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ABSTRACT

THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE CRITERIA FOR INCLUSION OF 
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN THE MICHIGAN 

EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT PROGRAM AT THE 
FOURTH-GRADE LEVEL

By

Edmund John Shinsky

The purposes o f  t h i s  study were to  examine th e  a p p r o p r i a t e ­

ness o f  th e  e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i ­

p a t ing  in the  Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) t e s t .

A t o t a l  o f  751 fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from 97 

o f  Michigan 's  530 K-12 school d i s t r i c t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h i s  s tudy .

To a s su re  th e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  the  study f in d i n g s ,  a sys tem at ic  

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  method was used in  s e l e c t i n g  th e  97 d i s t r i c t s .  Seven 

c a te g o r i e s  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in th e  s tudy: 

educable  m enta l ly  impaired ,  speech and language impaired,  emot iona l ly  

impaired,  p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  h e a l th  impaired ,  v i s u a l l y  impaired,  

l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing impaired.  All sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­

dents  from th e  97 sampled d i s t r i c t s  were to  be included in  th e  s tudy .

The independent v a r i a b l e s  were th e  seven impairment groups,  

th e  percentage  o f  read ing  and math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  

and th e  MEAP p r o c t o r s '  judgment o f  whether th e  mechanics o f  the  t e s t  

were a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  the  s tu d e n t s .  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  were th e  

MEAP reading and math s co res .



Edmund John Shinsky

The da ta  ga thered  from t h i s  s tudy were analyzed and s t a t i s ­

t i c a l  hypotheses  t e s t e d  through a s e r i e s  o f  one-way ana lyses  o f  

v a r ian ce .  F - r a t i o s  with s t a t i s t i c a l  l e v e l s  o f  a lpha * .05 were 

accepted as s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h i s  s tudy .  Planned com­

pa r isons  were used to  examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among l e v e l s  o f  inde­

pendent v a r i a b l e s .  The o v e ra l l  f in d in g s  sugges ted t h a t  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  s tuden t s  from va r ious  d i s a b i l i t y  groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  

on th e  MEAP reading  and math t e s t s .  Addit iona l f in d in g s  in d ic a ted  

t h a t  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  who rece ived  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  

reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  the  general  educa t ion  classroom 

scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  on th e  MEAP read ing  and math t e s t s  than 

d id  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  who rece ived  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  math 

and /o r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  classrooms. Examina­

t i o n  o f  s tu d e n t  s co res  on th e  MEAP t e s t  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  th e  p roc to rs  

could a c c u r a t e ly  i d e n t i f y  th e  s tu d en t s  who had d i f f i c u l t y  handling 

th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t .

Based on th e se  f ind ings  and th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tuden t s  

regard ing  t h e  percen tage  o f  reading and math i n s t r u c t i o n  t im e s ,  the  

p re sen t  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  th e  MEAP t e s t  seem to  be a p p ro p r i a t e .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Statement o f  the  Problem 

Using s t u d e n t s '  t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  a s se s s  t h e i r  ind iv idua l  

achievement and c a p a b i l i t y  in  s p e c i f i c  academic a reas  i s  a t o p i c  in 

educa t ion  t h a t  con t inues  to  re c e iv e  n a t i o n a l ,  s t a t e ,  and loca l  a t t e n ­

t i o n .  Assessments vary in scope from s tanda rd ized  achievement 

t e s t s ,  to  measures t h a t  g a th e r  in format ion  on s t u d e n t s '  s t r e n g th s  

and weaknesses,  to  competency t e s t s  t h a t  use a s s e s s m e n t - t e s t  da ta  

to  make d ec i s io n s  regard ing  s tu d en t  e n t r a n c e ,  promotion,  r e t e n t i o n ,  

or  g radua t ion .  Whether a s t a t e  uses an assessment program or  com­

petency t e s t i n g ,  t h e r e  i s  a general  commonality between t e s t i n g  

programs t h a t  provides  f o r  accommodation o f  s tuden t s  with spec ia l  

needs.

S t a t e  po l icy  makers p lace  g r e a t  emphasis on the  va lue  o f  

s tu d en t  t e s t  r e s u l t s ,  c o r r e l a t i n g  them with  the  q u a l i t y  o f  i n d i ­

vidual school d i s t r i c t s '  educa t iona l  programs. Major c o n t ro v e r s i e s  

have su r fa ce d ,  concerning  which s tuden ts  should o r  should not take  

the  t e s t s ,  along with  who should g rad u a te ,  based on t h e i r  t e s t  

r e s u l t s .  This i s su e  becomes most complex when one takes  in to  

account  those  s tu d en t s  who re q u i r e  a d d i t io n a l  educa tiona l s u p p o r t ,  

such as spec ia l  educa t ion .

1
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Michigan educa to rs  have w res t led  with th e  dilemma o f  which 

s tuden t s  to  t e s t  o r  no t  to  t e s t  f o r  severa l  y e a r s .  The p re sen t  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  in the  Michigan 

Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) were e s t a b l i s h e d  in the  1978-79 

school y e a r .  A f te r  a g r e a t  deal o f  d e l i b e r a t i o n ,  the  Research 

Evaluation and Assessment Serv ices  Advisory Committee s e t  the  s t a n ­

dards  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  i n c lu s io n  in  th e  MEAP t e s t .

The adv isory  committee agreed t h a t  every s tu d en t  who re c e iv e s  50% or  

more o f  h i s / h e r  read in g /E n g l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  per day in the  general  

educa t ion  c lassroom i s  to  be t e s t e d ;  a s tu d en t  may be excluded from 

tak ing  th e  t e s t s  only i f  he /she  has been found e l i g i b l e  f o r  spec ia l  

education  through an I n d iv id u a l i z e d  Educational Planning Committee 

(IEPC) process  and r e c e iv e s  more than 50% o f  h i s / h e r  r e ad ing /Eng l i sh  

i n s t r u c t i o n  per  day through spec ia l  education  programs and s e r v i c e s .  

This may inc lude  s tu d en t s  who a re  educable m enta l ly  impaired (EMI), 

speech and language impaired (SLI) ,  emot iona l ly  impaired ( E l ) ,  

p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o the rw ise  h e a l th  impaired (POHI), v i s u a l l y  impaired 

(VI) ,  l e a r n in g  d i s a b l e d  (LD), and hear ing impaired (HI).

In a r e c e n t  paper e n t i t l e d  "Policy Im pl ica t ions  o f  Competency 

Tes t ing  as P a r t  o f  High School Graduation a t  the  Local,  S t a t e ,  and 

National Level, "  S h a r i f  Shakrani from the  Michigan Department o f  

Education (1980) poin ted out t h a t  many s t a t e s  and hundreds o f  school 

d i s t r i c t s  have adopted competency t e s t i n g  as p a r t  o f  high school 

g raduat ion  c r i t e r i a .  Concerning th e  importance o f  such t e s t i n g  p ro­

grams, Shakrani s t a t e d ,  "A v i a b le  competency t e s t i n g  program i s
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one in  which s tu d en t  performance da ta  a re  used as a b a s i s  f o r  d i a g ­

nosing weaknesses and necessary  remedia t ion not only f o r  s tuden t s  

but the  educa tiona l system as  a whole" (p .  8 ) .  I f  S h a k ra n i ' s  po in t s  

a re  taken s e r i o u s l y ,  i t  i s  im por tant t h a t  MEAP da ta  on a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  

inc lud ing  those  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  be used to  th e  maximum e x te n t  

a t  a l l  t h r e e  Michigan t e s t i n g  l e v e l s :  f o u r t h ,  s even th ,  and t e n th  

grades .  With th e  c u r r e n t  n a t io n a l  concern f o r  s tu d en t  a t t a inm en t  o f  

minimum competencies,  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  informat ion  be gathered  

so t h a t  a p p ro p r i a t e  i n s t r u c t i o n  and remedia t ion  can take  place  

before  any type o f  competency t e s t  i s  used to  determine a s t u d e n t ' s  

candidacy f o r  g radua t ion .

The major problem to  which th e  p re s en t  s tudy was addressed 

i s  t h a t  very l i t t l e  re s ea rc h  has been done on handicapped s t u d e n t s '  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in any type  o f  assessment o r  competency t e s t i n g .  The 

c r i t e r i a  f o r  handicapped s t u d e n t s '  i n c lu s io n  in and performance on 

such t e s t s ,  using  t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  enhance th e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  handi­

capped s t u d e n t s ,  and us ing  handicapped s t u d e n t s '  t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  

improve th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  curr icu lum a re  a few i s su es  t h a t  have 

been addressed in  a rudimentary  fa sh io n .  In Michigan, no formal 

re sea rch  has been conducted on handicapped s tu d e n t s '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

in th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program. I t  i s  t h i s  s u b je c t  

with which th e  p re s en t  s tudy was concerned.

Purpose o f  the  Study

The primary purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy was to  i n v e s t i g a t e  the  

app ro p r ia ten ess  o f  e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  spec ia l  education
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s tuden t s  in  the  Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP).

As s t a t e d  b e fo re ,  only those  s tu d en t s  who re c e iv e  more than 50% of  

t h e i r  read ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  educa tion  programs a re  

c u r r e n t l y  included in  t h e  MEAP t e s t i n g .  Hypotheses were t e s t e d  

concerning seven sp ec ia l  educa t ion  impairment groups (EMI, SLI,  E l ,  

POHI, VI, LD, HI) and t h e i r  scores  on th e  MEAP t e s t  a t  t h e  f o u r th -  

grade l e v e l .  Data were ga thered  on a l l  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tuden ts  

in th e  fo u r th  g rade ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  th e  amount o f  t ime they were 

in t e g ra te d  in to  general  educa t ion  E n g l i sh / r ead in g .  Addi tional 

in format ion was c o l l e c t e d  on th e  percentage  o f  reading  and /o r  math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  the  s tu d en t  r e ce iv ed .  Another pur­

pose o f  the  study was t o  determine whether t h e r e  was a d i f f e r e n c e  

in  mean MEAP reading and math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom the  mechan­

i c s  o f  the  t e s t  were judged a p p ro p r i a t e  and those  f o r  whom the  t e s t  

mechanics were judged not a p p r o p r i a t e .

Importance o f  th e  Study

This study w i l l  provide  i n i t i a l  d a ta  f o r  the  development o f  

r e s e a r c h - v a l id a t e d  c r i t e r i a  f o r  th e  in c lu s io n  o f  sp ec ia l  education 

s tu d en t s  in  the  Michigan Educational Assessment Program. The s tudy 

i s  important f o r  severa l  o th e r  rea so n s ,  as  w e l l .

F i r s t ,  s t a t e  and loca l  agenc ies  a r e  o b l ig a te d  by th e  Four­

t e en th  Amendment o f  th e  C o n s t i t u t i o n ,  by Public  Law 94-142 ( the  

Education o f  All Handicapped Children Act o f  1975),  and by Section 504 

o f  the  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act o f  1973 to  make every e f f o r t  p o s s ib le  to  

p r o t e c t  the  eq u a l - ed u c a t io n a l -o p p o r tu n i ty  r i g h t s  o f  a l l  handicapped
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i n d iv id u a l s .  Public  Law 94-142 enforces  t h i s  p ro te c t io n  by r e q u i r in g  

t h a t  each publ ic  agency ensure  t h a t  handicapped c h i ld re n  a re  edu­

ca ted  with nonhandicapped p u p i l s  as much as p o s s ib l e .  Sec t ion  504 

(R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act o f  1973) mandates t h a t  "no o therwise  q u a l i f i e d  

handicapped ind iv idua l  . . . s h a l l ,  s o l e l y  by reason o f  h i s  hand i­

cap,  be excluded from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n ,  be denied th e  b e n e f i t s  o f ,  

o r  be s u b je c t  to  d i s c r im in a t io n  under any program or  a c t i v i t y  r e c e i v ­

ing fed e ra l  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e "  (45 CRF, sec .  81 and 84 ) .

One o f  the  major e f f o r t s  t h a t  s t a t e  and loca l  agenc ies  can 

pursue to  ensure  t h a t  t h e i r  minimum-competency t e s t i n g  program com­

p l i e s  with  the  requirements  o f  th e  Fourteenth  Amendment, Public  Law 

94-142, and Section 504 i s  to  e v a lu a te  the  involvement and perform­

ance o f  handicapped in d iv id u a l s  in  t h e i r  t e s t i n g  program. The i n f o r ­

mation ga thered from th e  p re sen t  study w i l l  provide  s t a t e  and loca l  

educa tiona l agenc ies  with  data  from which they can m ain ta in  o r  

develop s t r a t e g i e s  in the  Michigan Educational Assessment Program 

t h a t  w i l l  al low handicapped s tuden t s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  and b e n e f i t  

from th e  t e s t i n g  program as much as t h e i r  nonhandicapped peer s .

This s tudy i s  a l so  important because i t  p rovides  a base o f  

re sea rch  d a ta  from which s p e c i f i c  unanswered ques t ions  regard ing  

handicapped s tu d e n t s '  involvement in  s t a t e  assessment o r  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  programs can be addressed .  Three o f  th e se  ques­

t i o n s  a re :

1. Is  i t  a p p ro p r ia t e  to  have uniform s t a t e  assessment 

t e s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  in c lu s io n  o f  handicapped s tuden t s?
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2. Are sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  adequate ly  prepared to  

take  t h e  s t a t e  assessment  t e s t ?  That i s ,  i s  t h e r e  a match between 

the  curr iculum and th e  informat ion on which they a re  t e s t e d ?

3. Are s t a t e  and loca l  agencies  us ing s t a t e  assessment  

t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  he lp  in  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n  o f  handicapped s tuden t s?

There i s  a g r e a t  deal o f  skep t ic ism among Michigan educa tors  

regard ing  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  and perform­

ance on the  MEAP t e s t .  Some in d iv id u a l s  f e e l  t h a t  sp ec ia l  educa tion  

s tu d e n t s '  t e s t  scores  lower th e  o v e ra l l  d i s t r i c t  performance l e v e l .  

The f ind ings  o f  t h i s  s tudy  can be used to  address  the  assumption 

t h a t  th e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t  i s  a f a c t o r  in  lowering MEAP 

sco res .

In a d d i t i o n ,  t h i s  s tudy i s  important because l i t t l e  re sea rch  

has been completed a t  e i t h e r  the  s t a t e  o r  th e  n a t iona l  l e v e l  in 

regard  to  handicapped s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in s t a t e  assessment  o r  

minimum competency t e s t i n g  program. A m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  

reviewed was concerned with using minimum competency t e s t s  as a 

gradua t ion  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  To th e  w r i t e r ' s  knowledge, no re sea rch  

has been done on elementa ry  handicapped s t u d e n t s '  involvement in 

s t a t e  assessment or  competency t e s t i n g .  Researchers  have mainly 

spoken to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  e a r l y  assessment and in te r v e n t io n  s t r a t e ­

g ies  a r e  important in provid ing  s tuden t s  with th e  b e s t  o p p o r tu n i ty  

to  pass th e  minimum-competency t e s t  as a g radua t ion  requ irement .

F i n a l l y ,  t h i s  s tudy i s  important because th e  in format ion  

gathered can be r e l a t e d  t o  t e s t i n g  programs in  o th e r  s t a t e s .  As
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the  Michigan Educational Assessment Program i s  s i m i l a r  t o  assessment 

programs used in  o th e r  p a r t s  o f  th e  c oun t ry ,  th e  informat ion  der ived  

from t h i s  study can provide  va luab le  da ta  f o r  o th e r  s t a t e s  to  use in 

accommodating handicapped s tu d en t s  in  t h e i r  t e s t i n g  programs.

G e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Findings

The f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  s tudy a re  most g e n e r a l i z a b l e  t o  Michi­

g a n ' s  fou r th -g rad e  sp ec ia l  educa tion  popu la t ion .  However, the  

f in d in g s  a re  a l s o  su g g es t iv e  o f  what may be found a t  o th e r  grade 

l e v e l s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  the  s tudy f in d in g s  may be usefu l  to  o th e r  

s t a t e s  using assessment o r  competency t e s t s  with  spec ia l  education 

popu la t ions .

Research Questions

This study was conducted in  an a t tem pt  to  answer the  f o l ­

lowing re sea rch  q u e s t io n s :

1. Do sp ec ia l  education s tu d en t s  from d i f f e r e n t  impairment 

groups score  d i f f e r e n t l y  in the  a reas  of  reading and math on the  

MEAP t e s t ?

2. Is  th e re  a d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP reading  scores  of  

spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  r e a d ­

ing o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  education?

3. Is  t h e r e  a d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP math scores  o f  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  reading or 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  education?

4. To what degree do the  mechanics o f  t e s t  t ak ing  and the  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  a b i l i t y  to  unders tand th e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r
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responding to  q u e s t i o n s ,  as  a ssessed  by MEAP p r o c t o r s ,  a f f e c t  the  

s tu d e n t s '  performance on th e  MEAP reading  and /o r  math t e s t s ?

D e f in i t io n  o f  Terms

The fo l lowing key terms a re  de f ined  in  th e  co n tex t  in  which 

they a re  used in  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .

Assessment t e s t s —ins t rum ents  used to  g a th e r  in format ion  on 

a s t u d e n t ' s  s t r e n g th s  and weaknesses and to  i n d i c a t e  s k i l l s  t h e  s t u ­

dent has o r  has not achieved .

Competency t e s t s —ins t rum ents  used to  de termine a s t u d e n t ' s  

s t r e n g th s  and weaknesses and to  make d e c i s io n s  regard ing  e n t r a n c e ,  

promotion,  r e t e n t i o n ,  o r  g rad u a t io n .

Tes t ing  program—a program t h a t  uses  a s tan d a rd ized  t e s t  to  

show t h e  r e l a t i v e  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses o f  a s tu d en t  w i th in  th e  

group.

Michigan Educat ional  Assessment Program (MEAP)—a s ta t ew id e  

program used to  a s s e s s  s tu d en t  achievement in  read ing  and mathe­

matics  ( o th e r  s u b je c t  a reas  a r e  t e s t e d  on a sampling b a s i s ) .

The MEAP t e s t s  a r e  adm in is te red  every f a l l  to  a l l  f o u r t h ,  s even th ,  
and t e n th  g r a d e r s .  They provide in format ion  on what th e  s t a t e ' s  
s tu d en t s  a re  l e a rn in g  in  s p e c i f i c  a r e a s  as  compared with what the  
s t a t e  wants them to  know and do. The c u r r e n t  assessment  t e s t s  
a re  o b j e c t iv e - r e f e r e n c e d  s e t s  o f  i tems measuring s e l e c t e d  
minimum-performance o b j e c t i v e s  in  th e  s u b je c t  a reas  o f  reading  
and mathematics.  Each o b j e c t i v e  i s  measured by a s e t  o f  t h r e e  
i tems. Object ive  a t t a in m en t  r e q u i r e s  answering c o r r e c t l y  a t  
l e a s t  two o f  th e  t h r e e  i tems measuring each o b j e c t i v e .  The 
untimed t e s t s  a l low s tu d en t s  to  work a t  t h e i r  own pace .  The 
t e s t s  were w r i t t e n  by Michigan educa to rs  and f i e l d  t e s t e d  tw ice  
on a s ta t ew id e  sample o f  s tu d e n t s .  Following each t r y o u t ,  the  
t e s t s  were reviewed and r e f i n e d .  The re v i s ed  t e s t s  were approved 
by th e  S t a t e  Board o f  Education and adm in is te red  on a s ta t e -w id e  
b a s i s  in 1980-81. (Michigan Department o f  Education,  1982, 
i n t r o d u c t io n )
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Ind iv idua l  Educational Planning Committee (IEPC)—a committee 

o f  persons appoin ted and in v i t e d  by the  supe r in tenden t  to  determine a 

s t u d e n t ' s  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  programs and s e r v i c e s ,  

and i f  t h a t  s tu d en t  i s  found to  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  such programs, to  

develop an in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa tion  program f o r  h im/her.

In d iv id u a l i z e d  Education Program (IEP)—an educa t iona l  p ro­

gram developed by the  IEPC; t h i s  program i s  reviewed ann u a l ly .

Educable m en ta l ly  impaired (EMI) s t u d e n t s —th o se  s tuden t s  

determined by an IEPC to  q u a l i f y  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s e r v ic e s  and 

who manifes t  a l l  o f  th e  fo l lowing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  (a)  development

a t  a r a t e  approximate ly  two to  t h r e e  s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  below the  

mean, as determined through i n t e l l e c t u a l  assessment ;  (b) scores  w i th in  

approximate ly  th e  lowest  s ix  p e r c e n t i l e s  on a s tan d a rd ized  t e s t  in 

reading and a r i t h m e t i c ;  (c)  lack  o f  development p r im a r i l y  in  th e  cog­

n i t i v e  domain; (d) impairment o f  ad ap t ive  behavior .

Emotionally impaired (E l)  s t u d e n t s —those  s tu d en t s  determined 

by the  IEPC to  q u a l i t y  f o r  sp ec ia l  education  s e r v i c e s  and who m anifes t  

behavior problems p r im a r i ly  in  th e  a f f e c t i v e  domain, over an extended 

per iod  o f  t im e ,  which adverse ly  a f f e c t  t h e i r  educa t ion  to  th e  e x t e n t  

t h a t  they cannot p r o f i t  from r e g u la r  l e a r n in g  exper iences  w i thout  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  suppor t .  The problems r e s u l t  in  behaviors  mani­

f e s t e d  by one o r  more o f  th e  fo llowing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  (a)  i n a b i l i t y

to  b u i ld  o r  main ta in  s a t i s f a c t o r y  in te rp e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i th in  

th e  school environment,  (b) i n a p p ro p r i a t e  behavior o r  f e e l i n g s  under 

normal c i rcum stances ,  (c) general  pe rvas ive  mood o f  unhappiness or
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d e p re ss ion ,  and (d) tendency to  develop phys ical  symptoms o r  f e a r s  

a s so c ia t e d  with personal  o r  school problems. The term "emotional ly  

impaired" a l so  inc ludes  persons who, in  a d d i t io n  t o  th e  preceding 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  e x h i b i t  maladaptive behaviors  r e l a t e d  to  s c h iz o ­

phrenia  o r  s im i l a r  d i s o r d e r s .

