

(d) 20,000 
or more 2 1 8.62 3 0.03* 

Total 29 25 

Denotes significance. 

special education minimum competency requirements for 

students' performance should not be established for the 

school systems. Forty-eight percent of the superinten-

dents surveyed answered yes. Superintendents of schools 

with an average daily attendance in the 3,000 to 9,999 

range support minimum competency testing for special 

education students. In the districts with 10,000 to 19,999 

average daily attendance, 73 percent of the superintendents 
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questioned answered this question no, while 27 percent of 

the superintendents in this range answered yes. 

In the 20,000 or more range, only three superintendents 

were sampled. Two of the superintendents said yes, special 

education minimum competencies for students' performance 

should be established for school systems. 

Hypothesis 3 was, "There will be no significant differ-

ence among superintendents regarding their opinion concerning 

special education minimum competency testing utilizing the 

variable size of the special education population." Table 

XXV shows these differences. 

TABLE XXV 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SUPERINTENDENTS CONCERNING SPECIAL EDUCATION 

MINIMUM COMPETENCY TESTING USING THE 
VARIABLE SIZE OF SCHOOL POPULATION 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

3. Special education minimum competencies for students 
performance should be established for school systems 
utilizing the variable number of students enrolled in 
your special education program. 

(a) 0-399 14 14 

(b) 400-
8 1,999 12 8 

(c) 2,000-
2,999 2 2 

(d) 3,000 
or more 1 1 

Total 29 25 

0.50 0.91 
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The differences among superintendents regarding special 

education minimum competencies for students' performance were 

almost non-existent when using the variable size of special 

education program. In the (a) 0 to 399 range, (c) 2,000 to 

2,999 range, and (d) 3,000 or more range, exactly 50 percent 

of the superintendents said yes, there should be special 

education minimum competencies and 50 percent said no. In 

the 400 to 1,999 range, there was a 60-40 split, with 60 per-

cent of the superintendents answering yes, there should be 

special education minimum competency testing and 40 percent 

saying no, there should not be special education minimum 

competency testing. As shown in Table XXV, analysis yielded 

a nonsignificant chi—square value of 0.50 with 3 degrees of 

freedom. There was no significant difference among super-

intendents regarding special education minimum competencies 

using the variable size of the special education program. 

Table XXVI illustrates the differences among super-

intendents regarding special education minimum competency 

testing using the variable number of special education 

teachers employed. 

The differences among superintendents with (a) 0 to 23 

and (d) 145 or more special education teachers regarding 

special education minimum competency testing were completely 

non-existent. Fifty percent of the superintendents answered 

yes, we should have special education minimum competencies 
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and 50 percent answered no, we should not have competency 

testing for special education students. 

TABLE XXVI 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SUPERINTENDENTS CONCERNING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM 
COMPETENCY TESTING USING THE VARIABLE NUMBER OF 

SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS EMPLOYED 

Question Yes NO Chi-Square df Significance 

4. Should special education minimum competencies for 
students' performance be established for school systems 
utilizing the variable number of special education 
teachers employed. 

(a) 0-23 14 14 

(b) 24-76 10 2 
/ 

(c) 77-144 4 8 

(d) 145 or 
more 1 1 . 6.40 3 0.09 

Total 29 25 _ 

Among the superintendents who employed between 24 and 

76 special education teachers, 83 percent answered yes, 

special education students should have minimum competencies, 

while 17 percent said no. Among the superintendents who 

employed 77 to 144 special education teachers, 33 per cent 

answered yes, special education students should have minimum 

competencies, while 67 percent said no, special education 
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students should not have minimum competency testing. As 

shown in Table XXVI, analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-

square value of 6.40 with 3 degrees of freedom. There was 

no significant difference among superintendents concerning 

establishment of special education minimum competencies 

utilizing the variable number of special education teachers 

employed. 

Hypothesis 3, "There will be no significant difference 

in perception among superintendents regarding special educa-

tion minimum competency testing utilizing variables (a) dis-

trict size, (b) size of the special education population, 

and (c) number of special education teachers employed," was 

retained because only 25 percent of the variables showed a 

significance. 

Hypothesis 4 was, "There will be no significant differ-

ence in perception among special education directors of 

single districts regarding their opinion concerning special 

education minimum competency testing of special education 

students utilizing the variables (a) district size, (b) size 

of the special education population, and (c) number of 

special education teachers." 