Hearing impaired (HI) s t u d e n t s —those  s tuden t s  determined by 

an IEPC to  q u a l i f y  f o r  spec ia l  education s e rv ice s  and who m an ife s t  a 

hear ing impairment t h a t  adverse ly  a f f e c t s  educa t iona l  performance.

A de te rm ina t ion  o f  impairment i s  based on a comprehensive ev a lua t ion  

by a m u l t i d i s c i p l i n a r y  e v a lu a t io n  team, which inc ludes  an o t o l a r y n ­

g o lo g i s t  and an a u d i o l o g i s t .

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) s t u d e n t s - - those  s tu d en t s  determined 

by an IEPC to  q u a l i t y  f o r  spec ia l  education s e r v ic e s  and who m anifes t  

a d i s o r d e r  in  one o r  more o f  the  bas ic  psychological  processes  

involved in unders tanding or  in using language, spoken, o r  w r i t t e n ,  

which may m an i fe s t  i t s e l f  in an imperfec t  a b i l i t y  to  l i s t e n ,  t h i n k ,  

speak, r e ad ,  w r i t e ,  s p e l l ,  o r  do mathematical  c a l c u l a t i o n s .  The 

ca tegory  inc ludes  such cond i t ions  as perceptual handicaps ,  b ra in  

i n j u r y ,  minimal b ra in  d i s f u n c t i o n ,  d y s l e x i a ,  and developmental aphas ia .  

I t  does not inc lude  ch i ld re n  who have le a r n in g  problems t h a t  a re  p r i ­

m ar i ly  the  r e s u l t  o f  v i s u a l ,  hea r in g ,  o r  motor handicaps;  o f  mental 

r e t a r d a t i o n ;  o f  emotional d i s tu rb a n ce ;  o r  o f  environmenta l ,  c u l t u r a l ,  

o r  economic d isadvan tage .

P hys ica l ly  o r  o therwise  hea l th  impaired (POHI) s t u d e n t s —those  

s tuden t s  determined by an IEPC to  q u a l i f y  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s e r v ice s  

and who m anifes t  a physica l  o r  o th e r  hea l th  impairment t h a t  adverse ly
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a f f e c t s  educa t iona l  performance and t h a t  r e q u i r e s  physica l  ad ap ta t ion  

w i th in  the  school environments .

Speech and language impaired (SLI) s t u d e n t s —those  s tuden ts  

determined by an IEPC to  q u a l i f y  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s e r v ice s  and 

who m an ife s t  communication impairments ( a r t i c u l a r i o n ,  v o ic e ,  f luency 

impairment) t h a t  adverse ly  a f f e c t  t h e i r  educa t iona l  performance.

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) s t u d e n t s —those  s tuden t s  determined 

by an IEPC to  q u a l i f y  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s e r v ice s  who m an i fe s t  a 

v isua l  impairment t h a t  i n t e r f e r e s  with  development o r  adverse ly  

a f f e c t s  t h e i r  educa t iona l  performance.

Special  educa t ion—s p e c i a l l y  designed i n s t r u c t i o n ,  provided 

a t  no c o s t  to  the  p a r e n t s ,  to  meet the  unique needs o f  a handicapped 

person; t h i s  inc ludes  c lassroom i n s t r u c t i o n ,  i n s t r u c t i o n  in physical  

educa t ion ,  home i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and i n s t r u c t i o n  in  h o s p i t a l s  and i n s t i ­

t u t i o n s .  Such educa t ion  i s  designed to  develop the  maximum p o te n t i a l  

o f  a handicapped person .

Overview o f  Subsequent Chapters

Chapter I I  con ta in s  a review o f  l i t e r a t u r e  on s t a t e  a s s e s s ­

ment and minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs. Included a re  a general 

review o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g ,  a d i s cu s s io n  o f  th e  legal  i s su e s  

regard ing  such t e s t i n g ,  and an examination o f  the  i s sues  surrounding 

in c lu s io n  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  minimum competency t e s t i n g .

The re sea rch  methodology o f  the  study i s  expla ined  in  

Chapter I I I .  The in s t ru m en ta t io n  and d a t a - c o l l e c t i o n  procedures a re  

d e sc r ib e d ,  and the  re sea rc h  hypotheses a re  s t a t e d .
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Chapter IV con ta in s  th e  p r e s e n ta t io n  and a n a ly s i s  o f  the  

d a ta .  I t  inc ludes  a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  sample,  by impairment 

ca tegory ,  th e  f ind ings  r e l a t i n g  to  the  hypotheses t e s t e d ,  and a 

summary o f  the  f i n d i n g s .

A summary o f  th e  s tudy ,  r e s u l t s  and conclus ions  o f  the  

s tudy ,  and l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  the  re sea rc h  may be found in  Chapter V. 

Recommendations f o r  th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program, 

as well as  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a rc h ,  a r e  a l so  inc luded.



CHAPTER I I

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In t ro d u c t io n

An ex tens ive  review o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  was conducted on han­

dicapped s tu d e n t s '  involvement in  s t a t e  assessment and minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  programs. Almost a l l  o f  the  re sea rch  regard ing  

handicapped s t u d e n t s '  involvement in  s t a t e  assessment t e s t i n g  p ro­

grams cen te red  on minimum competency t e s t i n g .  Whether a s t a t e  uses 

an assessment o r  a minimum competency t e s t  ( r e s u l t s  o f  th e  l a t t e r  

a re  used f o r  making d e c i s io n s  regard ing  e n t ra n ce ,  promotion,  r e t e n ­

t i o n ,  o r  g ra d u a t io n ) ,  t h e  re sea rch  on minimum competency t e s t i n g  can 

be useful to  educa tors  planning to accommodate handicapped s tu d en t s  

in a s t a t e  assessment program. T he re fo re ,  to  exp lore  in d e t a i l  the  

c u r r e n t  s t a t u s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  involvement in  s t a t e  

assessment programs, th e  theme o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g  was 

explored.  The informat ion  rep o r ted  in  t h i s  ch ap te r  d a te s  from the  

l a t e  1970s u n t i l  th e  p re s en t  and was gleaned mainly from journa l  

a r t i c l e s  and papers p resen ted  a t  confe rences .

The review i s  d iv ided  in to  t h r e e  major t o p i c  a reas  t h a t  

r e f l e c t  the  a v a i l a b l e  re sea rch  on handicapped s tu d en t s  and minimum 

competency t e s t i n g .  The f i r s t  s ec t io n  i s  a general  review o f  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g .  The second p a r t  con ta in s  a d i s cu s s io n  o f  legal

13
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i s su es  regard ing  minimum competency t e s t i n g .  The i s su e s  surrounding 

in c lu s io n  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  in minimum competency t e s t ­

ing a re  explored in  th e  t h i r d  s e c t io n  o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  review.

General Review o f  Minimum Competency Tes t ing  

The i s su e s  d i scussed  in th e  l i t e r a t u r e  regard ing  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  can be ca te g o r iz e d  in  severa l  ways. Since minimum 

competetency t e s t i n g  and competency t e s t i n g  in  general  a r e  t o o l s  used 

with th e  school popu la t ion  as  a whole,  many o f  th e  i s su es  regard ing  

t e s t i n g  th e  handicapped a re  i n t e r r e l a t e d  and f a l l  w i th in  the  general  

themes covered in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e .  There fore ,  the  purpose o f  t h i s  

s e c t io n  i s  to  provide  a general  overview o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on minimum 

competency t e s t i n g ;  severa l  t o p i c s  a re  examined t h a t  a re  r e l e v a n t  to 

th e  e n t i r e  school p o p u la t io n ,  inc lud ing  the  handicapped.

Background o f  Minimum 
Competency Tes ting

Minimum competency t e s t i n g  was developed in  response  to

s o c i e t y ' s  demand f o r  schools  to  be e d u c a t io n a l ly  acco u n tab le .  Wise

(1978) d iscussed  th e  reasoning  behind the  adoption o f  such t e s t i n g :

Minimum competency t e s t i n g  i s  a r e c e n t  " inven t ion"  designed 
to  improve t h e  sch o o ls .  The l a s t  decade o r  two have witnessed  
a success ion  o f  s i m i l a r  in ven t ions .  These inven t ions  have a l l  
been designed to  make the  o p e ra t ion  o f  schools  more "account­
a b l e , "  more "business  l i k e , "  and more " s c i e n t i f i c . "  One by 
one,  t h e se  inven t ions  have been enacted in to  s t a t e  law. The 
reasoning  appears  to  be t h a t

1. the  schools  a r e  not producing w e l l ;
2. an inven t ion  appears  t h a t  i s  s a id  to  improve schoo l ing ;
3. a s t a t e  law embodying t h a t  inven t ion  i s  passed ;
4.  as r e q u i re d  by law, th e  schools  wi l l  produce w e l l .  (p.  596)
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As th e  concern f o r  educa t iona l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  grew, minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  gained appeal as  a p o s s ib le  means o f  improving 

th e  schools  (Blau,  1978).  According to  Blau,  t h e  proponents o f  min i ­

mum competency t e s t i n g  sugges t  t h a t  such measurement i s  o f  b e n e f i t  

because

1. th e  high school diploma i s  o f  q u es t io n ab le  va lue  s ince
soc ia l  promotions begin a t  th e  f i r s t  grade and continue
onward through a l l  twelve g rades ;

2. the  leve l  o f  a t t a in m en t  by high school g raduates  i s  d e c e l ­
e r a t i n g  c o n s t a n t l y ;

3.  s tu d en t s  lack  mot iva t ion  and they r e q u i r e  something to  
make them more concerned about s c h o o l ;

4.  t e ach e rs  a r e  not as competent as they ought to  be; and
5. the  f a b r i c  o f  i n t e l l e c t u a l  s o c i e ty  i s  d e t e r i o r a t i n g ,  and 

th e  school system i s  he lp ing  to  h ide  t h i s  by con t inu ing  to  
process  s tu d en t s  w i thou t  concern about th e  p u r s u i t  o f  e x c e l ­
lence .  (p. 173)

Educato rs ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and behavioral  s c i e n t i s t s  have

debated whether minimum competency t e s t i n g  i s  the  answer to  e x i s t i n g

educa t iona l  concerns .  Blau argued a g a in s t  th e  use o f  such t e s t i n g .

He c i t e d  th e  fo l lowing  reasons  f o r  h i s  s tand :

1. t e s t  in s t rum ents  used in  minimum competency e v a lu a t io n s  a re  
o f  l im i t e d  v a l i d i t y ;

2. a s id e  from te ch n ica l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  t e s t s  a re  not a very 
f a i r  way o f  a s s e s s in g  educa t iona l  p ro g re s s ;

3. t e s t i n g  i s  a n t i  l i b e r a l  and a n t i  p rog ress ;
4. t e s t s  labe l  c h i ld re n  and i t  i s  g e n e r a l ly  agreed t h a t  

c h i ld re n  should not be l a b e l e d ;  and
5. the  use o f  minimum competency t e s t s  w i l l  fo rce  the  schools  

to  develop programs to " teach the  t e s t . "  (p.  174)

The National Education Assoc ia t ion  (NEA, 1978) took the  f o l ­

lowing p o s i t i o n  on th e  major use o f  t e s t s  and voiced i t s  concern 

about  l a b e l in g  and c l a s s i f y i n g  s tu d en t s  on the  b a s i s  o f  t h e se  t e s t s .

The major use o f  t e s t s  should be to  improve educa t io n —to
diagnose l e a r n in g  d i f f c u l t i e s  and to  plan le a r n in g  a c t i v i t i e s
in response t o  l e a r n in g  needs.  Tes ts  must not be used in  any
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way to  labe l  and c l a s s i f y  s t u d e n t s ,  to  t r a c k  i n to  homogeneous 
groups,  . . .  t o  p e rp e tu a te  an e l i t i s m ,  o r  to  main ta in  some 
groups o f  i n d iv id u a l s  " in  t h e i r  p lace"  near  th e  bottom o f  the  
socio-economic l ad d e r .

Po l icy  makers have s t a t e d  a number o f  opin ions  and taken 

va r ious  p o s i t i o n s  on minimum competency t e s t i n g .  Whether these  

opin ions  and p o s i t i o n s  r e f l e c t  a need to  be e d u c a t io n a l ly  accoun t­

ab le  o r  provide  a too l  to  i d e n t i f y  s tu d en t  needs ,  severa l  ques t ions  

remain regard ing  th e  implementation and value o f  minimum competency 

t e s t i n g .  The 13 i s s u e s  posed by Howell ( in  S e c h re s t ,  1981) in  1978 

provide  a synopsis  o f  the  ques t ions  concerning minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  with which educa to rs  and p o l ic y  makers a re  s t i l l  dea l in g :

1. Should th e  s k i l l s  to  be t e s t e d  be " l i f e  s k i l l s "  o r  "school 
s k i l l s ? "  A c l e a r  d i s t i n c t i o n  can be drawn between th e  two 
ty p e s ,  and each i s  a p p ro p r ia t e  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  purposes .

2. Once th e  type  o f  s k i l l s  has been determined, which of  the  
s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s  should be considered  to  make up th e  "bas ics"  
w i th in  the  type?

3. Once th e  type  o f  s k i l l s  has been determined, what would be 
th e  a p p r o p r ia t e  procedure f o r  measuring th e  leve l  o f  s k i l l s  
achieved? L i fe  s k i l l s  a r e  b e s t  measured over  t ime with 
l i f e - l i k e  s i t u a t i o n s .  School s k i l l s  a re  b e s t  measured in
a s in g l e  t e s t ,  u s u a l ly  a paper-and-penc i l  t e s t .

4.  When would be th e  a p p ro p r ia t e  t ime f o r  minimum competency 
t e s t i n g ?  I f  t h e  t e s t  i s  to  be simply an e x i t  mechanism, the  
j u n i o r  o r  s e n io r  y ea r  may be adequate .  I f  th e  t e s t  i s  to  be 
used as a p a r t  o f  the  educa t iona l  p ro cess ,  i t  should be admin­
i s t e r e d  as e a r l y  as  p o s s ib l e .  The r e s u l t s  could then be used 
in  shaping th e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  programs. The bas ic  c r i t e r i o n  
f o r  th e  t ime chosen would be th e  purpose o f  th e  t e s t i n g  p ro ­
gram.

5. Once an ins t rum ent  o r  procedure has been developed o r  s e l e c t e d  
f o r  use in  a minimum competency t e s t i n g  program, who should 
s e l e c t  th e  s tanda rd  f o r  achievement? The answer to  t h i s  ques­
t i o n  i s  c r i t i c a l .

6. Where do maximum s tandards  and minimum s tandards  meet? A 
major concern o f  educa tors  i s  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  e s t a b l i s h ­
ing a f l o o r  o f  minimum requirements  would have th e  e f f e c t  of  
lowering th e  c e i l i n g .

7. What accommodations should be made f o r  f a i l u r e s ?  The common 
responses  have been to  o f f e r  a d d i t io n a l  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  to  take
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th e  t e s t  and to  provide remedia t ion to  th e  s tu d en t  who 
f a i l e d  th e  t e s t .  These approaches have been b e n e f i c i a l  to  
many s tu d en t s  when th e  remedia t ion i s  w e l l -conce ived ,  but new 
approaches a re  needed.

8.  How can a minimum competency t e s t i n g  program be f inanced?
The development o r  s e l e c t i o n  process becomes p r o h i b i t i v e l y  
expensive f o r  school systems with low ta x  bases .  I f  a mini­
mum competency program i s  to  be e d u c a t io n a l ly  sound, i t  has 
to  employ only  w e l l - c o n s t r u c te d  t e s t s  with high v a l i d i t y  and 
r e l i a b i l i t y .  These a re  c o s t l y .

9. What s tep s  a re  p o s s ib le  to  prevent a r e tu r n  to  seg rega t ion?  
Students  from low socio-economic backgrounds tend to  do more 
poorly  on s tanda rd ized  t e s t s  than those  from higher  s o c io ­
economic backgrounds.  Since th e  r a t i o  o f  non-white s tuden t s
to  white s tu d en t s  i s  h igher  in th e  lower socio-economic l e v e l s ,  
t h e  n e t  e f f e c t  would be re seg re g a t io n  o f  schoo ls .  This would 
occur as remedia t ion programs a re  developed f o r  s tu d en t s  who 
have f a i l e d  o r  have been i d e n t i f i e d  as l i k e l y  t o  f a i l .

10. For those  s t a t e s  which choose to  use l i f e  s k i l l s  in  t h e i r  
minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs, what should be done to  
a ssu re  t h a t  s tuden t s  a re  re c e iv in g  an educa t ion  in  those  
s k i l l s ?  Few schools  o f f e r  a program d ea l ing  with l i f e  s k i l l s .

11. When should minimum competency requirements  be imposed on 
s tuden t s?  Should t h e r e  be a "phase- in"  per iod  to  a llow s t u ­
den ts  to  p repare  f o r  th e  t e s t ?  The ques t ion  o f  th e  l e g a l i t y  
o f  imposing such a requirement on s tu d en t s  who have not had 
foreknowledge o f  i t  has been quest ioned  in the  c o u r t s  ( e . g . ,  
F l o r i d a ) .

12. Should r e s u l t s  from the  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program be 
used in a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  c o n s id e ra t io n s  f o r  t e ach e rs?

13. What i s  t h e  lega l  s t a t u s  o f  th e  concept o f  minimum competency 
t e s t i n g ?  Does i t  deny the  s tu d en t s  who f a i l  t h e  r i g h t  to  
o b ta in  an education?  Proponents argue t h a t  i t  could a ssu re  
t h a t  r i g h t  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  s t an d a rd s .  Opponents argue t h a t  
i t  f r e q u e n t ly  pena l izes  s tu d en t s  who f a i l  because o f  f a c t o r s  
beyond t h e i r  con t ro l  ( e . g . ,  imposit ion o f  th e  requirement a t  
a l a t e  da te  in  th e  school exper ience ,  t e s t  b i a s ,  handicapping 
c o n d i t io n ,  weak in s t r u c t i o n a l  program), (pp. 15-18)

P e rspec t ives  on Minimum 
Competency Tes ting

Opinions about minimum competency t e s t i n g  vary both among 

and w i th in  school board ,  ed u ca to r ,  and s tu d en t  groups.  In 1978, the  

National School Board Assoc ia t ion  po l led  school-board  members f o r  

t h e i r  opin ions  about i s su es  involved with minimum competency t e s t i n g .
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Responses r ep resen ted  5.5% o f  the  n a t i o n ' s  pub l ic  schoo ls .  The 

general  f in d in g s  were as fo l lows:

1. School le ad e rs  f e l t  more in c l in e d  to  c r i t i c i z e  s tu d e n t s ,  
s t a f f ,  o r  curr icu lum than to  c r i t i c i z e ,  e l i m i n a t e ,  or  change 
t e s t s  in the  event o f  s t u d e n t s '  MCT f a i l u r e .

2. Modest d i f f e r e n c e s  in  p r i o r i t i e s  appeared in  what competen­
c i e s  school l e ad e rs  be l ieve  should be t e s t e d .

3. Among school l e ad e rs  th e re  was a marked p re fe rence  f o r  MCT 
d ec is io n s  made l o c a l l y ,  a p re fe rence  f o r  c i t i z e n  invo lve­
ment,  and a d i s t r u s t  o f  l e g i s l a t u r e s .

4. The m a jo r i ty  o f  respondents  achieved consensus in noting  t h a t  
MCT appeals  to  them. They f e l t  t h a t  MCT aims to  improve 
teach ing  and l e a r n in g  and seeks to  document t h a t  every s t u ­
dent i s  minimally competent.

5. There was consensus nation-wide  about the  va lue  o f  g iv ing  a 
s tu d en t  severa l  chances to  pass a t e s t ,  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  p r e ­
pare  f o r  a t e s t ,  and some measure o f  d i s c r e t i o n  in the  use o f  
t e s t  s co res .  (S za f r a n le e ,  1981, pp. 31-32)

In d i s cu s s in g  the  National School Board Assoc ia t ion  survey,

S zafran lee  poin ted out t h a t

The survey was not n e g l ig e n t  in uncovering opin ions  about MCT
s p e c i f i c a l l y  with the  handicapped. The survey showed t h a t :

1. Respondents were unsure whether th e  same minimums should 
apply to a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  but 21 percen t  f e l t  handicapped s t u ­
dents  should achieve  the  same minimal competency.

2. MCT was considered  a good "equi ty"  measure to  be used to  
meet th e  needs o f  a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  give a l l  s tu d en t s  maximum 
o p p o r tu n i ty ,  t o  make su re  schools  a re  he lp ing  a l l  s tu d e n t s .

3. MCT was seen as  needed to  he lp  c e r t a i n  types  to  graduate  
(below average in  "book i n t e l l i g e n c e " ) ,  (p.  32)

Educators have voiced t h e i r  o b je c t io n s  to  th e  use o f  minimum

competency t e s t i n g  in  th e  pub l ic  schools .  Dittmar (1979; quoted in

S e c h re s t ,  1981) l i s t e d  a number o f  o b je c t io n s  educa tors  have to  using

minimum competency t e s t i n g :

1. I t  excludes  some c h i ld re n  a r b i t r a r i l y  from th e  b e n e f i t s  o f
educa tion  and s t ig m a t iz e s  unde r -ach ieve rs .

2. I t  does not a ssu re  th e  development o f  e f f e c t i v e  programs o f
remedia t ion f o r  those  s tu d en t s  who f a i l  the  t e s t s .

3. I t  tends  to  ove rs im p l i fy  the  i s sue  o f  minimal competency
among g radua tes .
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4. I t  causes a narrowing o f  curr icu lum as the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
program begins to  focus on s p e c i f i c  su rv iva l  s k i l l s .

5. I t  places  an u n f a i r  burden o f  f a i l u r e  on th e  s tu d e n t s .
6.  I t  p laces  an u n f a i r  burden o f  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  on ed u ca to rs .
7. I t  encourages " teaching  th e  t e s t . "
8.  I t  c r e a t e s  maximums f o r  th e  r equ i red  minimums.
9. I t  fo rce s  s tu d en t s  t o  spend hours dea l ing  with t r i v i a  while 

n e g lec t in g  important educa tiona l i s su e s .  (S ec h re s t ,  1981, p.  43)

Students  themselves  a l s o  have n ega t ive  opin ions  o f  minimum

competency t e s t i n g .  Blau (1978) surveyed 35 s tuden ts  who had r e c e n t ly

been examined in F l o r i d a ' s  minimum competency program. His f in d in g s

were as fo llows:

T h i r ty  o f  the  t h i r t y - f i v e  s tuden t s  in te rv iewed in  depth were 
r e l a t i v e l y  d i s t r e s s e d  and d i s d a in fu l  about the  whole t e s t i n g  
b us ines s .  They saw i t  as ano ther  burden developed by a d u l t s  to  
make t h e i r  p rogress  through school more d i f f i c u l t .  . . .

The s tu d en t s  who f a i l e d  th e  minimal competency t e s t  saw t h i s  
r e s u l t  as ano ther  a n t a g o n i s t i c  "put down" from a s o c i e t y  t h a t  
does not 1i ke them very wel1. A number o f  bri  ght s tu d en t s  who 
wi l l  be admit ted  to  c o l l e g e  with advanced s tanding  had almost 
i d e n t i c a l  views, except t h a t  they saw the  t e s t s  as j u s t  another  
"p iece  o f  nonsense" t h a t  wastes time during high school and keeps 
them from produc t ive  l e a r n in g .  The poor s tu d en t s  saw the  t e s t s  
as an a d d i t io n a l  b a r r i e r  to  success  and esteem and no t  a he lp ,  
while  th e  good s tu d en t s  saw them as a b a r r i e r  to  us ing t h e i r  
time e f f e c t i v e l y ,  (pp. 176-77)

Student Dif fe rences  and 
Minimum Competency Tes t ing

Also d iscussed  in the  l i t e r a t u r e  i s  how minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  a f f e c t s  d i f f e r e n t  groups o f  s tu d e n t s .  Cer ta in  bas ic  assump­

t io n s  under ly ing  Sec t ion  504 o f  the  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act o f  1973 pose 

some te ch n ica l  problems in  accommodating competency t e s t i n g  programs 

to  handicapped s tu d e n t s .  Two assumptions poin ted out by Morrissey

(1978) a re  t h a t

f i r s t ,  ways e x i s t  o r  can be developed to  n e u t r a l i z e  o r  account 
f o r  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  impairments on performance; and second, 
equal o p por tun i ty  can be assured  by de termin ing how much
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handicapped in d iv id u a l s  a re  a l i k e  r a t h e r  than d i f f e r e n t  
from t h e i r  normal com pet i to rs ,  (p.  208)

Another i s su e  r e l a t e d  t o  s tu d en t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and minimum com­

petency t e s t i n g  i s  t h e  tendency f o r  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  t e s t i n g  program 

to  s t im u la te  t r a c k i n g ,  thus  v i o l a t i n g  th e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  educa t ing  s t u ­

dents  in  th e  l e a s t - r e s t r i c t i v e  environment.  Cohen, S a f ran ,  and 

Polloway (1978) po in ted  ou t :

During the  p a s t  decade the  emphasis upon th e  concept  o f  the  
l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  environment has c a r r i e d  with  i t  th e  u l t im a te  
goal to  f o s t e r  he terogeneous groupings and thus  to  a f f i rm  t h a t  
ch i ld re n  with d i f f e r e n t  l e a rn in g  a b i l i t i e s ,  l i f e s t y l e s ,  t a l e n t s ,  
and c u l tu r e s  can l e a r n  from each o th e r  when given th e  oppor tu ­
n i t y .  A s i g n i f i c a n t  t h r e a t  t o  heterogeneous l e a r n in g  env i ro n ­
ments e x i s t s  w i th in  the  M.C.T. movement.

Remedial programs, sometimes known as  su rv iva l  s ch o o l s ,  have 
been in t roduced  as a necessa ry  outgrowth of  M.C.T. Pupi l s  who 
do not i n i t i a l l y  pass th e  exam a re  placed in to  th e se  programs 
in  o rde r  to  advance t h e i r  achievement to  an accep tab le  l e v e l .  
There fo re ,  a by-product o f  M.C.T. may be to  r e s u l t  in the  d i s ­
c r im ina to ry  p r a c t i c e  o f  a b i l i t y  t r a c k in g  which may in h e r e n t ly  
be b iased  a g a in s t  handicapped and m inor i ty  s tu d e n t s ,  (p.  251)

Also r e l a t e d  t o  s tu d en t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and minimum competency

t e s t i n g  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  "minimum competency" has d i f f e r e n t  meanings

f o r  d i f f e r e n t  people.  Danielson (1978) poin ted  ou t :

A r e ta rd ed  a d u l t ' s  su rv iva l  in a halfway house may be an approp­
r i a t e  level o f  fu n c t io n a l  competency. The not ion  o f  minimum 
competency im pl ies  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  bas ic  s k i l l s  and /o r  competen­
c i e s  which a r e  necessa ry  f o r  any person to  possess  in  o rd e r  t o  
fu n c t io n .  But t h e  term "to  func t ion"  needs c l a r i f i c a t i o n ,  and 
schools  must grapp le  with the  f a c t  t h a t  competencies a re  not 
a b so lu t e ,  but  a re  r e l a t i v e  to  th e  environment o f  th e  i n d iv id u a l .  
Our s o c ie ty  has long recognized t h a t  i t  con ta in s  many accep tab le  
environments ( s u b - c u l t u r e s ) ,  (p.  201)

The ways in which minimum competency t e s t i n g  must provide  fo r  

s tu d en t  d i f f e r e n c e s  a re  not s p e c i f i c a l l y  s t a t e d  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e .  

However, when dea l ing  with the  handicapped s t u d e n t ,  th e  im p l ica t io n s
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o f  Sec t ion  504 a re  c l e a r .  As Morrissey  (1978) poin ted o u t ,  "In a 

competency t e s t i n g  program a handicapped s tuden t  must be i n d iv id u a l ly  

accommodated" (p.  207) .  The ac tua l  techn iques  used to  accommodate 

handicapped s tuden t s  a r e  l e f t  to  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  o f  the  s t a t e  and 

loca l  educa t iona l  agency.

The Indiv idual ized Educational Plan 
and Minimum Competency Tes t ing

Throughout t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i t  i s  ev iden t  t h a t  educa tors  and 

po l icy  makers a re  s t r i v i n g  f o r  an answer on how to  accommodate s t u ­

dents  with sp ec ia l  needs.  Questions  continue  to  a r i s e  about whether 

educa tors  a re  using minimum competency t e s t i n g  to  the  maximum b e n e f i t  

o f  t e ach e rs  and s t u d e n t s ,  whether t h e r e  i s  a p p ro p r i a t e  fo llow-up 

remedia t ion f o r  s tu d en t s  who f a i l  th e  t e s t ,  whether minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  programs r e a l l y  b e n e f i t  spec ia l  educa tion  s t u d e n t s ,  and a t  

what po in t  in a s t u d e n t ' s  c a r e e r  th e  t e s t s  should be in t roduced .

Ravich (1978) no ted ,  "The u l t im a te  purpose o f  th e  t e s t  i s  to  provide 

a s s i s t a n c e  to  t e a c h e r s  and s tu d en t s  r a t h e r  than to  withhold  dip lomas,  

but o f t e n  th e  t e s t s  a r e  admin is te red  too l a t e  in th e  s t u d e n t ' s  c a r e e r  

to  be o f  much use to  him" (p. 7 ) .

Feldmesser (1980) addressed th e  ques t ion  o f  fo llow-up remedia­

t i o n .  He wrote ,  "Presen t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  handl ing s tu d en t s  who have 

not met minimum s tanda rds  by the  end o f  t h e i r  high school educa t ion  a re  

not s a t i s f a c t o r y .  To imply o th e r  remedial i n s t r u c t i o n ,  when schools  

have no t  y e t  brought s tuden t s  to  th e  p o in t  o f  competence,  seems 

f u t i l e "  (p. 421).
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Questions concerning minimum competency t e s t i n g  become even 

more important when educa to rs  ev a lu a te  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between the  

spec ia l  educa t ion  curr icu lum and th e  minimum competency t e s t i n g  p ro ­

gram. These ques t ions  pos t  major cha l lenges  to  both educa tors  and 

po l icy  makers. In t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  i t  was poin ted out t h a t  us ing the  

Ind iv id u a l ized  Educational Plan (IEP) can help educa to rs  meet some 

o f  the  cha l lenges  in h e ren t  in  accommodating minimum competency t e s t ­

ing to  exceptiona l c h i l d r e n .

In "Competency Tes ting and the  Exceptional C h i ld , "  Swartz

(1979) provided the  fo llowing recommendations regard ing  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  and the  use o f  the  In d iv id u a l iz e d  Educational 

Plan.

Based on an e x ten s iv e  l i t e r a t u r e  review and the  c u r r e n t  pe rspec ­
t i v e  o f  th e  National Council f o r  Exceptional Ch i ld ren ,  the  I .C .E .C .
Ad Hoc Committee on Minimal Competency Tes ting f o r  Handicapped
Children made th e  following recommendations:
1. The Ind iv idua l  Educational Program should be used as the  

de te rm iner  o f  competencies f o r  handicapped c h i l d r e n . I t  i s  
be l ieved  t h a t  both the  I .E .P .  and th e  minimal competency t e s t  
have a s i m i l a r  i n t e n t ,  to  in su re  q u a l i t y  educa t iona l  oppor tu ­
n i t y  f o r  p u b l ic  school c h i ld r e n .  I t  i s  a l so  be l ieved  t h a t  
th e  I . E . P .  i s  the  a p p ro p r i a t e  measure f o r  the  handicapped 
c h i l d .

2. Minimal competency t e s t i n g  should be considered  an opt ion  
f o r  handicapped c h i ld re n  when a p p r o p r i a t e . When th e  handi-  
capped c h i l d ' s  academic success i s  such t h a t  t ak in g  t h e  min i ­
mal competency t e s t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  t h i s  should be e s t a b ­
l i s h e d  as a goal on th e  c h i l d ' s  I .E .P .  Under no c i rcumstances  
should minimal competency t e s t i n g  become mandatory f o r  hand i­
capped c h i ld r e n  but r a t h e r  be s e l e c te d  as an op t ion  on an 
in d iv idua l  b a s i s .

3. Minimal competency t e s t i n g  must be nond iscr im ina to ry  to  handi­
capped c h i l d r e n . Appropriate  m od if ica t ions  in t e s t  admin is ­
t r a t i o n  must be made to  accommodate each c h i l d ' s  handicapping 
co n d i t io n .

4. Minimal competency t e s t i n g  should not be the  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  
determin ing a p p ro p r ia t e  grade placement f o r  handicapped
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c h i l d r e n . Program d ec i s io n s  f o r  the  handicapped must be 
made on th e  b a s i s  o f  i n d iv id u a l ly  determined needs.

5. A r e g u la r  high school diploma should be awarded to  each 
handicapped c h i ld  who completes th e  p re sc r ibed  sp ec ia l  edu­
c a t io n  program. I t  i s  be l ieved  t h a t  only a r e g u la r  diploma 
would be c o n s i s t e n t  with th e  s p i r i t  o f  f ed e ra l  and s t a t e  
laws regard ing  the  handicapped, (pp. 5-6)

Legal Issues  Regarding Minimum Competency Tes ting 

Legal i s su e s  regard ing  minimum competency t e s t i n g  con t inue  to  

r ece iv e  a g r e a t  deal o f  a t t e n t i o n  th roughout the  United S t a t e s .  As 

minimum competency t e s t i n g  cont inues  to  evolve in to  a major a sp ec t  o f  

t h e  educa tiona l system, legal  i s su e s  w i l l  i n e v i t a b ly  a r i s e .  McCarthy 

(1982) s t a t e d ,  "The l i t i g a t i o n  i s  on ly  in  i t s  i n f a n t  s t a g e ,  and i t  

seems d e s t in ed  to  p r o l i f e r a t e "  (p.  16) .  McCarthy's s ta tem ent  i s  p a r ­

t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  when one cons ide rs  th e  involvement o f  handicapped 

s tu d en t s  in the  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program.

Handicapped s t u d e n t s '  involvement in minimum competency t e s t ­

ing i s  not a new i s s u e .  The fo llowing ques t ions  r e f l e c t  the  major 

a reas  emphasized in t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  with regard  to  handicapped 

s tu d e n t s '  involvement in  minimum competency t e s t i n g :

1. To what e x t e n t  does the  law p r o te c t  handicapped s tuden ts  

in  regard  to  minimum competency t e s t i n g ?

2. What importance do educa t iona l  versus  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

r i g h t s  have f o r  th e  handicapped s tu d en t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  programs?

3. What lega l  and po l icy  ques t ions  should be taken in to  

account when educa t iona l  agencies  a re  involved with  minimum compe­

tency t e s t i n g ?
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The l i t e r a t u r e  on th e se  t h r e e  t o p ic s  o f  concern i s  presented  in  the  

fo llowing pages.

Legal P r o tec t io n s  f o r  
Handicapped Students

The t h r e e  major lega l  p r o te c t io n s  f o r  handicapped s tu d en t s  are  

the  Fourteenth  Amendment to  t h e  C o n s t i tu t io n  o f  th e  United S t a t e s ,  

Publ ic  Law 94-142 (known as th e  Educational o f  All Handicapped C h i l ­

dren Act o f  1975),  and Section 504 o f  th e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act o f  1973.

Fenton (1978) poin ted  out the  re levance  o f  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  

r i g h t s  f o r  ed u ca to r s ,  as well as how th e se  r i g h t s  r e l a t e  t o  t e s t i n g  

and th e  handicapped:

. . . The Supreme Court has made i t  c l e a r  t h a t  the  behavior  
o f  educa tors  must conform to  fundamental c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  s a f e ­
guards and cannot c o n f l i c t  with bas ic  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i g h t s .

Two c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i g h t s  s e t  f o r t h  in th e  Fourteenth 
Amendment have spec ia l  re levance  f o r  school a d m in i s t r a to r s  con­
tem pla t ing  how they w i l l  deal with  handicapped s tu d en t s  in  t h e i r  
t e s t i n g  programs. The f i r s t  r i g h t  i s  th e  guarantee  o f  equal 
p r o t e c t io n  o f  the  law, construed as equal o p por tun i ty  when app l ied  
to  educa t ion ;  th e  second r i g h t  i s  to  due process  when s t a t e  a c t io n  
may adverse ly  a f f e c t  an in d iv id u a l .  Both th e se  p ro v is io n s  have 
been embodied in  Public  Law 94-142, the  Education o f  All Handi­
capped Children  Act,  and a re  e l ab o ra ted  on by t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  
and i t s  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  (p.  182)

The Four teenth  Amendment e s t a b l i s h e s  a foundation o f  legal 

p ro te c t io n  f o r  a l l  pe rsons ,  whereas Public  Law 94-142 and Section 504 

o f  th e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act apply those  requirements  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  

t o  handicapped persons.  Public  Law 94-142 and Sec t ion  504 mandate 

not only t h a t  each handicapped c h i ld  rece iv e  a f r e e ,  a p p ro p r i a t e  

pub l ic  educa t ion ,  but a l s o  t h a t  the  c h i ld  be a f fo rded  s p e c i f i c  p ro ­

t e c t i o n s  when being ev a lua ted .  Also,  Sec t ion  504 mandates
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nondiscr imina t ion  on t h e  ba s i s  o f  handicap in  t e s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  

th roughout  th e  handicapped i n d i v i d u a l ' s  l i f e .  According to  Morrissey 

(1978),

These l e g i s l a t i v e  i n i t i a t i v e s  a re  very important because they 
s h i f t  the  emphasis from recogniz ing  groups o f  handicapped persons 
to  a ssu r in g  s e r v i c e s  to  th e  handicapped i n d iv id u a l .  Thier  p ro ­
cedural  requirements  endorse a n t i c i p a t o r y  and remedial e f f o r t s ,  
and they r e q u i r e  t h a t  educa t iona l  d e c i s io n s  be made on an i n d i ­
vidual b a s i s .  And f i n a l l y ,  th e se  laws give th e  handicapped 
person o r  h is  o r  he r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  a d i r e c t  voice in judging 
publ ic  e f f o r t s  to  serve  th e  handicapped.

Sec t ion  504 i s  a pe rvas ive  l e g i s l a t i v e  mandate. Whereas 
Public  Law 94-142 emphasizes s p e c i f i c  educa t iona l  p rov is ions  and 
safeguards  f o r  handicapped i n d i v i d u a l s ,  s e c t i o n  504 no t  only 
mandates such safeguards  but r e q u i r e s  t h a t  "no o therw ise  q u a l i f i e d  
handicapped ind iv id u a l  . . . s h a l l ,  s o l e l y  by reason o f  h i s  hand i­
cap ,  be excluded from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n ,  be denied t h e  b e n e f i t s  o f ,  
o r  be su b jec t  to  d i s c r im in a t io n  under any program o r  a c t i v i t y  
r ece iv ing  fede ra l  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  The Congressional i n t e n t  
was to  a ssu re  equal o p por tun i ty  f o r  each handicapped in d iv idua l  
to  o b ta in  the  same r e s u l t  and achieve  th e  same level  o f  success  as 
those  des igna ted  non-handicapped. A d d i t i o n a l ly ,  d i f f e r e n t  o r  
spec ia l  accommodation i s  viewed as  a v ia b le  means o f  meeting t h i s  
i n t e n t . "

The im p l ic a t io n s  of  th e  s e c t io n  504 mandate a re  c l e a r .  In a 
competency t e s t i n g  program a handicapped s tu d en t  must be i n d i ­
v id u a l ly  accommodated. The t e s t s  must be v a l i d .  The s tu d en t  
must have an oppo r tu n i ty  to  q u a l i f y  f o r  promotion o r  a diploma 
equal t o  t h a t  o f  h i s  o r  her non-handicapped c o u n te r p a r t .
(pp. 207-208)

Some educa tors  fee l  Public  Law 94-142, through th e  i n d i v i d u a l ­

ized educa tiona l planning requ irement ,  p r o t e c t s  handicapped s tu d en t s  

in minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs. The bas ic  components o f  th e  

In d iv id u a l ized  Educational Plan inc lude :

1. A s ta tem ent  o f  th e  p re sen t  leve l  o f  educa tiona l performance 
o f  such c h i l d ;

2. A s ta tement  o f  annual g o a l s ,  inc lud ing  sh o r t - t e rm  i n s t r u c ­
t io n a l  o b j e c t i v e s ;

3. A s ta tem ent  o f  th e  s p e c i f i c  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  and r e l a t e d  
s e r v ice s  to  be provided to  th e  c h i l d ,  and the  e x t e n t  to  which 
th e  c h i l d  w i l l  be ab le  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in r e g u la r  education  
programs;
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4. The p ro jec ted  d a te s  f o r  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  s e r v ic e s  and the  
a n t i c i p a t e d  d u ra t io n  o f  th e  s e r v i c e s ;  and

5. Appropriate  o b j e c t iv e  c r i t e r i a . a n d  e v a lu a t io n  procedures  
and schedules  f o r  de termin ing ,  on a t  l e a s t  an annual b a s i s ,  
whether the  sh o r t - t e rm  o b je c t iv e s  a re  being achieved .
(45 CFT 42, Federal R e g i s t e r , 1977, p. 42491)

Fenton (1978) poin ted out t h a t  the  In d iv id u a l iz e d  Educational 

Plan i s  a "documented plan which employs a competency-based c u r r i c u ­

lum approach--on an in d iv id u a l i z e d  b a s i s  r a t h e r  than with a s tandard  

s e t  o f  goals"  (p.  183).  He went on to  i d e n t i f y  severa l  ques t ions  

t h a t  a r i s e  regard ing  th e  a d m in i s t r a t i v e  p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  should be 

employed t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  equa l -o p p o r tu n i ty  r i g h t s  o f  handicapped 

c h i ld re n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  competency t e s t i n g  programs. These a r e :

F i r s t ,  must th e  IEP goals and o b j e c t i v e s  r e f l e c t  those  o f  the  
r e g u l a r  educa t iona l  program in s o f a r  as  p o s s ib le?  The burden wi l l  
probably be on the  p lanning team to  show cause f o r  d e l e t i n g  goals 
and o b je c t iv e s  known to  be in the  competency t e s t i n g  program.

Second, w i l l  schools  have to  develop a means to  demonst ra te  
t h a t  the  c h i ld  a c t u a l l y  rece ived  the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program o u t ­
l i n e d  in the  IEP with regard  to  th e  competencies addressed in  the  
t e s t i n g  program?