Table XXVII illustrates the response of special educa-

tion directors of single districts regarding special educa-

tion minimum competency testing utilizing the variable 

district size. 
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TABLE XXVII 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS 
REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM COMPETENCY 

TESTING UTILIZING THE VARIABLE DISTRICT 
SIZE 

Question Yes NO Chi-Square df i Significance 

2. Should s] 
students 
variable 

aecial education minimum competencies 
' performance be established utilizin< 
size of district? 

for 
g the 

(a) 0-2,999 6 7 

(b) 3,000-
9,999 14 18 

(c) 10,000-
19,999 4 9 

(d) 20,000 
or more 5 5 1.05 3 0.78 

Total 29 39 

Forty-six percent of the single district special educa-

tion directors with 0 to 2,999 average daily attendance said 

special education minimum competencies should be established, 

while 54 percent were against special education minimum 

competency testing. Forty-eight percent of the single 

district directors with ADA between 3,000 and 9,999 were in 

favor of special education competency testing, while 46 per-

cent were against. Thirty-one percent of the special educa-

tion directors of single districts were in favor of special 
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education minimum competencies and 69 percent were against. 

In the 20,000 or more ADA range, special education directors 

of single districts were split with 50 percent being for 

special education minimum competency testing and 50 percent 

against. As shown in Table XXVII, analysis yielded a non 

significant chi—square of 1.05 with 3 degrees of freedom. 

There was no significant difference among special education 

directors of single districts concerning special education 

minimum competency testing when utilizing the variable 

average daily attendance (ADA). 

Table XXVIII illustrates chi-square, degree of freedom, 

and significance among special education directors of single 

districts regarding special education minimum competency 

•f̂ gsting utilizing the variable number of students enrolled 

in the special education program. 

Forty percent of the special education directors of 

single districts with 0 to 399 students in their special 

education program said yes, special education minimum 

competencies for students' performance should be established 

for school systems, while 60 percent were against. Forty-

f i v e percent of special education directors of single 

districts with 400 to 1,999 students in their special educa-

tion program said yes, special education students should 

have minimum competencies while 55 percent said no. Seven-

teen percent of the special education directors of single 
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TABLE XXVIII 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS 
REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM COMPETENCY 
TESTING UTILIZING THE VARIABLE NUMBER OF 

STUDENTS ENROLLED IN THE SPECIAL 
EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

Should special education minimum competencies for 
students' performance be established for school systems 
utilizing the variable number of students enrolled in 
the single district special education program? 

(a) 0-399 6 9 

(b) 400-
1,999 18 22 

(c) 2,000-
2,999 1 5 

(d) 3,000 
or more 4 3 2.39 3 0.49 

Total 29 39 

districts with 2,000 to 2,999 students in their special 

education program said yes, special education students 

should have minimum competencies, while 83 percent said no. 

Fifty-seven percent of the directors of single districts 

with 3,000 or more students in their special education 

program said yes, special education minimum competencies 

for students should be established with 43 percent saying 

no. As shown in Table XXVIII, analysis yielded a chi-square 



86 

of 2.39 with 3 degrees of freedom. There was no significant 

difference among special education directors of single 

districts concerning special education minimum competencies 

for students' performance utilizing the variable number of 

students enrolled in the special education program. 

Table XXIX illustrates differences among special educa-

tion directors of single districts regarding special educa-

tion minimum competencies for students' performance utilizing 

the variable number of special education teachers employed. 

Forty-four percent of the special education directors 

of single districts who employed between 0 and 23 special 

education teachers answered yes, special education minimum 

competencies for students' performance should be established 

while 56 percent of this group did not want special education 

minimum competency testing. Forty—three percent of the 

single district special education directors who employed 

between 24 and 76 special education teachers did want special 

education minimum competency testing while 57 percent did not. 

Thirty percent of the special education directors of single 

districts who employed between 77 and 144 special education 

teachers wanted special education minimum competency testing 

while 70 percent did not. Fifty percent of the special 

education directors of single districts who employed 145 or 

more special education teachers did want special minimum 

competency testing and 50 percent did not. As shown in 

Table XXIX, analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square of 
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TABLE XXIX 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF SINGLE DISTRICTS 

UTILIZING THE VARIABLE NUMBER OF SPECIAL 
EDUCATION TEACHERS EMPLOYED IN THE 

SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

4. Special education minimum competencies for students' 
performance utilizing the variable number of special 
education teachers employed. 

(a) 0-399 8 10 

(b) 400-
1,999 13 17 

(c) 2,000-
2,999 3 7 

(c) 3,000 
or more 5 5 0.90 3 0.82 

Total 29 39 

0.90 with 3 degrees of freedom. There was no significant 

difference among special education directors of single 

districts concerning special education minimum competency 

testing when utilizing the variable number of special educa-

tion teachers employed. 

Hypothesis 4 was, "There will be no significant differ-

ence in perception among special education directors of single 

districts regarding their opinion concerning special educa-

tion students utilizing the variables (a) district size, 
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(b) size of the special education population, and (c) number 

of special education teachers employed." It was retained 

because none of the variables were significant. 

Hypothesis 5 was, "There will be no significant differ 

ence in perception among special education directors of 

cooperatives regarding their opinion concerning special educa-

tion minimum competency testing of special education students 

utilizing the variables (a) cooperative size, (b) size of 

the special education population, and (c) number of special 

education teachers." 

Table XXX illustrates chi-square, degrees of freedom, 

and significance among special education directors of 

cooperatives regarding special education minimum competencies 

for students' performance utilizing the variable ADA of the 

cooperative. 

Thirty-seven percent of the special education directors 

of cooperatives with 0 to 2,999 average daily attendance 

answered yes, special education minimum competencies for 

students' performance should be established for school 

systems? however, 63 percent answered no. Sixty-eight per-

cent of the special education directors of cooperatives with 

3,000 to 9,999 ADA wanted special education minimum 

competency testing, where 3 2 percent did not. Special educa-

tion directors of cooperatives with 10,000 to 19,999 were 

split evenly with 50 percent wanting special education 
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TABLE XXX 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 

REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM 
COMPETENCIES FOR STUDENTS' 
PERFORMANCE UTILIZING 
THE VARIABLE ADA OF 
THE COOPERATIVE 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

2. Should s 
establis 
cooperat 

pecial educ 
hed accordi 
ives utiliz 

ation minim 
ng to speci 
ing the var 

um competen 
al educatio 
iable ADA? 

cies 
n di 

be 
rectors of 

(a) 0-2,999 

(b) 3,000-
9,999 

(c) 10,000-
19,999 

(d) 20,000 
or more 

Total 

28 

36 

10 

13 

25 

4.65 0.09 

minimum competency testing and 50 percent against special 

education minimum competency testing. As shown in Table XXX, 

analysis of the data yielded a nonsignificant chi-square of 

4.65 with 2 degrees of freedom. There was no significant 

difference among special education directors of cooperatives 

when utilizing the variable ADA. 

Table XXI illustrates differences among special educa-

tion directors of cooperatives regarding special education 
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minimum competencies for students' performance utilizing the 

variable number of students enrolled in the special educa-

tion program. 

TABLE XXXI 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREES OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 

REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM 
COMPETENCIES FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED 

IN THE SPECIAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAM 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

Should special education minimum competencies for 
students' performance be established utilizing the 
variable number of students enrolled in the special 
education program? 

(a) 0-399 6 9 

(b) 400-
1,999 30 15 

(c) 2,000-
2,999 0 1 

(d) 3,000 
or more 0 0 4.77 2 0.09 

Total 36 25 

Forty percent of the special education directors of 

cooperatives with 0 to 399 students in their special educa-

tion program said yes, special education students should 

have minimum competencies for students' performance, while 

60 percent of the directors of that size cooperative said no, 
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they should not have special education minimum competency 

testing. Sixty-seven percent of the special education 

directors of cooperatives with 400 to 1,999 special educa-

tion students said special education minimum competencies 

should be established, with 33 percent not wanting special 

education minimum competency testing. Only one cooperative 

director had between 3,000 and 2,999 students in the coopera-

tive. That director answered no, special education students 

should not have established minimum competencies. As shown 

in Table XXXI, analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square 

of 4.77 with 2 degrees of freedom. There was no significant 

difference among special education cooperative directors 

concerning special education minimum competencies for 

students' performance when utilizing the variable number of 

students enrolled in the special education program. 

Table XXXII illustrates chi-square, degree of freedom, 

and significance among special education directors of 

cooperatives regarding special education minimum competency 

testing utilizing the variable number of special education 

teachers employed. 

Forty percent of special education directors of 

cooperatives who have 0 to 23 special education teachers 

employed answered, yes, minimum competencies for special 

education students should be established, while 60 percent 

did not think they should be established. Sixty-five percent 
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TABLE XXXII 

CHI-SQUARE, DEGREE OF FREEDOM, AND SIGNIFICANCE AMONG 
SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTORS OF COOPERATIVES 

REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION MINIMUM 
COMPETENCY TESTING UTILIZING THE 

VARIABLE NUMBER OF SPECIAL 
EDUCATION TEACHERS 

EMPLOYED 

Question Yes No Chi-Square df Significance 

4. Should special education minimum competencies for 
students' performance be established for school systems 
utilizing the variable number of special education 
teachers employed. 