Third ,  w i l l  t h e  school need to  ensure  t h a t  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  omis­
s ion  does not occur f o r  mainstreamed c h i ld re n  who p a r t i c i p a t e  in 
"pull  out"  programs but who in tend  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  r e g u l a r  
competency t e s t i n g  program? L. C. Danielson d i s cu s se s  th e  need 
to  ensure  co n ten t  v a l i d i t y  between th e  t e s t s  and the  c h i l d ' s  IEP. 
Thus the  school has th e  o b l ig a t io n  to  develop o r  modify th e  c u r ­
riculum so t h a t  i t  co inc ides  with th e  d i s t r i c t ' s  chosen compe­
t e n c i e s .  (pp. 184-85)

Whereas the  In d iv id u a l iz e d  Educational Plan s t r e s s e s  the  

importance o f  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  planning f o r  the  handicapped, Schenck 

and Welch (1980) poin ted  out the  importance o f  e q u a l i t y  in  t e s t i n g  

f o r  t h e  handicapped. " I t  goes w i thout  saying t h a t  i f  minimum compe­

tency  i s  thought necessa ry  f o r  minimal p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  l i f e  f o r  the  

nonhandicapped, i t  must have eq u iv a len t  im p l i c a t io n s  f o r  t h e  handi­

capped" (p. 3 ) .
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The Fourteenth Amendment, Public Law 94-142, and Section 504 

e s t a b l i s h  the  lega l  mandate f o r  s t a t e  and loca l  educa t iona l  agencies  

to  provide handicapped s tu d en t s  with equal educa tiona l o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  

The l i t e r a t u r e  implied t h a t  answers to  f u tu r e  legal ques t ions  and 

l i t i g a t i o n  w i l l  depend on the  a b i l i t y  o f  a d m in i s t r a to r s  to  prove 

t h a t  t h e i r  minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs do not v i o l a t e  handi­

capped s t u d e n t s '  legal r i g h t s .

Educational Rights Versus 
C o n s t i tu t io n a l  Rights

The involvement o f  handicapped s tuden ts  in  minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  programs poses an important a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  concern f o r  s t a t e  

and local  educa t ion  agenc ie s .  Educational agenc ies  must comply with 

e d u c a t io n a l ,  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  and ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  when provid ing  a 

minimum competency t e s t i n g  program. A number o f  au thors  have d i s ­

t in g u ish ed  among th e se  types  o f  r i g h t s .

In "Test  Scores and Indiv idual R ig h ts , "  Kennedy (1978)

s t a t e d ,

Before cons ider ing  the  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  s ta te-assumed r e s p o n s i ­
b i l i t y  . . . some de te rm ina t ion  must be made regard ing  whether 
educa t ion  i t s e l f  i s  to  be considered  a r i g h t  o f  t h e  ind iv idua l  
to  be ex e rc i sed  a t  h i s  o r  her d i s c r e t i o n  o r  whether in s t e ad  
s o c i e ty  i s  r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  a s su r in g  ind iv idua l  accomplishments.
I f  we assume educa t ion  i s  a r i g h t ,  we must r e a l i z e  t h a t  th e  
r i g h t  to  an educa tion  i s  not the  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  guaranteed 
r i g h t s  such as  freedom o f  speech o r  r e l i g i o u s  p re fe ren ce ,  (p. 189)

Kennedy proceeded to  p o in t  ou t  t h a t  educa t iona l  r i g h t s  d i f f e r  from

c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i g h t s  in  t h r e e  im por tant r e s p e c t s :

F i r s t ,  educa t ion  i s  supported with  f i n i t e  pub l ic  r e so u rce s .  
Though f r e e  to  the  i n d i v i d u a l ,  educa tion  i s  not f r e e  to  s o c i e t y .  
And t h a t  means d i s t r i b u t i v e  d ec i s io n s  regard ing  so c ia l  re sources
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must be made--decis ions  which need not be made f o r  r i g h t s  such 
as f r e e  speech. This c r e a t e s  a dilemma: un l ike  o th e r  r i g h t s ,  
the  e s tab l i sh m en t  o f  a un ive rsa l  r i g h t  to  education  must neces­
s a r i l y  inc lude  a method o f  d i s t r i b u t i n g  re so u rce s .

The second major d i f f e r e n c e  between educa tion  and o th e r  
r i g h t s  i s  t h a t  th e  r i g h t  to  education  cannot be ex e rc i sed  f r e e l y  
a t  any t ime o r  p la ce .  Rather ,  i t  must be acquired  o r  ob ta ined  
h i e r a r c h i c a l l y ,  in  a p lace  and in a sequence p re sc r ib ed  by so c ie ty :  
one must complete th e  requirements  f o r  one grade before  one can 
a t t e n d  th e  nex t .  The use o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g  f u r t h e r  
s t r u c t u r e s  the  way in  which an ind iv idua l  can e x e r c i s e  the  r i g h t  
to  an educa t ion .  By r e q u i r in g  passage o f  a minimum competency 
t e s t  before  grade advancement o r  r e c e i p t  o f  a diploma, the  t e s t  
c o n s t r a in s  ind iv id u a l  r i g h t s  o f  access  to  l a t e r  educa tiona l 
o p p o r t u n i t i e s .

Th i rd ,  one cannot  e a s i l y  determine when an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  r i g h t  
to  educa tion  has been ex e rc i sed  o r  when i t  has been den ied ,  though 
one can e a s i l y  determine whether an ind iv idua l  was allowed to  vo te ,  
f o r  example,  o r  to  speak f r e e l y ,  (p. 189)

Recent c o u r t  cases  have d e a l t  with t h e  ques t ion  o f  whether 

in d iv id u a l s  were provided t h e i r  r i g h t  to  an educa t ion .  Kennedy c i t e d  

the  fo llowing example:

In Brown v. th e  Board o f  Education (1954),  th e  concern was 
not merely f o r  e q u a l i t y  o f  o p p o r tu n i ty ,  but in s tead  i t  was f o r  
e f f e c t i v e  e q u a l i t y .  That i s ,  th e  evidence o f  equal r i g h t s  to  
educa t ion  must be found in th e  outcomes o f  educa t ion  r a t h e r  than 
simply in the  p ro v is io n s  o f  educa t ion .  This po in t  o f  view can be 
found in  a t  l e a s t  one so c ia l  s c i e n t i s t ' s  a t tempt  to  measure equal 
o p p o r tu n i ty ,  where th e  measure o f  e q u a l i t y  has in  f a c t  been a 
measure o f  e q u a l i t y  o f  educa t iona l  outcomes,  o r  a t  l e a s t  e q u a l i t y  
o f  outcomes ac ro ss  major segments o f  our popu la t ion .

But ex tending th e  measurement o f  e q u a l i t y  to  inc lude  the  o u t ­
comes of  educa t ion  means t h a t  educa tion  as a r i g h t  now has a con­
s id e r a b ly  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  than c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  r i g h t s .  To 
r e - d e f i n e  freedom o f  speech to  mean e f f e c t i v e  f r e e  speech,  f o r  
example,  would mean t h a t  someone must l i s t e n  to  every i n d i v i d u a l ' s  
speech. C lea r ly  no guarantee  o f  e f f e c t i v e  f r e e  speech i s  p o s s ib le .  
Equal oppo r tu n i ty  f o r  f r e e  speech, however, can be guaranteed by 
requirements  such as  equal t ime on pub l ic  b ro a d c as t s ,  (pp. 190-91)

When c ons ide r ing  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g  as 

evidence o f  whether equal educa t iona l  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  have been provided, 

many ques t ions  begin to  su r f a c e .  For example, can a minimum competency
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t e s t  con ta in  the  t r u e  minimum requirements  o f  a d iv e r s e  soc ie ty?  I f  

an ind iv idua l  does not pass th e  minimum competency t e s t ,  who i s  

r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  c o r r e c t i n g  o r  improving the  d e f i c i e n c i e s ?

Some in d iv id u a l s  f e e l  the  burden o f  pass ing r e s t s  on the  

i n d iv id u a l ,  whereas o th e r s  a s s e r t  t h a t  " i t  i s  s o c i e ty  which must 

a ssu re  t h a t  an e f f e c t i v e  education  has been acquired"  (Kennedy,

1978, p. 191).  Yet, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s c r ib e  f a i l u r e  t o  e i t h e r  the  

educa tor  o r  the  i n d i v i d u a l ,  s in ce  t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  so complex.

What i s  needed i s  a s e t  o f  performance s tandards  f o r  s o c i e ty  t h a t  can 

(a) a s su re  t h a t  s o c i e ty  i s  providing every o p por tun i ty  to  a l l  i n d i ­

v i d u a l s ,  y e t  (b) recognize  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  i n d iv id u a l s  w i l l  gradua te  

with d i f f e r e n t  competencies,  and (c) a s su re  t h a t  in d iv id u a l s  a re  not 

penal ized  f o r  s o c i e t y ' s  f a i l u r e s  t o  meet i t s  own s tanda rds .

To ensure  the  p ro te c t io n  o f  s tu d e n t s '  r i g h t s ,  a l lowing f o r  

ind iv idua l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i s  o f  utmost importance in developing minimum 

competency t e s t s .  Educators and p o l icy  makers must a l so  ensure  t h a t  

the  use o f  t e s t  r e s u l t s  i s  monitored so t h a t  the  r i g h t s  o f  the  i n d i ­

vidual a re  not v i o l a t e d .  Using t e s t  r e s u l t s  t o  r e t a i n ,  t r a c e ,  o r  

depr ive  a s tu d en t  o f  gradua t ion  i s  a major i s sue  concerning ind iv idua l  

r i g h t s  and minimum competency t e s t i n g .

Kennedy (1978) pointed out t h a t  many educa tors  f ee l  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  i s  th e  answer to  s o c i e t y ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  a s s u r ­

ing u n i v e r s a l i t y  of  minimum competencies.  She s t a t e d ,  however, t h a t  

the  t e s t s  f a i l  f o r  th r e e  important reasons :

F i r s t ,  t h e se  t e s t s  cannot accommodate l e g i t i m a t e  v a r i a t i o n s  among 
ind iv idua l  a s p i r a t i o n s  and a b i l i t i e s .  Second, where th e se  v a r i a ­
t i o n s  may lead to  t e s t  f a i l u r e s ,  th e  e x te n t  o f  ind iv idua l  versus
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school r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  f a i l u r e  has not been c l e a r l y  de f in ed .  
Th i rd ,  t e s t s  f o r  minimum competencies seem to  be based on the  
assumption t h a t  education  i s  an e n t i t y  t h a t  can be "given" to  
in d iv id u a l s  by s o c i e t y .  In f a c t ,  education  i s  a p rocess ;  i t  
occurs  over t ime through th e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between the  ind iv idua l  
and the  educa to r ,  (pp. 197-98)

The purpose o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g ,  the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  

th e  t e s t  i t s e l f ,  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  on the  min i ­

mum competency t e s t  r a i s e  many lega l  q u e s t io n s .  The r e s u l t s  o f  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  a f f e c t  the  s t u d e n t ' s  f u tu r e  educa t iona l  and/or  

vocat ional  o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  When minimum competency t e s t i n g  outcomes 

a re  viewed as i n d i c a to r s  o f  equal educa t iona l  o p p o r tu n i ty ,  people 

designing  th e  t e s t  must ensure  t h a t  th e  d i v e r s i t y  of  th e  s o c i e ty  i s  

taken in to  account and t h a t  no p e r so n 's  e d u c a t io n a l ,  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  

or  ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  a r e  v i o l a t e d .  The ques t ion  o f  whether t h i s  t a sk  

can be accomplished may u l t i m a t e l y  be answered by th e  c o u r t s .

Other Legal and Pol icy  Questions 
Regarding Minimum Competency 
Testing

In ad d i t io n  t o  t h e  legal  i s su e s  surrounding minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  t h a t  have a l re ad y  been d i s cu s sed ,  the  fo llowing s ix  a reas  of  

concern r a i s e  f u r t h e r  legal  and p o l ic y  ques t ions  about th e  use of 

minimum competency t e s t s :

1. the  p o te n t i a l  f o r  r a c i a l  d i s c r im in a t io n ;
2. inadequate  advance n o t i c e  and phase - in  period p r i o r  to  the  

i n i t i a l  use o f  the  t e s t s ;
3. p o s s ib le  lack  o f  psychometric v a l i d i t y  o r  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  

th e  t e s t s ;
4.  inadequate  match between the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program and the  

t e s t ;
5. inadequate  remedial  i n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  c r e a t e s  o r  r e in f o r c e s  

t r a c k in g ;  and
6. u n f a i r  apportionment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t e s t  f a i l u r e s  

between s tu d en t s  and ed u ca to rs .  (McClung & Pull i n ,  1978, p. 922)
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Because t h e se  s ix  i s su e s  apply to  the  e n t i r e  s tu d en t  p o p u la t io n ,  they 

have important im p l ica t io n s  when cons ide r ing  the  involvement o f  hand i­

capped s tuden ts  in  minimum competency t e s t i n g .

Racial d i s c r i m i n a t i o n . —The p o te n t i a l  f o r  r a c i a l  d i s c r im in a ­

t i o n  can be f u r t h e r  expanded to  inc lude  the  u n f a i r  t r e a tm e n t  o f  a l l  

m inor i ty  groups.  This legal  and /o r  p o l icy  ques t ion  would then pe r ­

t a i n  to  a l l  those  in d iv id u a l s  who a re  not p a r t  o f  the  m a jo r i ty  and who 

have been o r  could p o s s ib ly  be d i s c r im in a ted  a g a i n s t  in  t e s t i n g  p ro ­

grams. Court d e c i s io n s  have shown t h a t  handicapped s tu d en t s  a re  

considered a m inor i ty  group and need p ro te c t io n  from p a s t  d i s c r i m i ­

n a t io n .  Swartz (1979) s t a t e d ,

As a case  in p o i n t ,  in  McNeal y - T a t e  Co. School D i s t r i c t ,
508 Federal 2d 1017 (5th  c i r .  1975) . . . the  Appeals Court 
over turned  th e  d i s t r i c t  co u r t  and d isa l lowed a t e s t i n g  p ro ­
gram t h a t  could cause f u r t h e r  s eg rega t ion  o f  s tu d en t s  by e i t h e r  
race  o r  i n t e l l i g e n c e .  Also th e  landmark case  o f  Diana v. S t a t e  
Board o f  Education o f  C a l i f o r n i a ,  C.A. No. 3-379 RFP (N.D. Cal. 
Jan .  7, 1970 and June 18, 1973) safeguarded th e  r i g h t s  o f  
m inor i ty  s tuden t s  from being placed in to  programs f o r  the  
r e t a rd e d  on the  b a s i s  o f  a s i n g l e  t e s t .  Minimum competency 
t e s t i n g  cannot be const rued  as a m u l t i - f a c to r e d  e v a lu a t io n  which 
i s  p re sc r ibed  in P.L. 94-142. (p.  9)

Section 504 o f  the  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Act o f  1973 o f f e r s  a general

guarantee  o f  e q u a l - r i g h t s  p ro te c t io n  f o r  the  handicapped. I t  reads :

No o therwise  q u a l i f i e d  handicapped ind iv idua l  in  th e  United 
S ta t e s  . . . s h a l l ,  s o l e l y  by reason o f  h is  handicap, be 
excluded from th e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n ,  be denied the  b e n e f i t s  o f ,  
o r  be sub jec ted  to  d i s c r im in a t io n  under any program o r  a c t i v i t y  
re c e iv in g  Federal f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e .  (45 C.F.R. §§ 81 and 84)

McClung and Pull in (1978) poin ted out t h a t  " the re  a re  federa l  

r e g u l a t i o n s  t h a t  have been e s t a b l i s h e d  to  p r o t e c t  the  r i g h t s  o f  hand i ­

capped s t u d e n t s ,  but  t o  t h i s  po in t  the  co u r t s  have done very l i t t l e
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in provid ing s p e c i f i c  guidance regard ing  competency t e s t i n g  o f  handi­

capped s tu d en t s"  (p. 926).  The au thors  noted t h a t  th e r e  i s  no simple 

answer to  accommodating handicapped s tu d en t s  in competency t e s t i n g  

and t h a t  some o f  those  s tu d en t s  "may be s u b je c t  to  d i s c r im in a t io n  i f  

they a re  excluded from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in o r  denied the  b e n e f i t s  of  the  

same competency program t h a t  i s  provided t o  nonhandicapped s tu d en t s"  

(p. 926).  In a d d i t i o n ,  they  poin ted ou t  t h a t

Other handicapped s tu d en t s  may be d i s c r im in a ted  a g a i n s t  and 
denied th e  b e n e f i t s  o f  th e  program un less  d i f f e r e n t  s tandards  
and assessment procedures  a re  provided ,  and t h a t  th e  po ten ­
t i a l  c o n f l i c t  between the  fede ra l  s t a t u t o r y  presumption:
1. t h a t  handicapped s tu d en t s  should be i n t e g r a t e d  in to  the  

r e g u l a r  educa t iona l  program to  th e  maximum e x te n t  approp­
r i a t e ,  and

2. t h a t  to  provide  equal t r ea tm en t  to  persons with unequal 
needs i s  u n f a i r  in  some c i rcum stances ,

probably cannot be reso lved  w i thou t  in d iv id u a l i z e d  d e te rm in a t io n s .  
The underscored language in  th e se  presumptions a l so  i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  in d iv idua l  de te rm ina t ions  a re  in o rd e r ,  (p .  926)

The p o l i c i e s  e s t a b l i s h e d  to  p r o t e c t  the  r i g h t s  o f  handicapped 

persons a re  based on in d iv idua l  need and do not lend themselves to  

un i fo rm i ty .  "What i s  f a i r  f o r  one handicapped s tu d en t  may be u n f a i r  

f o r  ano ther  because in d iv idua l  c i rcumstances  vary so g r e a t l y "

(McClung & P u l l i n ,  1978, p. 926).

Advance n o t i c e  and phase- in  p e r i o d s .--The i s su e  o f  inadequate  

advance n o t i c e  and phase - in  per iods  before  th e  i n i t i a l  use o f  compe­

tency t e s t s  has become a major a rea  o f  concern f o r  those  s tu d en t s  

being re q u i re d  to  pass the  minimum competency t e s t  before  r e c e iv in g  a 

diploma. According to  th e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  t h e  legal ques t ion  i s  whether 

th e  s t u d e n t ' s  due process  r i g h t s  under th e  U.S. C o n s t i tu t io n  a re
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v io l a t e d  i f  th e  s tu d en t  i s  no t  given s u f f i c i e n t  n o t i c e  t h a t  he /she  

must pass a minimum competency t e s t  to  r e c e iv e  a diploma.

Fenton (1978) s t a t e d ,

Public Law 94-142 r e q u i r e s  t h a t  th e  development and review o f  a 
handicapped c h i l d ' s  IEP [ i n d i v id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  p lan)  be 
governed by due process  procedures p a t te rn ed  a f t e r  th e  j u d i c i a l  
model. This model emphasizes the  fo l lowing  e lements :  n o t i c e  o f  
pending a c t i o n ;  informed consen t ;  and the  o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  r e s o ­
l u t i o n  o f  c o n f l i c t s  through informal means and the  r i g h t  to  
formal appeal and an im p a r t ia l  hea r ing ,  (pp.  185-86)

He proceeded to  say t h a t  school competency programs must deal with

th e  fo llowing q ues t ions  in o rd e r  to  ensure  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  due process

r i g h t s .

F i r s t ,  what p ro v is io n s  does th e  school make f o r  informing p a r ­
e n t s  and th e  c h i l d ,  when a p p r o p r i a t e ,  t h a t  t h e  con ten ts  o f  the  
IEP w i l l  determine th e  c h i l d ' s  e l i g i b i l i t y  o r  p re p a ra t io n  f o r  the  
competency t e s t i n g  program? Furthermore,  does th e  school make 
a v a i l a b l e  t o  th e  pa ren ts  (and the  c h i l d )  a l i s t  o f  t h e  competen­
c i e s  included in t h e  t e s t i n g  program so pa ren ts  can judge the  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  program and t h e i r  c h i l d ' s  IEP? And 
t h i r d ,  a r e  pa ren ts  advised  about th e  im p l ic a t io n s  f o r  t h e i r  
c h i l d ' s  f u t u r e  educa t iona l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and employment p rospec ts  
i f  the  IEP does not address  th e  d i s t r i c t ' s  competencies? (p.  186)

A ques t ion  a r i s e s  when an educa t iona l  agency fo l lows th e  due

process  procedures  p e r t a in in g  t o  minimum competency t e s t i n g  and the

handicapped s tu d en t :

Does the  school have p o l i c i e s  o r  procedures to  promote informal 
r e s o l u t i o n  o f  c o n f l i c t s  when pa ren ts  and schools  d i s ag ree  on 
which competencies a re  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­
dent?  Is  th e r e  a mechanism whereby pa ren ts  o r  th e  c h i l d  can 
appeal and re c e iv e  an im par t ia l  hear ing  r e l a t i v e  to  p a r t i c i p a ­
t i o n  in  th e  competency t e s t i n g ?  (Fenton,  1978, p. 186)

Without q u e s t io n ,  advance n o t i c e  and a p p ro p r i a t e  phase - in  t ime 

o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g  a r e  important f o r  a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  in c lu d ­

ing th e  handicapped. The "Minimum Competencies and th e  Handicapped"
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g u id e l in e s  bookle t  publi shed by the  V irg in ia  Department o f  Education

(1980) supports  t h i s  idea in the  s e c t io n  on "Preparing the  S tudent" :  

"Handicapped s tu d en t s  must be adequa te ly  prepared to  take  t h e  Minimum 

Competency T e s t s .  The per iod  o f  p re p a ra t io n  i s  long term: from

Kindergarten to  th e  ac tua l  t e s t i n g  o f  the  s t u d e n t s '  competencies"

(p. 6 ) .

Psychometric v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y . —The p o s s ib le  lack  o f

psychometric v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  must be considered  in  any type

o f  achievement t e s t .  When contempla ting the  involvement o f  spec ia l

educa tion  s tu d en t s  in minimum competency t e s t i n g ,  one must r e a l i z e

the  uniquenesses  o f  va r ious  d i s a b i l i t y  groups and th e  e f f e c t  o f  th e se

d i f f e r e n c e s  on the  v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the  t e s t .  In using

th e  hear ing  impaired as  an example, Jensema (1980) h ig h l ig h ted  the

importance o f  t h i s  p o in t :

Most o f  th e  t e s t s  used in educa tiona l programs f o r  the  hear ing 
impaired were o r i g i n a l l y  developed f o r  s tu d en t s  with normal 
hear ing .  Since the  r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  o f  a t e s t  does not
n e c e s s a r i l y  hold f o r  any popula t ion  o th e r  than th e  one f o r  which
i t  was developed, t h e se  measures must be considered  c a r e f u l l y  in 
regard  to  hear ing- im pa ired  s tu d e n t s .  In g e n e r a l ,  a t e s t  which 
was developed f o r  normal-hearing s tuden t s  w i l l  have lower r e l i a ­
b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  f o r  hear ing- impaired  s tu d e n t s .  How much 
lower i s  a q ues t ion  which can only  be answered through ex tens ive  
c o l l e c t i o n  and a n a l y s i s  o f  t e s t  d a ta .  (p.  497)

Match between th e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program and th e  t e s t . - -The

is su e  o f  inadequate  match between th e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program and the

t e s t  i s  r e c e iv in g  a g re a t  deal of  lega l  a t t e n t i o n .  Cohen, S a f ran ,

and Polloway (1980) r a i s e d  an important ques t ion  in t h i s  rega rd :

I s  i t  legal to  t e s t  a c h i l d  in  an u n fam i l ia r  manner on mate­
r i a l  t h a t  might no t  have been t a u g h t ,  and on th e  ba s i s  o f  
such an exam deny a high school diploma? For now the  t e s t s  
g e n e r a l ly  appear t o  be poorly  matched to  spec ia l  education 
c u r r i c u l a ,  (p.  251)
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Another lega l  ques t ion  involves  the  amount and type  o f  e v i ­

dence o f  match between t e s t s  and i n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  i s  needed to  s a t i s f y  

a judge.  "A l e n i e n t  judge could accep t  te ac h e r  test imony o r  could 

accep t  evidence o f  homework and m a te r i a l s  used in c l a s s , "  wrote 

McClung. But he caut ioned  t h a t  " d i s t r i c t s  should be ab le  to  document 

' i n  some o b je c t iv e  way' what i s  happening in the  classroom" ( in  N e i l l ,  

1979, p. 453) .

McClung (1978) poin ted  ou t  t h a t  schools  might be l e g a l l y  bound 
to  demonstrate t h a t  t e s t s  have c u r r i c u l a r  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
v a l i d i t y .  C u r r i c u la r  v a l i d i t y  r e p re se n t s  the  match between the  
t e s t  and g o a l s ,  while  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  v a l i d i t y  in d i c a t e s  the  match 
between the  t e s t s  and i n s t r u c t i o n .  I f  i n s t r u c t i o n  does not p ro­
ceed from th e  goa ls  upon which the  t e s t  i s  based, the  t e s t  may 
have c u r r i c u l a r  v a l i d i t y  but lack i n s t r u c t i o n a l  v a l i d i t y .  Whether 
viewed l e g a l l y  o r  e t h i c a l l y ,  the  co n ten t  v a l i d i t y  o f  these  t e s t s  
cannot be ignored .  Competency t e s t s  should be based upon educa­
t io n a l  goals  and th e  i n s t r u c t i o n  which proceeds from those  goa ls .  
(Danielson,  1978, pp. 201-202)

The legal ques t ions  regard ing  t e s t  con ten t  and curr iculum 

v a l i d i t y  a re  s t i l l  being reviewed in the  c o u r t s .  The schools  wi l l  

have to  defend the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  and c u r r i c u l a r  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e i r  

minimum competency t e s t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  a s tuden t  must pass such a 

t e s t  before  being gran ted  a diploma. A prime example i s  a case  in 

I l l i n o i s  in which "handicapped s tuden ts  have sought both t h e i r  d i p l o ­

mas and $1 m i l l i o n  in  damages, c la iming t h a t  t h e i r  spec ia l  educa tion  

c l a s s e s  did not cover the  mate r ia l  t h a t  was inc luded on the  high school 

' e x i t '  t e s t "  (Sevene, 1982, p. 16).

Remedial i n s t r u c t i o n  r e in f o r c in g  t r a c k i n g . —The concept o f  

t r a c k in g  has rece ived  a g re a t  deal o f  a t t e n t i o n  over the  p a s t  severa l  

y e a r s .  Inadequate remedial  i n s t r u c t i o n  t h a t  c r e a t e s  o r  r e in f o r c e s
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t r a c k in g  could be a r e s u l t  o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g .  According

to  Swartz (1979),

I f  minimal competency t e s t i n g  i s  to  be used f o r  grade placement 
and promotion,  the  end r e s u l t  could be the  emergence o f  t r a c k in g  
programs. S tuden ts  could be e l im ina ted  o r  "counseled" i n to  p ro­
grams t h a t  would not inc lude  the  necessa ry  c o u r s e s ,  requirements  
and programs lead ing  to  a high school diploma. Tracking systems 
f o r  placement o f  m inor i ty  and poor s tu d en t s  was s u c c e s s f u l ly  
l i t i g a t e d  in  Hobson v.  Hanson, 369 F. Supp. 401, 514 (DDC 1969) 
by a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  equal p r o t e c t io n  c lau se s  and (by im p l ic a t io n )  
r i g h t s  to  educa tion  c lau se s  under th e  14th Amendment. Any t e s t i n g ,  
inc lud ing  minimal competency t e s t i n g ,  t h a t  t racked  s tu d en t s  in to  
d i f f e r e n t  programs o r  t h a t  caused them to  re c e iv e  d i f f e r e n t  edu­
c a t io n a l  b e n e f i t s  would appear to  be i l l e g a l  under t h i s  p rece ­
den t .  (pp. 7-8)

R es p o n s ib i l i ty  f o r  t e s t  f a i l u r e s . —Mho i s  re sp o n s ib le  f o r  

c o r r e c t in g  s t u d e n t s '  f a i l u r e s  on th e  minimum competency t e s t ?  Is 

t h e r e  an u n f a i r  apport ionment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t e s t  f a i l u r e s  

between s tuden ts  and educa to rs?  The c o u r t s  a r e  sometimes involved 

in determining who i s  accountab le  when an ind iv idua l  does not accomp­

l i s h  a minimal leve l  o f  competency. I t  i s  sometimes assumed t h a t  any 

s tu d en t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  the  United S t a t e s  educa t iona l  system can a t t a i n  

minimal competency. I f  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a " u n iv e r s a l ly  requi 

s i t e "  minimum competency t e s t  t h a t  ensures  the  in d iv idua l  r i g h t s  o f  a l l  

s tuden t s  involved , the  co u r t s  may need to  determine who i s  r e sp o n s ib le  

i f  a s tu d en t  does not pass the  t e s t .

C u r ren t ly ,  educa tors  concur t h a t  th e  s tu d en t  and h i s / h e r

fam i ly ,  as  well as th e  s choo l ,  should be concerned about th e  s tu d en t

f a i l i n g  th e  minimum competency t e s t .  Ebel (1978) wrote :

I t  should be recognized t h a t  f in d in g  a s o lu t io n  to  th e  problem 
o f  f a i l u r e  i s  not t h e  ex c lu s iv e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  schoo l .
The pupil  i s  most d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d ,  and he and h i s  family  
should be most deeply  concerned. The pupil  can do more than
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anyone e l s e  to  achieve  success .  Learning cannot be imposed. I t  
must be pursued, even by th e  youngest  p u p i l .  The b e s t  a school 
o r  a te ac h e r  can do i s  provide o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  l e a r n in g  and 
c r e a t e  cond i t ions  t h a t  make le a rn in g  a t t r a c t i v e ,  (p .  548)

Blau (1978) espoused a d i f f e r e n t  po in t  o f  view. He a s s e r t e d ,

In th e  i s sue  o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g ,  the  s tu d en t  i s  again
th e  " v ic t im ."  Under th e  gu ise  o f  "help ing"  the  v ic t im ,  i t  i s
necessary  to  examine the  v ic t im  c a r e f u l l y ,  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y ,  
o b j e c t i v e l y ,  m athem at ica l ly ,  and so f o r t h .  The purpose i s  to
conf ine  the  s o l u t i o n  o f  the  dilemma to  manipula t ions  o f  th e  v ic t im .
By c o n ce n t ra t in g  a l l  e f f o r t  on the  v ic t im ,  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  d i s ­
p la c e ,  ig n o re ,  and u l t im a te ly  avoid the  bas ic  so c ia l  causes  o f  
the  problems being addressed .  The most important s u b t l e  e f f e c t  o f  
t h i s  id eo log ica l  process  i s  t h a t  when one c o n cen t ra te s  on the  v i c ­
t im ,  one can avoid pass ing judgements on o n e ' s  own adequacy. To 
c o n cen t ra te  on the  inadequacies  o f  our s tu d en t s  in  t h e  school sy s ­
tem i s  to  sanctimoniously  imply a "not g u i l t y "  v e r d i c t  f o r  ou r ­
s e l v e s .  Genuine and pragmatic concern f o r  the  w e l fa re  o f  our 
s tu d en t s  might b e t t e r  be demonstrated by c a r e f u l l y  designed eva lua ­
t i o n  plans to  answer ques t ions  about th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  schooling 
to  q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e  and to  personal  success f i v e ,  t e n ,  and twenty-  
f i v e  y ea r s  a f t e r  g radua t ion ,  (p. 175)

Because educa t ion  i s  a complex p rocess ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to

a sc r ib e  f a i l u r e s  to  e i t h e r  the  educa tor  o r  the  ind iv idua l  s tu d e n t .

As Kennedy (1978) po in ted  ou t :

The assumption behind th e  use o f  competency t e s t s  i s  t h a t  educa­
t io n a l  outcomes can be guaranteed .  But s ince  educa t ion  i s  an 
i n t e r a c t i v e  p ro c e ss ,  such guarantees  may not be p o s s ib l e .  In 
f a c t ,  i t  i s  even d i f f i c u l t  to  a s c r ib e  f a i l u r e s  to  e i t h e r  the  
educa tor  o r  th e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  s ince  t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  so com­
plex .  (p. 198)

In summary, th e  legal  im p l ica t io n s  concern ing minimum compe­

tency t e s t i n g  and th e  handicapped a re  con t inu ing  to  unfold  and a re  

very complex. There seems to  be no s p e c i f i c  answer to  how e d u ca to r s ,  

p a re n t s ,  and p o l icy  makers can guarantee  an a p p ro p r ia t e  minimum com­

petency program f o r  handicapped s tu d e n t s .  However, much o f  the  l i t ­

e r a t u r e  favored McClung and Pull i n ' s  (1978) p o s i t i o n  t h a t :
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I t  i s  hard to  make any gen e ra l iz ed  s ta tem en t  about th e  l e g a l i t y  
o f  competency t e s t i n g  o f  handicapped s tu d en t s  except  t h a t  i n d i ­
vidual needs and c ircumstances  a re  l i k e l y  t o  be a key concern .
The c o u r t s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  s t r e s s  ind iv idua l  cases  and s p e c i f i c  
f a c tu a l  s i t u a t i o n s  as much as p o s s i b l e ,  and reach d i f f e r e n t  
r e s u l t s  a cco rd ing ly .  There fore ,  we th ink  t h a t  i f  pa ren ts  and 
po l icy  makers decide  to  apply competency t e s t i n g  programs to  
handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  they would be well advised to  avoid any 
uniform approach f o r  a l l  handicapped c h i l d r e n ,  and to  cons ide r  
in s t e a d  an approach based upon ind iv idua l  d e te rm in a t io n s ,  (p .  927)

Inc lu s ion  o f  Special  Education Students  
in Minimum Competency Tes ting

Through th e  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program, p ub l ic  schools  

have a ttempted  t o  respond to  s o c i e t y ' s  demand f o r  g r e a t e r  educa t iona l  

a c c o u n t a b i l i t y .  This cha l lenge  becomes more complex when educa tors  

contemplate  involv ing  handicapped s tu d en t s  in  minimum competency 

t e s t i n g .  Because 11 c a t e g o r i e s  o f  handicapping co n d i t io n s  a re  

def ined  in Publ ic  Law 94-142 and each o f  those  c a t e g o r i e s  i s  un ique ,  

educa tors  must co n s id e r  severa l  f a c t o r s  when they  contemplate  in v o lv ­

ing handicapped s tu d en t s  in minimum competency t e s t i n g .  Some o f  th e se  

f a c t o r s  a re :

the  in c lu s iv en e s s  o f  the  phrase handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  h e t e r o ­
g ene i ty  w i th in  each ca tegory  o f  handicap, widely vary ing c u r ­
riculum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  goals s p e c i f i c  to  handicapped 
in d i v i d u a l s ,  and th e  purpose o f  competency t e s t i n g .  (Ewing &
Smith,  1981, p. 523)

These f a c t o r s  n e c e s s i t a t e  t e s t i n g  c o n s id e ra t io n s  to  accommodate the  

spec ia l  needs o f  handicapped s tu d e n t s .  "One cannot assume th e  minimum 

competency programs designed f o r  non-handicapped s tu d en t s  a r e  approp­

r i a t e  f o r  handicapped s tuden t s"  (Rosewater, 1979, p. 1 ) .

In determin ing the  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

f o r  whom th e  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program i s  most a p p r o p r i a t e ,  

Ewing and Smith (1981) suggested t h a t :
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. . .  i t  would be he lpfu l  to  c o n cep tu a l iz e  t h e se  s tuden t s  in to  
two b as ic  groups:

1. handicapped s tu d en t s  who r e q u i r e  a m od if ica t ion  o f  the  
l e a r n in g  environment

2. handicapped s tu d en t s  who r e q u i r e  a modif ied curr iculum and 
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  g o a l s ,  (p. 523)

Ewing and Smith f u r t h e r  suggested t h a t  f o r  handicapped s tuden ts  

who b a s i c a l l y  r e q u i r e  a m od if ica t ion  o f  th e  l e a rn in g  environment,  the  

curr icu lum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  goals  a re  e s s e n t i a l l y  the  same as those  

f o r  nonhandicapped s t u d e n t s .  The same competency t e s t  and p ro f ic ie n c y  

s tanda rds  r e q u i re d  o f  nonhandicapped s tu d en t s  could be used with 

eq u i ty  in  making d e c i s io n s  about high school g radua t ion  or  grade pro­

motion f o r  these  s tu d e n t s .  There might be a need to  modify t h e  a s s e s s ­

ment p rocedures ,  depending on the  na tu re  o f  th e  handicapping cond i t ion  

( i . e . ,  v i sua l  impairment) .

For handicapped s tu d e n t s  who r e q u i r e  a modified curr iculum 

and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  g o a l s ,  the  educa t iona l  program o f te n  d i f f e r s  n o t i c e ­

ab ly  from t h a t  o f  t h e i r  nonhandicapped peers .  These handicapped s t u ­

dents  a re  g e n e r a l ly  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by lower achievement p o t e n t i a l ,  and 

t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  goa ls  focus  on lower l e v e l s  o f  s k i l l  development. 

Modified educa t iona l  programs a re  l i k e l y  to  r e s u l t  in  an inadequate  

match between th e  handicapped s t u d e n t ' s  program o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  and 

t h e  l eve l  of  i tem d i f f i c u l t y  on th e  competency t e s t s .  When educational 

program d i s c r e p a n c ie s  e x i s t ,  competency t e s t s  should not be app l ied  

eq u a l ly  to  handicapped and nonhandicapped s tu d e n t s .  One p o s s ib le  

approach t o  d e a l in g  with th e  problem would be to  use th e  competency 

t e s t  developed f o r  nonhandicapped s tu d en t s  but to  e s t a b l i s h  d i f f e r e n t  

p r o f i c i e n c y  requirements  f o r  in d iv idua l  handicapped s tu d e n t s .



40

The educa t iona l  program f o r  s tu d en t s  with severe  and profound 

handicaps i s  so v a s t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  o f  t h e i r  nonhandicapped 

peers t h a t  the  s tu d en t s  cannot begin to  develop the  s k i l l s  needed to  

p a r t i c i p a t e  in th e  r e g u l a r  competency t e s t i n g  program. Total  exemp­

t io n  from competency t e s t  requirements  i s  a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  t h e se  s t u ­

dents  (Ewing & Smith,  1981, p.  523).

When cons ide r ing  whether to  inc lude  handicapped s tu d en t s  in 

minimum competency t e s t i n g ,  i t  i s  important t o  cons ide r  th e  purpose 

o f  such t e s t i n g .  A 1982 i s su e  o f  Education Week con ta ined  a r e p o r t  

on "How Minimum-Competency Tes ts  Are Used in  35 S t a t e s . "  From the  

f ind ings  o f  t h i s  r e p o r t ,  i t  i s  ev id en t  t h a t  a m a jo r i ty  o f  the  s t a t e s  

use minimum competency t e s t i n g  f o r  rem ed ia t ion ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  improve­

ment, promotion,  and high school gradua t ion  (p.  7 ) .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  

th e  Michigan Department o f  Education (1982) desc r ibed  th e  purpose of  

th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program as "to a llow lo ca l  edu­

c a to r s  to  i d e n t i f y  which s tu d e n t s  have acqu ired  b a s ic  s k i l l s  and 

a sse ss  the  s t r e n g th s  and weaknesses o f  t h e i r  b a s ic  s k i l l s  programs" 

( I n t r o d u c t io n ) .

Much o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e f l e c t e d  th e  not ion  t h a t ,  both l e g a l l y  

and e t h i c a l l y ,  minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs used with  handi­

capped s t u d e n t s ,  whether f o r  rem ed ia t ion ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  improvement, 

promotion,  o r  a g radua t ion  requ irem ent ,  must r e s p e c t  th e  ind iv idua l  

handicapped s t u d e n t ' s  needs and t h a t  t e s t  r e s u l t s  should not be used 

to  the  de tr im ent  of  t h e  s tu d e n t .  Thus p ro f e s s i o n a l s  must use the  

a p p ro p r ia t e  accommodations in  the  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program
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to  allow handicapped s tuden t s  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  t e s t i n g  w i thou t  

t h e i r  ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  being v i o l a t e d .

Special  Accommodations Avai lab le  
fo r  Handicapped Students  in 
Minimum Competency Tes t ing  "Programs

The movement to  involve handicapped s tu d en t s  in  minimum com­

petency t e s t i n g  has caused po l icy  makers and educa tors  throughout the  

United S ta te s  to  review and implement spec ia l  t e s t i n g  arrangements to  

accommodate s tuden t s  with  unique needs.  The v a r i e t y  o f  th e se  a r r a n g e ­

ments becomes ev iden t  when one reviews th e  minimum competency t e s t i n g  

p rov is ions  o f  Michigan, New J e r s e y ,  and V i rg in i a .

Michigan 's  educa t iona l  assessment  program t e s t  has an e d i t i o n  

a v a i l a b l e  in  B r a i l l e  o r  l a r g e  p r i n t  f o r  s tuden t s  who need such adap ta ­

t i o n s .  The Michigan S t a t e  Board o f  Education a l so  provides  spec ia l  

t e s t  s e t t i n g s ,  as desc r ibed  in the  fo l lowing q u o ta t io n :

I f  a s tu d en t  who i s  r e c e iv in g  s e r v ice s  in a Special  Education 
Program i s  to  be t e s t e d ,  she/he  may be t e s t e d  by th e  spec ia l  
education  t e ac h e r  in  t h a t  classroom to  minimize t h e  e f f e c t s  
o f  t e s t i n g .  While a t tempt ing  to  main ta in  a s tandard  procedure 
f o r  t e s t  a d m in i s t r a t i o n ,  the  leng th  and scheduling o f  t e s t  
se s s ions  may be adapted to  the  needs o f  ind iv idua l  s tu d e n t s .  
(Michigan S ta t e  Board o f  Education,  1982-83, p. 5)

Johnson ( n . d . )  desc r ibed  the  spec ia l  minimum competency t e s t ­

ing p rov is ions  f o r  handicapped s tuden ts  in New Je r se y :

New Je r sey  has t h r e e  suppor ts  a v a i l a b l e  to  accommodate handi­
capped s tuden ts  in t h e i r  minimum bas ic  s k i l l s  t e s t i n g  program. 
These a re :  the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  a v a r i e t y  o f  t e s t  a d m in i s t r a ­
t i o n  procedures ;  a B r a i l l e  and l a r g e - p r i n t  v e rs ion  o f  th e  t e s t ;  
and a modif ied t e s t  a t  th e  t h i r d  and s i x t h  grades to  accommo­
da te  c e r t a i n  a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped s tu d e n t s ,  (p. 3)
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S p e c i f ic  accommodations f o r  handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  as o u t ­

l in e d  in  "The New Je r se y  Minimum Basic S k i l l s  Tes t ing  Program: 

Accommodating Handicapped Pupi ls"  (Johnson, n . d . ) ,  a r e  l i s t e d  below.