(a) 0-23 6 9 

(b) 24-76 28 15 

(c) 77-144 2 1 

(d) 145 or 
more 0 0 2.97 2 0.22 

Total 36 25 

of the special education directors of cooperatives who have 

between 24 and 74 special education teachers employed 

answered yes, special education students should have 

minimum competency testing, while 35 percent were opposed to 

special education minimum competency testing. Sixty-seven 

percent of the special education directors of cooperatives 

who had between 77 and 144 special education teachers employed 

agreed that special education students should have minimum 
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competencies established. Thirty-three percent of the 

directors in this group were opposed to special education 

minimum competency testing. As shown in Table XXXII, 

analysis yielded a nonsignificant chi-square of 2.97 with 

2 degrees of freedom. There was no significant difference 

among special education directors of cooperatives regarding 

special education minimum competency testing utilizing the 

variable number of special education teachers employed. 

Hypothesis 5, "There will be no significant difference 

in perception among special education directors of coopera-

tives regarding their opinion concerning special education 

minimum competency testing of special education students 

utilizing variables (a) cooperative size, (b) size of the 

special education population, and (c) number of special 

education teachers" was retained because none of the variables 

was significant. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

A survey was conducted in the spring of 1984 to deter-

mine administrators' perceptions regarding minimum competency 

testing (MCT) for students identified as handicapped. A 

cross-sectional representation of Texas school superintendents 

and directors of special education responded to a question-

naire designed to determine differences between superinten-

dents and directors; between single district directors and 

directors of cooperatives; among superintendents; among 

directors in single districts; and among directors of 

cooperatives. Collected data were processed and analyzed by 

SPSS, which generated frequencies, chi-square analyses, 

degrees of freedom, and significance between or among groups. 

Findings 

Five findings were reached in this study. They were 

the direct products of the research questions employed in 

providing direction for this study. Hypothesis 1 was There 

will be no significant difference between the perceptions of 

superintendents and special education directors concerning 

minimum competency testing in special education. Hypothesis 

94 
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1 was retained when it was determined there was no signifi-

cant difference between the perceptions of superintendents 

and special education directors concerning minimum competency 

testing in special education. 

Hypothesis 2 was "There will be no significant differ-

ence between the perception of special education directors 

in single districts and directors of cooperatives concerning 

minimum competency testing in special education." Hypothesis 

2 was retained when it was determined that there was no 

significant difference between the perception of special 

education directors of single districts and directors of 

cooperatives concerning minimum competency testing in special 

education. 

Hypothesis 3 was "There will be no significant differ-

ence in perception among superintendents regarding their 

opinions concerning special education minimum competency 

testing utilizing the variables (a) district size, (b) size 

of special education population, and (c) number of special 

education teachers." Hypothesis 3 was retained when it was 

determined there was no significant difference in perceptions 

among superintendents regarding special education minimum 

competency testing utilizing the variables (a) district size, 

(b) size of the special education population, and (c) number 

of special education teachers employed. 

Hypothesis 4 was "There will be no significant differ-

ence in perception among special education directors of 



96 

single districts regarding special education minimum 

competency testing utilizing variables (a) district size, 

(b) size of the special education population, and (c) number 

of special education teachers." Hypothesis 4 was retained 

when it was determined there was no significant difference 

in perception among special education directors of single 

districts regarding their opinions concerning special educa-

tion minimum competency testing of special education students 

utilizing the variables (a) district size, (b) size of the 

special education population, and (c) number of special 

education teachers. 

Hypothesis 5 was "There will be no significant differ-

ence in perception among special education directors of 

cooperatives regarding special education minimum competency 

testing of special education students utilizing the variables 

(a) cooperative size, (b) size of the special education 

population, and (c) number of special education teachers." 

Hypothesis 5 was retained when it was determined there was 

no significant difference in perceptions among special 

education directors of cooperatives regarding their opinion 

concerning special education minimum competency testing of 

special education students utilizing variables (a) coopera-

tive size, (b) size of the special education population, 

and (c) number of special education teachers. 