Suggested Modif icat ions

When t e s t i n g  a s tu d en t  c l a s s i f i e d  as  handicapped, any o f
the  m o d if ica t ions  l i s t e d  below may be used. The dec i s io n  as
t o  which ones should be used w i l l  be determined by the  s t u ­
d e n t ' s  needs.
1. The s tu d en t  may be t e s t e d  in  h i s / h e r  r e g u la r  c lassroom; very 

few changes can be implemented in t h i s  s e t t i n g  w i thou t  d i s ­
r u p t in g  the  r e s t  o f  th e  c l a s s .  There fo re ,  t h e  more m o d i f i ­
c a t i o n s  needed, th e  more l i k e l y  t h a t  the  s tu d en t  should be 
t e s t e d  in  a s e p a r a t e  s e t t i n g .

2. The s tu d en t  may be t e s t e d  in  a re source  room, a lo n e ,  o r  with 
o th e r  s tu d en t s  c l a s s i f i e d  as  handicapped who need th e  same 
type  o f  a d m in i s t r a t io n  changes.

3. The s tu d en t  may be t e s t e d  i n d i v i d u a l l y .  I f  he /she  needs 
a d m in i s t r a t i v e  a d ap ta t io n s  t h i s  s e t t i n g  would be b e s t .  I f
a t  a l l  p o s s i b l e ,  the  Examiner should be someone who i s  f a m i l ­
i a r  with th e  s tu d e n t .

4.  I d e n t i fy in g  Information and General Information ques t ions  may 
be gr idded by the  Examiner in  advance.

5. I f  th e  s tu d e n t  cannot t r a n s f e r  th e  answer to  th e  answer s h e e t ,  
he /she  may record  th e  answers in  th e  t e s t  b ook le t .  (In a l l  
cases  when th e  s tu d en t  does not answer on th e  computer answer 
s h e e t ,  t h e  Examiner w i l l  be r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  e n te r in g  th e  s t u ­
d e n t ' s  answers on th e  answer s h e e t . )

6. The s tu d en t  may answer th e  ques t ions  o r a l l y ,  i f  he /she  normally 
uses t h i s  response  mode to  answer t e s t  ques t ions  in  th e  c l a s s ­
room. (In a l l  cases  when the  s tu d en t  does no t  answer on the  
computer answer s h e e t ,  the  Examiner w i l l  be r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  
e n t e r in g  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  answers on t h e  answer s h e e t . )

7. The s tu d en t  may use a communication device  i f  he /she  u s u a l ly  
uses the  device  to  communicate in  t h e  classroom (an abacus 
o r  c a l c u l a t o r  cannot be used) .  This should be determined 
befo re  t e s t i n g  so t h a t  necessa ry  devices  w i l l  be in working 
o rd e r  and a v a i l a b l e .  (In  a l l  cases  when the  s tu d en t  does not 
answer on th e  computer answer s h e e t ,  th e  Examiner w i l l  be 
r e sp o n s ib le  f o r  e n te r in g  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  answers on th e  answer 
s h e e t . )

8. I f  a s tu d en t  cannot use a #2 p e n c i l ,  he /she  may use a t h i c k e r  
p e n c i l .

9. Examiners may re p e a t  d i r e c t i o n s  o r  r e - e x p la in  examples i f  not 
unders tood.

10. Examiners may reword d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  c l a r i t y  as long as the  
rewording does not change th e  n a tu re  or i n t e n t  o f  t h e  i tem.
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11. All d i r e c t i o n s  w r i t t e n  in the  t e s t  may be read to  th e  s tu d e n t .
Under no c ircumstances  should i tem s ,  passages ,  o r  ac tua l  t e s t
s e c t io n s  be read to  th e  s t u d e n t .

12. Sessions  may be extended beyond suggested t ime l i m i t s .  This i s
a power t e s t ,  not a speed t e s t .  Time segments should be regu­
l a t e d  to  accommodate th e  s tu d e n t ;  g iv ing  p a r t s  o f  s e c t io n s  or
provid ing f r eq u e n t  breaks a re  accep tab le  p rocedures .  A s t u ­
den t  should no t  be penal ized  because o f  s t r i n g e n t  t ime l i m i t s .

13. Students  may use a mask (paper used to  cover  p a r t s  o f  the  t e s t )
to  block o f f  an i tem o r  to  mark t h e i r  p lace  on the  t e s t .

14. Students  may be given a p r a c t i c e  t e s t  one o r  two weeks before
ac tua l  t e s t i n g .  P r a c t i c e  t e s t s  w i l l  f a m i l i a r i z e  the  s tuden t  
with t e s t - t a k i n g  techn iques .

Suggested Guidelines  fo r  Administer ing MBS Tes ts  to  
A u d i to r i ly  Handicapped Students

A few a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped s tu d en t s  may be a b le  t o  take  
th e  s tandard  MBS Tes ts  in a r e g u la r  s e t t i n g  and so not r e q u i r e  
a d ap ta t io n s  in  t e s t i n g  procedures .  Others with  more severe  
problems may need many a d m in i s t r a t io n  m o d i f i c a t io n s .

In a d d i t io n  to  the  general  m od i f ica t io n s  l i s t e d  above, spe­
c i f i c  a d ap ta t io n s  which may be implemented to  accommodate a u d i ­
t o r i l y  handicapped s tuden ts  a re  desc r ibed  below. These 
m o d if ica t ions  do not have to  be used.  The examiner should 
decide  which ones a re  necessary  according to  the  s t u d e n t ' s  needs .

M odif ica t ions  f o r  Regular Classroom 
S e t t in g  Adminis t ra t ion

The m od i f ica t io n s  used in  t h i s  s e c t io n  a r e  a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  
some a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those  who do 
not have severe  problems and a re  ab le  to  take  th e  t e s t  in  a 
r e g u la r  c lassroom. Very few adjustments  can be made in  t h i s  
s e t t i n g ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  i f  you fee l  t h a t  a s tu d en t  cannot  be t e s t e d  
with  these  minimal m o d i f i ca t io n s ,  the  s tu d en t  should be t e s t e d  
in  a d i f f e r e n t  s e t t i n g ,  e i t h e r  on a one- to -one  b a s i s  o r  with 
o th e r  a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped s tu d en t s  who w i l l  be t e s t e d  with 
s i m i l a r  t e s t  a d m in i s t r a t io n  m o d i f i c a t io n s .

I f  an a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped s tu d en t  i s  t e s t e d  in  a r e g u la r  
s e t t i n g ,  th e  fo l lowing a d m in i s t r a t io n  m od if ica t ions  a re  the  
only  ones which may be implemented:
1. The s tu d en t  may read a l l  d i c t a t e d  i n s t r u c t i o n s .  Students  

may have a typed shee t  con ta in ing  a l l  d i r e c t i o n s  read by 
th e  Examiner. Thus, the  s tu d en t  can read d i r e c t i o n s  a f t e r  
o r  as the  Examiner d i c t a t e s  them.

2. The s tu d en t  should be sea ted  in  a s e c t io n  of  t h e  classroom 
where he/she  w i l l  not be d i s t r a c t e d .  The s tu d en t  should be 
ab le  to  see the  Examiner c l e a r l y  and c o n cen t ra te  on th e  t e s t  
i tems w i thout  d i s t r a c t i o n .
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3. All hear ing devices  normally used by the  s tu d en t  (hear ing  a id )  
should be checked; b a t t e r i e s  should be working. The dev ice  
should no t  i n t e r f e r e  with  t e s t - t a k i n g  p rocess .

4. The Examiner may s ignal  v i s u a l l y  when i t  i s  t ime to  stop by 
f l a s h in g  l i g h t s  in  th e  room o r  g iv ing  a hand s igna l  to  the  
s tu d en t .

Special  S e t t i n g  M odif ica t ions  f o r  
A u d i to r i ly  Handicapped Students

A spec ia l  s e t t i n g  can be a re sou rce  room o r  classroom where 
th e  s tu d en t  i s  t e s t e d  on a one- to -one b a s i s  o r  with  o th e r  a u d i ­
t o r i l y  handicapped s tu d en t s  who w i l l  be t e s t e d  using s i m i l a r  
t e s t  a d m in i s t r a t io n  m o d i f i ca t io n s .  When the  a u d i t o r i l y  hand i­
capped s tu d en t  i s  t e s t e d  in a sp ec ia l  s e t t i n g ,  a l l  m od i f ica t io n s  
d iscussed  in  previous  s ec t io n s  plus  th e  ad justments  l i s t e d  below 
may be used:
1. All d i r e c t i o n s  read by the  Examiner may be p r i n t e d  on a sh ee t  

o r  placed on a t ransparency  (overhead t r a n s p a r e n c i e s  w i l l  be 
in l a rg e  p r i n t ) .  In t h i s  manner th e  s tu d en t  can read every ­
th in g  th e  t e a c h e r  d i c t a t e s .  The mode o f  w r i t t e n  d i r e c t i o n s  
( t ransparency  or  p r in t e d  shee t )  should be determined p r i o r
to  t e s t i n g .

2. The Examiner should be f a m i l i a r  with s t u d e n t s .  A t e a c h e r  o r  
guidance counse lo r  who knows the  s tu d en t s  o r  has tau g h t  the  
s tu d en t s  should ad m in is te r  th e  t e s t .

Modified Tes ts

B r a i l l e  and l a r g e - p r i n t  t h i r d ,  s i x t h ,  n i n t h ,  and e leven th  
grade Reading and Mathematics Tes ts  and a u d i t o r i l y  handicapped 
t h i r d  and s i x t h  grade modified Mathematics t e s t s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  
upon req u es t  through th e  New Je r se y  Commission f o r  th e  Blind.
(PP. 1-3)

V i r g i n i a ' s  minimum competency t e s t  accommodations f o r  handi­

capped s t u d e n t s ,  as  o u t l i n e d  in "Minimum Competencies and th e  Handi­

capped" (Department o f  Education,  Commonwealth o f  V i r g in i a ,  1980),  

a re  c a teg o r ized  in to  f i v e  major a r e a s :  scheduling m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,

s e t t i n g  m o d i f i c a t io n s ,  format and /or  equipment m o d i f i c a t i o n s ,  r e c o rd ­

ing m o d i f i c a t io n s ,  and modality m o d i f i ca t io n s .  A d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  

V i r g i n i a ' s  minimum competency t e s t i n g  accommodations f o r  handicapped 

s tu d en t s  fo l lows .
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MINIMUM COMPETENCY TEST ACCOMMODATIONS FOR HANDICAPPED STUDENTS 
(Department o f  Education,  Commonwealth o f  V i r g in i a ,  1980)

Accommodations </>

A. Scheduling M o d if ica t ions :  Tes ts  w i l l
be adm in is te red :

1. a t  t ime o f  day most b e n e f ic i a l  
to  s tu d en t .

2. in  pe r iod  o f   minutes followed
by r e s t  breaks o f   minutes .

3. u n t i l ,  in  a d m i n i s t r a t o r ' s  ju dge­
ment, s tu d en t  can no longer  su s ­
t a i n  th e  a c t i v i t y  due to  physical  
d i s a b i l i t y  o r  l im i t e d  a t t e n t i o n  
span.

B. S e t t i n g  M od if ica t ions :  Tests  w i l l
be adm in is te red :

1. in  a small group.
2. in  a c a r r e l .
3. in  th e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  c l a s s ­

room.
4. a t  c h i l d ' s  home.

5. wi th c h i l d  s ea ted  in  f r o n t  o f
classroom.

6. with t e a c h e r  f a c in g  c h i l d .
7. by s t u d e n t ' s  sp ec ia l  education 

te a c h e r .
8.  us ing an i n t e r p r e t e r  during 

the  t ime o ra l  i n s t r u c t i o n  i s  
given to  t h e  s t u d e n t ( s ) .

C. Format and /o r  Equipment Modifica­
t i o n s :  Tes ts  w i l l  be adm in is te red :

1. in l a r g e  p r i n t .

2. in  B r a i l l e .
3. with c h i l d  using magnifying 

equipment.
4. wi th c h i l d  wearing no ise  b u f f e r s .

5. us ing templa tes  and /o r  graph paper.

X

DR

.x -

X
DRl
X

X
DR
X
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Accommodations Ois:
LU
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•
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•M
•
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•
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D. Recording M odif ica t ions :

1. Child wi l l  mark answers in 
t e s t  book le ts .

X |x
)R
X

*

X

)R
|x

X

2. C h i ld ' s  answers w i l l  be recorded 
by p ro c to r  o r  a s s i s t a n t . X |x*

)R
X

3. Child wi l l  mark answers by 
machine.

[x.

E. Modality M odif ica t ions :
1. Math t e s t  only  w i l l  be read to  

c h i ld  by p ro c to r  o r  v ia  audio 
c a s s e t t e .

X X

2. Reading t e s t  w i l l  be adm in is te red  
o r a l l y  to  s tu d en t s  with severe  
psychomotor impairments ,  v i sua l  
impairments,  o r  l e a r n in g  d i s ­
a b i l i t i e s  which preven t  them from 
reading th e  t e s t . *

X X

NOTE: Any o f  th e  m o d i f ica t io n s  l i s t e d  above, except  the  modali ty  m o d i f i ­
c a t i o n  f o r  the  read ing  t e s t  (E -2 ) ,  can be considered  and added f o r  
an ind iv idua l  c h i l d .  Accommodations should take  in to  account  such 
th ings  as secondary handicapping c o n d i t io n s .

*Accommodation E-2 i s  al lowed under c e r t a i n  cond i t ions  and with 
approval o f  The Department o f  Educa t ion .

SYMBOLS: EMR - Educable Mentally  Retarded
TMR - Tra inab le  Menta lly  Retarded
V.I . -  V isua l ly  Impaired
H. I . - Hearing Impaired
L.D. -  Learning Disabled
S . I . -  Speech Impaired
E.D. -  Emotionally Dis turbed
0 . 1 . -  O r thoped ica l ly  Impaired
O.H.I. - Other Health Impaired
M.H. - M ul t ip le  Handicapped
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Adminis te ring  the  Reading Tes t  O ra l ly

Under c e r t a i n  co n d i t io n s  the  reading  t e s t  may be adminis tered
o r a l l y ,  inc lud ing  the  use o f  audio c a s s e t t e s ,  to  s tuden t s  who
cannot read the  t e s t s  because of  problems in v i su a l  moda l i ty .
The following co n d i t io n s  must be met:

1. The d e c i s io n  t o  ad m in is te r  the  t e s t s  o r a l l y  should be p r e ­
ceded by counse l ing  with the  s tu d en t s  and p a r e n t s .

2. The s tu d en t  must f i r s t  have a ttempted to  pass the  r e g u la r  
p r in t ed  t e s t  o r  th e  l a r g e - p r i n t  B r a i l l e  e d i t i o n s .

3.  A copy o f  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  IEP must be submit ted  to  the  Depart­
ment o f  Education by th e  loca l  school d i v i s i o n .  The IEP 
w i l l  be reviewed and the  re q u e s t  f o r  o ra l  ad m in i s t r a t io n  
w i l l  be approved o r  denied.

4.  The s t u d e n t ' s  permanent record  and any o th e r  school documents 
which con ta in  the  competency t e s t  scores  must c l e a r l y  s t a t e  
t h a t  th e  read ing  t e s t  was a measure o f  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  a b i l i t y  
to  process informat ion  read to  him/her and not a measure o f  
a b i l i t y  to  decode p r in t e d  symbols, (pp. 9-11)

The accommodations c u r r e n t l y  being used to  inc lude  handicapped

s tu d en t s  in minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs must c o n t in u a l ly  be

reviewed f o r  a p p ro p r i a t e n es s .  Morrissey (1978) noted:

We need in te r im  and long- term s t r a t e g i e s  f o r  accommodating handi­
capped s tu d e n t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  with the  rap id  expansion o f  compe­
tency t e s t i n g  programs. Four in te r im  g u id e l in e s  seem th e  most 
p r a c t i c a b l e .  F i r s t ,  ask th e  handicapped ind iv idua l  before  d e c id ­
ing on the  na tu re  and e x t e n t  o f  accommodation. Second, decide 
any accommodations on a case -by-case  b a s i s .  Th i rd ,  do not use a 
t e s t  score  as th e  so le  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  dec id ing  promotion o r  gradua­
t i o n .  Four th ,  document why and how accommodation occurred  f o r  
each handicapped s tu d e n t ,  (pp. 209-10)

The l i t e r a t u r e  on t e s t  a d m in i s t r a t io n  echoed many o f  the  concerns 

voiced by educato rs  and p o l icy  makers concerning th e  use o f  a p p ro p r ia te  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  in c lu s io n  o f  handicapped s tuden ts  in minimum competency 

t e s t i n g  programs. S t a t e  departments o f  education  have a ttempted to  pro­

vide s u i t a b l e  accommodations f o r  handicapped s tuden t s  w i th in  t h e i r  t e s t ­

ing programs. The ques t ions  o f  whether t h e r e  i s  one c o r r e c t  s e t  o f  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  handicapped s tu d en t s  in minimum competency
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t e s t i n g  or  whether one approach i s  b e t t e r  than ano ther  do not seem 

to  have been answered in  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Most w r i t e r s  were c o n s i s t e n t  

in  express ing  th e  b e l i e f  t h a t  the  in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa tiona l p lan ,  as 

o u t l i n e d  in Public  Law 94-142, used in  conjunct ion  with  minimum com­

petency t e s t i n g  programs, seems to  be a compat ible  l i n k  which would 

a ssu re  s t a t e  and local  agenc ies  t h a t  th e  ind iv idua l  r i g h t s  o f  handi­

capped s tu d en t s  a r e  being p ro te c te d .  Schenck and Welch (1980) 

d esc r ibed  how the  in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  plan f u l f i l l s  t h i s  l i n k ­

age r o l e :

I f  th e  handicapped a re  t o  be included in  the  minimum competency
movement, t h e  I .E .P .  must be u t i l i z e d  as th e  v e h ic l e  which con­
nec ts  minimum competencies with i n s t r u c t i o n  and assessment .
The I .E .P .  should d e l i n e a t e
1. competencies t h e  s tu d en t  i s  to  a t t a i n  p ro f i c i e n c y  i n ,
2. the  level  of  p ro f i c i e n c y  to  be expec ted ,  and
3. s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  o f  any a l t e r n a t i v e  i n s t r u c t i o n a l / t e s t i n g

s t r a t e g i e s .
Reference to  those  competencies th e  s tu d en t  i s  not expected to  
a t t a i n ,  and why, should a l s o  be conta ined in th e  I .E .P .  (p .  5)

Summary

The l i t e r a t u r e  review concen tra ted  on t h r e e  major t o p i c  a reas  

t h a t  were most r e f l e c t i v e  o f  the  a v a i l a b l e  l i t e r a t u r e  on handicapped 

s tuden ts  and minimum competency t e s t i n g .  These s u b je c t s  were:

1. a general  review o f  minimum competency t e s t i n g

2. lega l  i s su e s  regard ing  minimum competency t e s t i n g  and 

th e  handicapped

3. in c lu s io n  o f  sp ec ia l  education s tu d en t s  in  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g .
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The l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t a in in g  to  minimum competency t e s t i n g  and 

th e  handicapped cen te red  on educa tors  and po l icy  makers r e sp ec t in g  

th e  sp ec ia l  needs o f  handicapped s tuden t s  in regard  to  minimum com­

petency t e s t i n g  and provid ing  the  a p p ro p r i a t e  accommodations t o  al low 

handicapped s tuden t s  th e  maximum b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  t e s t i n g  program. The 

v a s t  m a jo r i ty  o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  was geared to  the  t e s t i n g  o f  high 

school s t u d e n t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in r e l a t i o n  to  pass ing minimum compe­

tency t e s t s  as a g radua t ion  requirement.



CHAPTER I I I

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

In t ro d u c t io n

The primary purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy was to  i n v e s t i g a t e  the  

app rop r ia teness  o f  e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  in c lu s io n  o f  spec ia l  

education  s tu d en t s  in th e  MEAP t e s t .  D if fe rences  among fo u r th -g ra d e  

s tuden ts  from seven sp ec ia l  educa t ion  impairment groups,  r e l a t i v e  

to  t h e i r  reading and math scores  on th e  MEAP t e s t ,  were examined. 

Several types  o f  in format ion  were analyzed in  th e  s tudy: the  p e r ­

centage o f  math and read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  rece ived  

by the  s t u d e n t s ,  da ta  on sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  normally included 

in and excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t ,  and MEAP p r o c t o r s '  judgment 

regard ing  th e  a p p ro p r ia t e n es s  o f  th e  t e s t  mechanics f o r  t h e  spec ia l  

education s tu d en t s  inc luded  in  th e  p re s en t  s tudy.

The re sea rc h  methodology o f  the  s tudy i s  expla ined  in  t h i s  

ch ap te r .  The sam p !e - se lec t io n  techn iques  a r e  d e sc r ib e d ,  and the  

re sea rch  hypotheses a r e  s t a t e d .  The in s t ru m en ta t io n  and d a t a -  

c o l l e c t i o n  procedures  a re  d i s c u s s e d ,  t o g e th e r  with the  s t a t i s t i c a l  

techniques  employed in  analyz ing  the  d a ta .