There was a significant difference of what superinten-

dents and special education directors would do if a student 
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were unsuccessful on the MCT and had completed twelve years 

of school. The directors chose to award a standard high 

school diploma without MCT endorsement, while the super-

intendents were divided equally between granting a certifi-

cate of attendance and wanting to award a standard high 

school diploma with MCT endorsement. 

The only other significant difference in the study was 

between superintendents and special education directors con-

cerning what should be done with special education students 

who fail MCT. The superintendents chose to graduate on the 

basis of the IEP completion or to remediate the student. 

Special education directors chose to graduate on the basis 

of the IEP completion. 

Conclusions 

The major conclusions of the study are the following. 

1. Superintendents with 0 to 2,999 ADA and those with 

10,000 to 19,999 did not want competency testing for special 

education students; however, superintendents with 3,000 to 

9,999 ADA and those with 20,000 or more ADA were in favor of 

minimum competency testing for special education students. 

2. Special education directors of single districts 

within each ADA range were for special education minimum 

competency testing except those with 20,000 or more ADA, and 

they were evenly divided. 
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3. Special education directors of cooperatives with 

0 to 2,999 ADA were opposed to special education minimum 

competency testing while directors of cooperatives with 

3,000 to 9,999 ADA were definitely for special education 

minimum competency testing. Cooperative directors in the 

10,000 to 19,999 ADA range were evenly divided. 

Even though Texas administrators were divided in their 

perceptions toward minimum competency testing for special 

education students, the question is not moot. Shortly 

after this survey was completed, the Texas legislature in 

special session mandated special education minimum competency 

testing for all graduating students. However, ARD committees 

may exempt handicapped students from minimum competency 

testing as a requirement for graduation. 

Recommendations 

Specific Recommendations 

The following recommendations are a result of specific 

findings of the "Superintendents' and Special Education 

Directors' Perceptions Regarding A Minimum Competency Test-

ing Framework in Texas." The framework for minimum 

competency testing within the State of Texas should contain 

the following. 

1. Minimum competency testing for special education 

students should be conducted during selected grade levels. 
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2. Seventy percent of the competencies should be 

mastered for determining a special education student 

successful. 

3. If a special education student fails the minimum 

competency test on the first trial, he or she should be 

allowed to re-take the test four or more times. 

4. Learning disabled, emotionally disturbed, ortho-

pedically handicapped, other health impaired, hearing 

impaired, and visually handicapped students should be 

included in the minimum competency program. 

5. Minimum competency testing should be implemented 

in special education by classroom performance. 

6. The competencies missed each time by special educa-

tion students should be targeted on the IEP to be learned 

the following year. 

7. Special education students who fail minimum com-

petency testing should graduate on the basis of the IEP 

completion. 

8. If a special education student fails the minimum 

competency test, but is successful in his pre-vocational 

training, he should be allowed to graduate through the 

vocational program. 

9. Minimum standards for special education students 

should be standardized for special education students. 
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General Recoromendations 

General recommendations include the following. 

1. Review essential elements in terms of their relation-

ship to actual skills or concepts needed. Determine relevance 

of minimum competency testing for adult success of the handi-

capped student. Define alternative or compensatory com-

petencies where specific competencies are not feasible for 

specific motor or sensory deficits. 

2. Review testing instruments and procedures. Obtain 

modified tests for specific populations, e.g., braille 

editions. Ensure through state or local authorities that 

results from such modified tests will be acceptable. 

3. Develop procedures for reporting and for using 

system wide minimum competency test results to effect changes 

in the essential elements. Define the extent to which data 

from the use of modified tests will be merged with data from 

unmodified tests. 

4. Develop procedures for providing minimum competency 

test item analysis data on the child-by-child basis to the 

IEP teams. Define the role of the minimum competency test 

results, if any, in screening and evaluation and in document-

ing the IEP level of skill. Define potential relationships 

between the decision making process for children to be 

placed in remedial programs after minimum competency testing 

and the IEP review and development process. 
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5. Develop criteria and guidelines for IEP teams to 

review minimum competency test analysis data, other child 

evaluation data, and curricula for decisions regarding 

multiyear plans to achieve or accommodate to required 

competencies. 

6. Develop program evaluation to determine average 

essential element gain per handicapping condition. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

1. Since it is now mandated in Texas that minimum 

competency testing will be taken by special education 

students for graduation, a study should be made regarding 

the efficacy of this competency testing. 

2. A national study regarding special education minimum 

competency testing should be conducted. 

3. A study to determine what grade levels are most 

applicable to competency testing for special education 

students should be conducted. 

4. Further study should be made of what subject matter 

content should be covered on minimum competency testing that 

is applicable to the special education student. 