D esc r ip t ion  o f  the  Sample

The study was conducted with f o u r th -g ra d e  educable  menta l ly  

impaired (EMI), speech and language impaired (SLI) ,  em ot iona l ly

50



51

impaired ( E l ) ,  p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  h e a l th  impaired (POHI), 

v i s u a l l y  impaired (VI) ,  l e a rn in g  d i sab led  (LD), and hear ing  impaired 

(HI) s tuden t s  who q u a l i f i e d  f o r  spec ia l  education s e r v i c e s  through 

the  in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  planning committee process  and met 

th e  s t a t e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e l i g i b i l i t y  in  t h e i r  primary impairment.  The 

s tuden t s  were s e le c te d  from a sample of  97 school d i s t r i c t s  randomly 

chosen by a sys tem at ic  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  method from Michigan 's  530 K-12 

school d i s t r i c t s .  A d e t a i l e d  d e sc r ip t i o n  o f  the  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  p ro ­

cedure  may be found in  Appendix A, t o g e th e r  with a l i s t  o f  the  97 

school d i s t r i c t s  chosen f o r  t h i s  study and the  l e t t e r  s e n t  to  the  

sup e r in ten d en ts  and MEAP assessment co o rd in a to r s  o f  those  d i s t r i c t s  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  s tudy.

The MEAP assessment co o rd in a to r s  were a l so  i n v i t e d  to  a MEAP 

p re p a ra t io n  in s e r v ic e  sess ion  t h a t  provided them with in format ion  

r e l a t i n g  to  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  the  s tudy .  The MEAP c o o rd in a to r s  

were then re sp o n s ib le  f o r  a r rang ing  f o r  a l l  o f  t h e i r  fo u r th -g ra d e  

spec ia l  education s tu d en t s  in the  s e l e c te d  impairment c a t e g o r i e s  to  

p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  s tudy.

Two d e v ia t io n s  from a complete random-sampling procedure 

occur red :  F i r s t ,  because o f  the  s i z e  o f  the  e i g h t  D e t r o i t  r e g io n s ,

they were considered as e ig h t  school d i s t r i c t s .  The second d e v ia ­

t i o n  concerned the  Upper Pen insu la ,  where one school d i s t r i c t  from 

each in te rm ed ia te  school d i s t r i c t  was chosen. These d e v ia t io n s  were 

based on th e  need f o r  p ro p o r t io n a t e  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tu d en t s  th roughout Michigan.



52

Table 3.1 shows the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  s tuden ts  

w i th in  each sp ec ia l  educa t ion  ca teg o ry ,  along with th e  t o t a l  number 

o f  fo u r th -g rad e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  each ca tegory  in  th e  

s t a t e  o f  Michigan.

Table 3.1 . —D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  s tu d en t s  accord ing to  
spec ia l  educa t ion  ca tegory  ( fo u r th -g rad e  leve l  o n ly ) .

Category
Number o f  

P a r t i c i p a t i n g  
Students

Total Number 
o f  Students  
in Michigan

Educable menta l ly  impaired (EMI) 82 1,174
Speech and language impaired (SLI) 31 3.457

Emotionally impaired (El) 138 1,554

P h y s ica l ly  o r  o therwise  hea l th  
impaired (POHI) 10 281

Visua l ly  impaired (VI) 4 62

Learning d isab led  (LD) 475 5,036

Hearing impaired (HI) 11 176

In looking a t  t h e  t a b l e ,  i t  i s  apparen t  t h a t  having an ade­

quate  sample w i th in  every  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  impairment group was 

re l in q u i sh e d  in favor  o f  o b ta in in g  a sys temat ic  r e p r e s e n ta t i o n  o f  

Michigan school d i s t r i c t s .  Such a t r a d e - o f f  was necessa ry  to  ensure  

g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  study f in d i n g s .  The SLI ca tegory  conta ined  

fewer p a r t i c i p a n t s  than would be expected.  I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  exp la in  

t h i s ,  but one might sp ec u la te  t h a t  due to  the  almost complete i n t e g r a ­

t i o n  o f  SLI s tu d en t s  i n to  t h e  general  educa t ion  program, d i s t r i c t s  may 

not t y p i c a l l y  cons ide r  them as spec ia l  education s tu d e n t s .  However, one 

cannot be sure  o f  th e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h i s  ex p lan a t io n .  I t  should a l so  be
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poin ted ou t  t h a t  due to  th e  c o g n i t iv e  fu nc t ion ing  o f  educable  menta lly  

impaired s t u d e n t s ,  t h e i r  ages  a t  t h e  fo u r th -g ra d e  leve l  may vary to  a 

g r e a t e r  e x t e n t  than those  o f  t h e i r  sp ec ia l  and general  educa t ion  peers .

Ins t rum enta t ion

The ins trument used f o r  t h i s  study was th e  Michigan Educa­

t io n a l  Assessment Program (MEAP) t e s t .  The MEAP t e s t  i s  an o b je c t iv e -  

re fe renced  ins t rument  i n i t i a t e d  by th e  S t a t e  Board o f  Education,  

supported by th e  governor,  and funded by the  l e g i s l a t u r e —i n i t i a l l y  

through enactment o f  Act 307 o f  th e  Public  Acts o f  1969 and subse­

quent ly  through Act 38 o f  the  Public  Acts o f  1970. Although the  

informat ion  provided by the  assessment program serves  a v a r i e t y  o f  

purposes,  the  program was c r e a te d  to  provide in format ion  on th e  s t a t u s  

and progress  o f  Michigan 's  b a s i c - s k i l l s  educa t ion .  The r e s u l t s  a re  

intended to  show whether s tu d en t s  a r e  l e a r n in g  i d e n t i f i e d  bas ic  s k i l l s  

in reading  and mathematics and whether more s tu d en t s  a r e  acqu i r ing  

such in format ion  each y e a r .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  measuring mastery o f  bas ic  

reading and mathematics s k i l l s ,  th e  MEAP t e s t  a l so  measures a t t a i n ­

ment o f  o b je c t iv e s  in o th e r  e s s e n t i a l  s k i l l  a r e a s ,  e . g . ,  s c ie n c e ,  

h e a l t h ,  physica l  ed u ca t io n ,  so c ia l  s t u d i e s ,  a r t ,  and music.

The s t a t e  o f  Michigan has conducted an a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e  i n t e r ­

nal c ons is tency  o f  the  MEAP t e s t s ,  us ing Kuder-Richardson formula #20 

(KR-20). A d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  KR-20 r e l i a b i l i t y  c o e f f i c i e n t s  can be 

found in  Volume II  o f  t h e  MEAP Technical  R e p o r t J

^Available  from MEAP, P.O. Box 30008, Lansing, MI 48909.
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The v a l i d i t y  o f  the  MEAP ins t ruments  depends p r im ar i ly  on 

th e  adequacy with which t e s t  i tems sample th e  behavior s p e c i f i e d  by 

th e  o b j e c t i v e .  The MEAP t e s t s  a r e  not designed to  p r e d i c t  something 

e l s e  o r  to  f i n d  s u b s t i t u t e  measures,  but r a t h e r  to  measure d i r e c t l y  

s tu d en t  mastery o f  a given o b j e c t i v e .  The t e s t  must be an adequate  

measure o f  what i t  i s  supposed to  measure. The t e s t  i t s e l f  i s  the  

c r i t e r i o n  o f  performance.

The con ten t  v a l i d i t y  o f  c u r r e n t  MEAP t e s t s  i s  based on c r i t i ­

cal  judgments.  The Michigan Department o f  Education has ga thered 

judgmental da ta  from t e a c h e r s ,  curr icu lum s p e c i a l i s t s ,  measurement 

s p e c i a l i s t s ,  and o th e r s  involved in  both the  development and the  

r e v i s io n  of  the  m in im a l - sk i l l s  o b je c t i v e s  and in the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of  

t e s t  i tems to  measure a t t a in m en t  o f  the  s k i l l s .

MEAP t e s t s  a re  admin is tered  in  grades 4 ,  7,  and 10, which were 

s e l e c t e d  as a p p ro p r ia te  p o in t s  a t  which to  a sse ss  s tu d en t  performance 

because they r e p re se n t  important t r a n s i t i o n  t imes in  a s t u d e n t ' s  

educa t ion :  completion o f  primary ed u ca t io n ,  completion o f  e lementary

ed u ca t io n ,  and completion of  middle-school educa t ion .  Although s t u ­

den ts  a re  t e s t e d  upon e n t e r in g  grades 4 ,  7,  and 10, th e  s k i l l s  t e s t e d  

should have been acquired  in  th e  previous  grades (K-3, 4 -6 ,  and 7-9 ,  

r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .

The Michigan Department o f  Education has done a g re a t  deal 

o f  planning and p re p a ra t io n  to  implement and main ta in  the  focus o f  

th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program. To communicate these  

e f f o r t s ,  the  Department o f  Education has produced a Technical  Report 

t h a t  con ta in s  va luab le  in format ion  on the  h i s t o r y  and te chn ica l
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dimensions o f  th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MDE,

1982).

The da ta  f o r  th e  p re sen t  study were based on in format ion  

ga thered from a d m in i s t r a t io n  o f  the  MEAP t e s t  to  handicapped s tuden t s  

a t  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  leve l  on ly .  The s p e c i f i c  s ec t io n  on the  MEAP 

t e s t  answer sh ee t  t h a t  was used to  g a ther  s p e c i a l - e d u c a t io n - s tu d e n t  

da ta  f o r  t h i s  s tudy i s  shown in  Figure 3 .1 .  (A d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  

o f  th e  a d m in i s t r a t io n  procedures followed in  t h i s  s tudy i s  found in 

th e  Assessment A dminis t ra t ion  Manual in  Appendix B. The complete 

MEAP answer s h ee t  i s  shown in Appendix D.)

S P E C IA L  EDUCATI ON'  S T U D Y  i

1 S p e c  Ed Cateqory
. - iv i - - -  

r pO e  Hi

< r

0 10 30 50  70 9 0  t> 
Percent  of 5 29 43 69 B9 m o n

2  Math

3 Reading
Instruct ion in Spec ia l  Educat ion

4  Include in 
S u m m a r y  
R e p o r t s7

Yes K-

5 M E A P  V :  
Appropnat '  
for th'S 
s t u d e r ' ’ ]

v.  |

Figure 3 . 1 . - - P o r t i o n  o f  the  MEAP t e s t  answer shee t  p e r t a in in g  
to  th e  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tudy .

School d i s t r i c t s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h i s  s tudy were asked to  

respond to  th e  f i v e  ques t ions  included on th e  MEAP answer shee t  

(F igure  3 .1 )  f o r  each o f  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  

they served .  An e x p lana t ion  o f  the  informat ion  reques ted  f o r  each 

ques t ion  i s  given below.

Question 1 . "Special  Ed. Category"—School personnel were 

asked to  i n d i c a t e  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  primary spec ia l  educa t ion  impair ­

ment.
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Question 2 . "Percent  o f  Math I n s t r u c t i o n  in Special  

Education"—School personnel were asked to  i n d i c a t e  the  percentage  

of  th e  s t u d e n t ' s  math i n s t r u c t i o n  per week in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Question 3 . "Percent o f  Reading I n s t r u c t i o n  in  Special  

Education"—School personnel were asked to  i n d i c a t e  th e  pe rcentage  

o f  the  s t u d e n t ' s  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  per  week in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Question 4 . " Inc lude  in  Summary Repor ts"—School personnel 

were asked to  respond "Yes" i f  th e  s tu d en t  rece ived  more than 50% of  

h i s / h e r  read ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  educa t ion  and thus  

h i s / h e r  MEAP scores  would be inc luded in th e  MEAP Summary Report .

A "No" response meant t h e  s tu d en t  rece ived  more than 50% o f  h i s / h e r  

read ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  and thus  h i s / h e r  

MEAP scores  would be excluded from th e  MEAP Summary Report .

Question 5 . "MEAP Test Appropr ia te  f o r  t h i s  s tu d e n t ? " —

The MEAP p ro c to r s  were asked to  respond "Yes" i f ,  through t h e i r  

o b se rv a t io n ,  the  t e s t  procedures  seemed a p p r o p r ia t e  f o r  th e  s tu d e n t .  

In o th e r  words, could t h e  s tu d en t  handle the  s ep a ra te  answer shee t  

and t e s t  bookle t  and take  the  t e s t  as  des igned ,  read t e s t  d i r e c t i o n s ,  

work a lo n e ,  and mark answers on th e  answer sh ee t  w i thout  sk ipp ing  o r  

double marking? The MEAP p ro c to r s  were reques ted  to  mark "No" i f  

th e  s tu d en t  d id  not seem ab le  t o  handle th e  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP 

t e s t  as  desc r ibed  above. This ques t ion  was included because a 

purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy was to  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether a person superv is ing  

the  MEAP t e s t  could recognize  observab le  behaviors  t h a t  evidenced 

s tu d en t  f r u s t r a t i o n  in  the  t e s t - t a k i n g  p rocess .
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D ata-Col lec t ion  Procedures 

The MEAP t e s t  was conducted throughout Michigan dur ing  a 

four-week per iod  from September 13 through October 8 ,  1982. The 

t e s t i n g  schedule was as  fo l lows :

Tes t ing :  September 13 -  October 1,  1982

Make-ups: October 4 -  October 8 ,  1982

Special  p rov is ions  were made f o r  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  d id  not begin school 

on t ime because o f  t e ac h e r  s t r i k e s ,  f i n a n c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  or  o th e r  

reasons .  These d i s t r i c t s  began t e s t i n g  w i th in  t h r e e  weeks o f  open­

ing and completed t e s t i n g  w i th in  two weeks.

A f te r  the  MEAP t e s t s  had been adm in is te red  and th e  answer 

sh ee t s  completed,  th e  In t r an  Corpora tion provided a s ep a ra te  s p e c i a l - 

e d u ca t io n - s tu d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  l i s t  with  a compila tion  o f  th e  study 

d a ta .

Research Hypotheses 

The fo llowing hypotheses ,  s t a t e d  in  th e  null  form, were f o r ­

mulated to  answer th e  re sea rch  ques t ions  posed in  Chapter I .

Ho 1: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP reading
scores  between d i f f e r e n t  impairment groups.

Ho 2: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP math
scores  between d i f f e r e n t  impairment groups.

Ho 3: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP reading  
scores  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  in each impairment 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  math 
and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Ho 4: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP math
scores  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  in each impairment 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  re c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  math 
and read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .
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Ho 5: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP math and 
reading sco res  o f  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  the  
MEAP t e s t  were judged a p p r o p r i a t e  and s tu d en t s  f o r  whom 
th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were judged not approp­
r i a t e .

S t a t i s t i c a l  Methods 

The da ta  ga thered  in  t h i s  s tudy were analyzed and s t a t i s t i c a l  

hypotheses t e s t e d  through a s e r i e s  o f  one-way and m u l t i v a r i a t e  analyses  

o f  va r iance  and t - t e s t s .  The independent v a r i a b l e s  were the  seven 

spec ia l  educa t ion  impairment groups ,  th e  percentage  o f  reading and math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  and th e  MEAP t e s t  p r o c t o r s '  judgments 

o f  th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  being a p p ro p r ia t e  o r  not a p p ro p r ia te  

f o r  the  s tu d e n t .  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  were th e  MEAP reading and 

math s co res .  F - r a t i o s  with  an alpha leve l  o f  .05 were accepted as s t a ­

t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h i s  s tudy. Planned comparisons were used to  

examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among l e v e l s  o f  independent v a r i a b l e s .  Again,  a 

.05 a lpha  level was used f o r  judging s i g n i f i c a n c e .

Analysis  o f  v a r ian ce  was used because th e  i n v e s t i g a t o r  was 

most i n t e r e s t e d  in  i d e n t i f y i n g  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  MEAP math 

a n d /o r  reading scores  o f  th e  seven impairment groups and o f  s tu d en t s  

r e c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  pe rcen tages  o f  math and /o r  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion ,  r a t h e r  than a t tem pt ing  to  i d e n t i f y  a l l  o f  the  f a c ­

t o r s  t h a t  account  f o r  v a r iances  in MEAP read ing  and math s c o r e s .

Analysis  o f  va r iance  a l s o  provided in format ion  about i n t e r a c t i o n  o f  

f a c t o r s  t h a t  was usefu l in sugges t ing  a l t e r n a t e  c r i t e r i a  o r  suppor ting  

th e  p re sen t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  the  

MEAP t e s t i n g .
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Certa in  f a c t o r s  regard ing  the  make-up o f  the  s tu d en t  sample 

determined the  types  o f  comparisons t h a t  could be made. These f a c ­

t o r s  a re  as fo l lows:

1. Comparisons could not be made among spec ia l  educa tion  

s tu d en t s  from th e  seven impairment groups re c e iv in g  0-49% versus  

50-100% o f  t h e i r  reading  o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education 

because o f  th e  unequal c e l l  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  o f  s tu d e n t s .  Tables 4 .3  

and 4 .4  co n ta in  s p e c i f i c  in format ion on the  percentage  o f  spec ia l  

educa tion  i n s t r u c t i o n  s tu d en t s  rece ived  in  math and r e a d in g ,  r e sp ec ­

t i v e l y .

2. Comparisons w i th in  sp ec ia l  educa tion  c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  s t u ­

dents  re c e iv in g  0-49% versus  50-100% o f  t h e i r  read ing  o r  math i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa tion  could only be conducted w i th in  th e  emot iona l ly  

impaired (El)  and l e a rn in g  d i s ab led  (LD) c a t e g o r i e s .

3.  Comparisons between the  var ious  percentages  o f  reading  o r  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education could only be conducted wi th in  

the  emotiona lly  impaired (El)  and l e a rn in g  d i s ab led  (LD) c a t e g o r i e s ,  

but with s p e c i a l l y  designed percentage  comparisons t o  compensate fo r  

th e  unequal s tu d en t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s .

4.  Comparisons between and w i th in  a m a jo r i ty  o f  the  spec ia l  

education c a t e g o r i e s  took p lace  f o r  s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

versus  maximal (90-100%) reading o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  because of  the  m a jo r i ty  o f  s tuden ts  from each ca tegory  repor ted  

in  those a r e a s .
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5. Comparisons between the  low-incidence  spec ia l  education 

groups o f  p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o the rw ise  hea l th  impaired (POHI), v i s u a l l y  

impaired (VI) ,  and hear ing impaired (HI) were l im i t e d  because o f  the  

small numbers o f  s tu d en t s  from those  groups involved in  th e  study 

(POHI = 10, VI = 4 ,  HI = 11) .



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

In t roduc t ion

In Chapter IV, the  da ta  ga thered  to  t e s t  th e  hypotheses o f  

th e  s tudy a re  p resen ted  and analyzed. The chap te r  i s  d iv ided  in to  

the  following s e c t io n s :  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the  sample,  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  

the  r e sea rch  f i n d i n g s ,  and summary o f  the  f in d in g s .

D escr ip t ion  o f  the  Sample

Fourth-grade  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  from 97 school 

d i s t r i c t s  randomly chosen by a sys tem at ic  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  method from 

Michigan's 530 d i s t r i c t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the  s tudy .  The following 

informat ion  was ob ta ined  on each s tu d en t :  spec ia l  education im pair ­

ment ca teg o ry ,  percentage  o f  math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  

educa t ion ,  whether t h e  s t u d e n t ' s  i n t e g r a t i o n  in  general  education  

read ing /Eng l ish  would al low h i s / h e r  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  be included 

in the  d i s t r i c t  summary r e p o r t ,  and th e  t e s t  p r o c to r s '  judgment of  

th e  app rop r ia tenes s  o f  the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  f o r  t h a t  s t u ­

dent.

The number o f  s tu d en t s  involved in the  s tudy ,  by spec ia l  

education c a te g o ry ,  i s  p resen ted  in Table 4 . 1 ,  along with th e  t o t a l  

number o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  in each ca tegory  in Michigan.

61
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Table 4.1 . - F o u r t h - g r a d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  by 
sp ec ia l  educa t ion  ca tegory .

Category
Number o f  
P a r t i c i ­

pants

Category 
% o f  

Sample

Total 
Number o f  
Students  

in
Michigan

Category % 
o f  Total 
Special  

Education 
Popula tion

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 82 10.92% 1,174 9.62%
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 4.14% 3,457 28.33%
Emotionally impaired
(ED 138 18.37% 1,554 12.74%
P h y s ica l ly  o r  o therwise  
hea l th  impaired (POHI) 10 1.33% 281 2.30%
Visual ly  impaired (VI) 4 .53% 62 .50%
Learning d i s a b l e d  (LD) 475 63.25% 5,036 41.27%

Hearing impaired (HI) 11 1.46% 176 1.45%

Special  educa t ion  popu­
l a t i o n s  not in  s tudy 0 0 463 3.79%

Total 751 100% 12,203 100%

Total f o r  popula­
t i o n s  in  study 751 11,740

Table E-l (Appendix E) shows the  ac tua l  number o f  sampled 

Michigan school d i s t r i c t s  from which s tu d en t  da ta  were ga th e red .  In 

t h i s  t a b l e ,  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  sepa ra ted  accord ing to  s t r a tu m .  (Refer  

to  Appendix A f o r  community type  and reg iona l  make-up o f  s t r a t a . )

Table 4 .2  shows the  number o f  responses  rece ived  f o r  each 

ques t ion  in  t h e  s p e c i a l - e d u c a t io n - s tu d y  s e c t io n  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  

answer s h e e t .  Responses a re  broken down accord ing to  impairment



Table 4 . 2 . --Number o f  responses  rece ived  to  each q ues t ion  in  th e  s p e c i a l - e d u c a t io n - s tu d y  s e c t io n  
o f  th e  MEAP t e s t ,  by impairment group.

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 Question 4 Question 5

Category (Special
Education
Category)

(P ercen t  o f  
Math I n s t r u c t i o n  

in  Special  
Education)

(Percen t  o f  
Reading 

I n s t r u c t i o n  in  
Special  

Education)

(Include  
in  Summary 

Report)

(MEAP Test 
Appropria te  

f o r  This 
Student? )

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 32 81 81 82 82

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 31 31 31 31

Emotionally impaired 
(El) 138 138 138 138 138

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

10 10 10 10 9

V isua l ly  impaired 
(VI) 4 4 4 4 4

Learning d i s ab led  
(LD) 475 470 471 475 467

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 11 11 11 11 11

Total 751 745 746 751 742
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group. From t h i s  t a b l e  i t  can be seen t h a t  not every ques t ion  was 

answered f o r  a l l  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  tak ing  the  t e s t .