5. A study should be conducted to determine what 

should constitute graduation requirements for special educa-

tion students. 

In summary, five findings were reached with regard to 

minimum competency testing for special education students. 



102 

Three conclusions have been presented which would direct 

the application of a minimum competency framework within 

the State of Texas for special education students. Finally, 

nine specific recommendations, six general recommendations 

and five recommendations for further study have been made. 
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Appendix A 

Superintendents' and Special Education Directors' 
Perceptions Regarding a Minimum Competency 

Testing Framework in Texas 

Data Sheet 

I. Demographic data 

Please indicate: 

1. Your present position. 

(a) Superintendent 
(b) Director of Special Education 

(single district) 
(c) Director of Special Education 

(cooperative 

2. The Average Daily Attendance for your school 
district or cooperative. 

(a) 0-2,999 
(b) 3,000-9,999 
(c) 10,000-19,999 
(d) 20,000 or more 

3. The number of students enrolled in your special 
education program. 

(a) 0-399 
(b) 400-1,999 
(c) 2,000-2,999 
(d) 3,000 or more 

The number of special education teachers you have 
employed. 

(a) 0-23 
(b) 24-76 
(c) 77-144 
(d) 145 or more 

II. Questionnaire 

Special education minimum competencies for students' 
performance should be established for school systems, 

(a) Yes _(b) No 
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Assuming competency testing for special education students 
became a state mandate, please respond to the following 
items regardless of your response to Question 5. 

6. During which grades should special education Minimum 
Competency Testing (MCT) be conducted? (check one) 

(a) selected grade levels (ex. 3, 6, and 12) 
(b) grades 11 and 12 
(c) grades 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12 
(d) grades K through 12 

What percentage of the competencies should be mastered 
for determining a student successful? (check one) 

(a) 50 percent (d) 70 percent 
(b) 60 percent (e) 75 percent 
(c) 65 percent (f) 80 percent 

8. If a student fails the MCT on the first trial how many 
times should he or she be allowed to re-take the test? 
(check one) 

(a) once 
(b) twice 
(c) three times 
(d) four or more times 

9. If a student is unsuccessful on the MCT and has 
completed twelve years of public education, you would: 
(check one) 

(a) grant a certificate of attendance 
(b) award a standard high school diploma without 

MCT endorsement 
(c) award a standard high school diploma with 

no reference to MCT 

10. Which handicapping conditions should be included in 
the minimum competencies testing program? (check all 
that apply) 

(a) learning disabled 
(b) mentally retarded 
(c) emotionally disturbed 
(d) orthopedically handicapped 
(e) other health impaired 
(f) hearing impaired 
(g) visually handicapped 
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11. How should MCT be implemented in special education? 
(check one) 

(a) paper and pencil test in the classroom 
(b) classroom performance 
(c) performance in simulated situations 
(d) actual performance on the job 

12. The competencies missed each time should be targeted 
on the Individual Education Plan to be learned the 
following year: (check one) 

(a) Yes (b) No 

13. What should be done with special education students 
who fail MCT? (check one) 

(a) remediate the student 
(b) stop grade advancement until minimum 

competency is met 
(c) graduate on the basis of the IEP completion 

14. If a special education student fails the MCT, but is 
successful in his pre-vocational training, should he 
be allowed to graduate through the vocational program? 
(check one) 

(a) Yes (b) No 

15. Minimum standards for special education students 
should be based on: (check one) 

(a) standardized for all students (special and 
regular education students combined) 

(b) standardized according to ability 
(c) standardized for special education students 

(ex. Re-standardize the Texas Assessment of 
Basic Skills test for special education). 
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Appendix B 

Cover Letter Accompanying Research Instrument 

Dear Educator: 

I am a doctoral candidate completing my dissertation under 
the direction of Dr. Gary Anderson at North Texas State 
University. My dissertation examines the opinions of 
superintendents and special education directors regarding 
minimum competency testing for special education students 
in Texas. 

You have been randomly selected to participate in this study. 
Please complete and return the enclosed questionnaire in the 
self-addressed, postage-paid envelope. You will find the 
questionnaire easy to fill out and that it will take a 
minimum amount of your time. Your responses will be treated 
with anonymity. I will be happy to share the results of 
this study with you at your request. 

Thank you for your assistance and participation. Your con-
tribution to this study will provide valuable input concern-
ing competency testing for special education students. 

Sincerely, 

Elaine Clary 

Dr. Gary Anderson 

Enc, 
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