Tables 4 . 3 ,  4 . 4 ,  4 . 5 ,  and 4 .6  con ta in  in format ion  on the  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  t h a t  was ga thered  through th e  f i v e  ques t ions  

in th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s e c t io n  o f  the  MEAP t e s t .  Table 4 .3  d i sp la y s  

a breakdown o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  accord ing to  percentage  o f  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  Table 4 .4  shows a breakdown 

o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  accord ing to  the  percentage  o f  reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .  A breakdown o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  

s tu d en t s  accord ing to  t h e i r  exc lus ion  in o r  exc lus ion  from the  summary 

r e p o r t s  i s  shown in Table 4 .5 .  Table 4 .6  con ta in s  a breakdown o f  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  accord ing to  whether MEAP p ro c to r s  judged 

th e  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  to  be a p p ro p r ia t e  o r  not a p p ro p r i a t e  

f o r  them.

Many o f  th e  c a t e g o r i e s  r e l a t i n g  to  the  percentage  o f  math 

o r  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  education  conta ined  i n s u f f i c i e n t  

numbers o f  s u b je c t s  f o r  a n a ly s i s  purposes .  (Refer to  Table E-2,  

Appendix E.)  Consequently,  on ly  those  s u b je c t s  who spen t  a minimal 

(0-9%) or  a maximal (90-100%) amount o f  t ime in sp ec ia l  education 

math o r  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  were used in  the  a n a l y s i s .

Tables 4 .7  and 4 .8  a re  t a b u l a t i o n s  o f  those  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom 

the  MEAP p ro c to r s  judged the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  to  be approp­

r i a t e  o r  not a p p r o p r i a t e ,  accord ing to  the  percentage  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  

rece ived  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  math and read in g ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .
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Table 4 . 3 . —Breakdown o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  by c a te g o ry ,  
accord ing to  percentage  o f  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  
educa t ion .

Category
Percentage o f  Math I n s t r u c t i o n  

in Special Education

0-9% 10-29% 30-49% 50-69% 70-89% 90-100%

Educable mencally 
impaired (EMI) 0 0 10 0 1 70
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 0 1 0 0 2

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 35 9 5 6 3 80

P hys ica l ly  or  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

5 0 0 0 0 5

Visua l ly  impaired 
(VI)

4 0 0 0 0 0

Learning d isab led  
(LD) 179 59 46 20 5 161

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 1 1 0 0 0 9

Column t o t a l s 252 69 62 26 9 327

Total N f o r  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s * 745
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Table 4 . 4 . --Breakdown o f  sp ec ia l  education  s t u d e n t s ,  by ca teg o ry ,  
accord ing t o  percentage  o f  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 
sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Category
Percentage o f  Reading I n s t r u c t i o n  

in Special  Education

0-9% 10-29% 30-49% 50-69% 70-89% 90-100%

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1 0 1 8 0 71

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 0 0 1 0 2

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 30 5 5 8 2 88

P hys ica l ly  or  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

4 3 0 0 0 3

Visua l ly  impaired 
(VI) 3 1 0 0 0 0

Learning d i sab led  
(LD) 71 54 40 45 16 245

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 2 0 0 0 0 9

Column t o t a l s 139 63 46 62 18 418

Total N f o r  a l l  c a te g o r i e s = 746
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Table 4 . 5 . —Breakdown o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by ca teg o ry ,  
accord ing to  in c lu s io n  in o r  exc lu s ion  from MEAP 
summary r e p o r t s .

Category
Total
Number

Included

Total 
Number 

Excluded

Total 
No. by 

Category

Percent
Included

Percent
Excluded

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1 81 82 1.2% 98.8%
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 27 4 31 87.1% 12.9%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 41 97 138 29.7% 70.3%

Phys ica l ly  or o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

4 6 10 40.0% 60.0%

Visua l ly  impaired 
(VI) 4 0 4 100.0% 0

Learning d isab led  
(LD) 146 329 475 30.7% 69.3%

Hearing impaired 
(HI) •»/ 4 11 63.6% 36.4%

Column Tota ls 230 521 751
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Table 4 . 6 . --Breakdown o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by ca teg o ry ,
accord ing to  whether th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were 
judged to  be a p p ro p r ia t e  o r  not a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  them.

Category
Test 

Approp- 
r i  a t e

Tes t  Not 
Approp­

r i a t e

Total 
No. by 

Category

Percent
Tes t

Approp­
r i a t e

Percent 
Tes t  Not 
Approp­

r i a t e

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 1 81 82 1.2% 98.8 %

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 25 6 31 80.65/; 19.35%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 52 86 138 37.7% 62.3%

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

5 4 9 55.6% 44.4%

V isua l ly  imDaired 
(VI) 3 1 4 75.0% 25.0%

Learning d isab led  
(LD) 116 351 467 24.8% 75.2%

Hearina impaired 
(HI) 8 3 11 72.7% 27.3%

Column t o t a l s 210 532 742
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Table 4 . 7 . —D is t r i b u t i o n  o f  spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  in  each ca tegory ,  
accord ing to  whether the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  were 
judged to  be a p p ro p r i a t e  o r  not ap p ro p r ia t e  f o r  them, by 
percentage  o f  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .

Category
Percentage  o f  Math I n s t r u c t i o n  

in  Special  Education
0-9% 10-29%; 30-49% 50-69% 70-89% 90-100%

Mechanics o f  MEAP Test Judged Appropria te

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 1

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 25

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 17 5 3 1 1 25

P h y s ica l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

3 2

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 3

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 75 21 7 6 1 6
Hearing impaired (HI) 1 7

Tota ls 124 26 10 7 2 41

Mechanics o f  MEAP Test Judged Not Appropria te

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 10 1 69

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 3 1 2

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 18 4 2 5 2 55

P h y s ica l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

1 3

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 1

Learning d i s a b l e d  (LD) 103 38 38 14 4 151

Hearing impaired (HI) 2

Tota ls 126 42 51 19 7 282



70

Table 4 . 8 . —D is t r i b u t i o n  o f  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tuden ts  in each ca tegory  
according to  whether th e  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  were 
judged to  be a p p r o p r i a t e  o r  no t a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  them, by 
percentage  o f  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Category
Percentage o f  Reading I n s t r u c t i o n  

in Special  Education
0-9% 10-29% 30-49% 50-69% 70-89% 90-100%

Mechanics o f  MEAP Test  Judged Appropriate

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 25

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 19 3 3 2 25

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

3 1 1

Visua l ly  impaired (VI) 3

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 41 29 14 5 3 24

Hearing impaired (HI) 2 6

Tota ls 94 33 17 7 3 56

Mechanics o f  MEAP Test  Judged Not Appropria te

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 1 8 71
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 3 1 2

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 11 2 2 6 2 63

P hys ica l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

2 2

Visua l ly  impaired (VI) 1

Learning d isab led  (LD) 30 25 26 40 13 215

Hearing impaired (HI) 3

Tota ls 44 30 29 55 15 356
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Table E-2 (Appendix E) r e p o r t s  th e  mean MEAP math and read ­

ing scores  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  in each c a te g o ry ,  by p e r ­

centage o f  math and read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  rece ived  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  

Table E-3 (Appendix E) summarizes the  mean MEAP math and reading 

scores  o f  spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  in each c a te g o ry ,  according  to  

whether the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  were judged to  be a p p ro p r ia t e  

o r  not a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  them.

D escr ip t ion  o f  Research Findings 

The s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lyses  o f  MEAP reading  and math scores  o f  

fo u r th -g rade  sp ec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  from seven impairment groups 

were designed to  t e s t  the  f i v e  hypotheses formulated  f o r  t h i s  s tudy .

In the  fo llowing pages ,  each re sea rch  hypothesis  i s  r e s t a t e d ,  f o l ­

lowed by a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  a n a ly s i s  t e ch n iq u e (s )  used to  t e s t  

the  hypothesis  and th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  a n a l y s i s .

Hypothesis 1

Ho 1: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP reading 
scores  between d i f f e r e n t  impairment groups.

Table 4 .9  revea l s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  one-way a n a ly s i s  o f  

va r iance  (ANOVA) performed on the  reading sco res  o f  s tuden t s  in 

the  seven impairment groups.  A s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP 

reading scores  was found f o r  spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  in  d i f f e r e n t  

impairment groups. To determine which o f  th e  impairment groups d i f ­

fe red  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheff6 procedure  f o r  comparing 

mean group d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The ScheffS t e s t  in d ica ted  

t h a t  EMI s tuden ts  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from SLI,  E l ,  LD, and HI
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s tu d e n t s ,  in  terms o f  mean MEAP reading  s c o r e s .  The t e s t  a l so  i n d i ­

cated  t h a t  SLI s tu d en t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and LD s t u ­

den ts .  In Figure 4 . 1 ,  the  a s t e r i s k s  i n d i c a t e  which c a te g o r i e s  o f  

spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from each o th e r  in  

terms o f  mean MEAP read ing  s co res .

Table 4 . 9 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  s tu d e n t s '  mean MEAP reading 
scores  accord ing to  impairment groups.

Source MS df F S ig n i f ic an c e  
o f  F

Between seven 
impairment groups 977.25 6 19.54 <0.0000*

Error 50.00 744

♦ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond th e  .05 level  o f  conf idence .

EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI

EMI

SLI * * *

El *

POHI

VI

LD *

HI *

Figure 4.1 . —S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between impairment 
groups in  terms o f  mean MEAP reading  s co res .
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Table 4.10 c o n ta in s  th e  s t u d e n t s '  mean MEAP reading  scores  

and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  by impairment group. As rep o r ted  in  Table 

4 .1 0 ,  th e  h igher  mean MEAP reading  scores  f o r  SLI,  E l ,  LD, and HI 

s tu d en t s  as compared to  EMI s tu d en t s  and the  h igher  mean MEAP reading 

scores  f o r  SLI s tu d en t s  as compared to  El and LD s tu d en t s  sugges t  

t h a t  th e  i n d ic a ted  impairment groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  on the  MEAP 

reading t e s t .

Table 4 . 1 0 . —S tuden ts '  mean MEAP reading  scores  and s tandard  d e v ia ­
t i o n s ,  by impairment groups.

Impairment Categor ies N Mean Standard
Deviation

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 82 3.85 4.40

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 19.09 7.25

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 138 10.03 7.86

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  
h e a l th  impaired (POHI) 10 10.60 7.15

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 4 11.25 8.84

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 475 9.78 7.13

Hearing impaired (HI) 11 14.81 8.50

Addit ional one-way ana lyses  o f  v a r i a n c e ,  ho ld ing cons tan t  

the  minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) percentage  o f  math o r  

reading  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  were conducted to  pursue more s p e c i f i c  informa­

t i o n  rega rd ing  Hypothesis 1. The minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) 

percentages  o f  math o r  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  were held c o n s ta n t  because
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a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e  s tu d en t s  from a l l  c a t e g o r ie s  f e l l  in to  the  two 

time a l l o c a t i o n s ,  which allowed f o r  more s p e c i f i c  a n a ly s i s  o f  the  

d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP reading scores  between the  d i f f e r e n t  im pa i r ­

ment groups.  The r e s u l t s  o f  these  a d d i t io n a l  one-way ana lyses  o f  

va r iance  fo llow.

Table 4.11 r e v e a l s  the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  one-way a n a l y s i s  o f  v a r i ­

ance performed on th e  mean MEAP reading scores  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  

minimal (0-9%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .  There was 

a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP reading  scores  between s tu d en t  

impairment groups r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 1 1 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP read ing  scores  
o f  s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading  i n s t r u c ­
t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa tion  accord ing to  impairment groups .

Source MS d f F S ig n i f ic an ce  
o f  F

Between seven 
impairment groups 125.21 6 2.89 <0.0110*

Error 43.25 132

* S i g n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  of  conf idence .

To d iscover  which o f  the  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheff6 procedure f o r  a comparison o f  mean 

group d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  in d ic a ted  t h a t  SLI s tu d en t s  

r ece iv ing  minimal reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  d i f f e r e d
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s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from t h e i r  co u n te rp a r t s  in th e  El group in terms of  

mean MEAP reading  s co re s .

Table 4 .12 shows th e  mean MEAP reading  scores  and s tandard  

d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  

educa t ion  by impairment group. As shown in  Table 4 ,  SLI s tuden ts  

rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa tion  

scored h igher  on th e  MEAP reading t e s t  than did  t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  

in the  El group.

Table 4 . 1 2 . —Mean MEAP reading scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  f o r  
s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  spec ia l  educa t ion ,  by impairment groups.

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviat ion

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 1 12.00

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 20.00 6.35

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 30 13.56 6.37

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  
h e a l th  impaired (POHI) 4 14.75 2.87

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 3 13.66 9.07

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 71 15.38 6.80

Hearing impaired (HI) 2 21.50 3.53

Table 4.13 shows the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  one-way a n a ly s i s  of  

va r iance  performed on th e  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  s tuden t s  

r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  by
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impairment groups. A s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  e x i s t e d  in  mean MEAP 

reading  scores  o f  s tu d e n t  impairment groups r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 1 3 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP reading  scores  
o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  
in spec ia l  educa t ion  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS df F S ign i f ic ance  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 394.10 5 8.12 <0.0000*

Error 48.50 246

* S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .

To f in d  out which o f  the  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c an t ly  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheff€  procedure f o r  comparison o f  mean 

group d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  SLI s t u ­

den ts  r e ce iv in g  minimal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa tion  

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and LD s tu d en t s  in terms o f  mean MEAP 

reading  scores .

Table 4 .14 co n ta in s  a summary o f  th e  mean MEAP read ing  scores  

and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tu d en t s  rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  by impairment group. SLI s tuden ts  

r e ce iv in g  minimal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  scored higher  

on the  MEAP reading  t e s t  than d id  t h e i r  co u n te r p a r t s  in th e  El and 

LD groups.
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Table 4 . 1 4 . --Mean MEAP reading scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  f o r  
s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  
in sp ec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  by s ix  impairment groups.

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviation

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 20.00 6.35

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 35 12.65 6.68

Phys ica l ly  o r  o therwise  
h ea l th  impaired (POHI) 5 15.20 3.27

Visua l ly  impaired (VI) 4 11.25 8.84

Learning d i sab led  (LD) 179 11.37 7.12

Hearing impaired (HI) 1 24.00

Table 4.15 re v e a l s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  one-way a n a ly s i s  o f  

va r iance  performed on the  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  s tuden t s  

re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education  

by impairment groups.  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean 

MEAP reading scores  o f  s tu d en t  impairment groups r e ce iv in g  maximal 

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4.15.--AN0VA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP reading  scores
o f  s tu d en t s  rece iv in g  maximal (90-100%) reading i n s t r u c ­
t i o n  in spec ia l  education according  to  impairment groups.

Source MS df F S ig n i f ic an ce  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 285.91 5 7.36 <0.0000*

Error 38.83 412

♦S ign ificant at or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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To d iscover  which o f  the  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheffe  procedure to  compare mean group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  in d ic a ted  t h a t  EMI s tuden t s  

r e ce iv in g  maximal (90-100%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from E l ,  LD, and HI s tu d en t s  in  terms 

o f  mean MEAP reading s co res .

Table 4.16 shows the  mean MEAP reading scores  and s tandard  

d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tuden t s  r e ce iv ing  maximal (90-100%) reading  i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa tion  by impairment group. E l ,  LD, and HI 

s tuden t s  rece iv in g  maximal reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa tion  

scored h igher  on th e  MEAP reading t e s t  than d id  EMI s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  

maximal reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 1 6 . —Mean MEAP reading scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  f o r
s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  maximal (90-100%) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  by s ix  impairment groups .

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviat ion

Educable m en ta l ly  impaire 
impaired (EMI) 71 3.53 4.35

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 2 12.00 15.55

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 88 8.20 7.74

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  
h e a l th  impaired (POHI) 3 3.33 5.77

Learning d i sab led  (LD) 245 7.13 5.91

Hearing impaired 9 13.33 8.67
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Table 4.17 con ta in s  the  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  one-way a n a ly s i s  of  

va r iance  performed on the  mean MEAP reading scores  o f  s tuden t s  

r e ce iv in g  maximal (90-100%) i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  by 

impairment group. There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP 

reading  scores  o f  s tu d en t  impairment groups re c e iv in g  maximal 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 .17 :  ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  
s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 
spec ia l  educa tion  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS d f F S ig n i f ic an ce  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 316.99 5 8.05 <0.0000*

Error 39.37 321

♦S ign i f icance  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  confidence .

To de termine which o f  the  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i  

c a n t l y  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheff6 procedure t o  compare mean group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  EMI s tuden ts  

r e ce iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  education 

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and HI s tuden t s  in terms o f  mean MEAP 

reading s co res .  LD s tu d en t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from HI s tuden t s  

in t h i s  a n a l y s i s .

Table 4.18 shows a summary o f  th e  mean MEAP reading  scores  

and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tuden t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%)
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math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  education  by impairment group. El 

and HI s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  maximal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  scored h igher  on the  MEAP reading  t e s t  than did t h e i r  coun­

t e r p a r t s  in  t h e  EMI group. Likewise,  HI s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored h igher  on the  MEAP 

reading t e s t  than d id  t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  in  th e  LD group.

Table 4 . 1 8 . —Mean MEAP reading sco res  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  f o r  
s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  
in sp ec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  by s ix  impairment groups.

Impairment Categor ies N Mean Standard
Deviation

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 70 3.61 4.41

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 2 12.00 15.55

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 80 8.42 7.98

Phys ica l ly  o r  o therwise  
hea l th  impaired (POHI) 5 6.00 7.17

Learning d isab led  (LD) 161 6.57 5.74

Hearing impaired (HI) 9 15.00 8.07

Hypothesis 2

Ho 2: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP math 
scores  between d i f f e r e n t  impairment groups.

Table 4.19 re v e a l s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  one-way a n a ly s i s  o f

var iance  performed on the  mean MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  in  the

seven impairment groups.  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean
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MEAP math scores  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in d i f f e r e n t  impair  

ment groups.

Table 4 . 1 9 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  s tuden ts 'mean  MEAP math 
scores  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS d f P S ig n i f i c an c e  
■■ Of F

Between seven
impairment groups 1671.98 6 32.06 <0.0000*

Error 52.14 744

* S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond th e  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .

To determine which o f  th e  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t l y  from each o t h e r ,  a S c h e f f l  procedure f o r  comparing mean group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  EMI s tu d en t s  

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from SLI,  E l ,  POHI, VI, LD, and HI s tu d en t s  

in terms o f  mean MEAP math s co res .  The Scheffe  t e s t  a l s o  i n d ic a ted  

t h a t  SLI s tuden t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and LD s tu d en t s  in  

terms of  mean MEAP math s co re s .  In Figure 4 . 2 ,  th e  a s t e r i s k s  i n d i c a t e  

which c a te g o r ie s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

from each o th e r  on t h i s  measure.

Table 4 .20  con ta in s  th e  s t u d e n t s '  mean MEAP math scores  and 

s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  by impairment group. As shown in  the  t a b l e ,  the  

h igher  mean MEAP math scores  f o r  SLI, E l ,  POHI, VI,  LD, and HI 

s tu d en t s  as compared t o  EMI s tu d en t s  and th e  h igher  mean MEAP math 

s co res  f o r  SLI s tu d en t s  as compared to  El and LD s tu d en t s  sugges t
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t h a t  t h e  in d i c a t e d  impairment groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  on th e  MEAP 

math t e s t .

EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI

EMI

SLI * ★ *

El *

POHI ★

VI *

LD *

HI *

Figure  4 . 2 . - - S i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between impairment 
groups in  terms o f  mean MEAP math s co res .

Table 4 . 2 0 . - - S t u d e n t s '  mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  d e v i a t i o n s ,  
by impairment groups.

Impairment Categor ies N Mean Standard
Deviation

Educable menta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 82 5.97 5.19

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 24.06 4.33

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 138 14.53 7.98

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o the rw ise  
h e a l th  impaired (POHI) 10 16.00 8.51

V isua l ly  impaired 4 19.50 10.37

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 475 15.85 7.38

Hearing impaired 11 20.54 6.71
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In a d d i t i o n ,  one-way ana lyses  o f  v a r i a n c e ,  holding cons tan t  

th e  minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) percentages  o f  math and 

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  were conducted to  pursue 

more s p e c i f i c  informat ion  regard ing  Hypothesis 2.  The minimal and 

maximal percentages  o f  math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  were held con s tan t  

because a m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  s tuden t s  from a l l  impairment c a te g o r i e s  

f e l l  in to  th e  two time a l l o c a t i o n s ,  which allowed f o r  more s p e c i f i c  

a n a ly s i s  o f  th e  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  mean MEAP math scores  between the  

d i f f e r e n t  impairment groups.  The r e s u l t s  o f  these  a d d i t io n a l  one­

way analyses  o f  va r iance  fo llow.

Table 4.21 r e v e a l s  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  one-way a n a l y s i s  o f  

va r iance  performed on th e  mean MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  

minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa tion  by impairment 

ca tegory .  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP math scores  

o f  s tu d en t  impairment groups re c e iv in g  minimal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

spec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 2 1 . —AN0VA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP math scores  o f  
s tu d en t s  rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 
sp ec ia l  educa t ion  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS d f F Sign i f ic ance  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 186.55 5 4.41 <0.0007*

Error 42.30 246

♦ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .
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To d iscove r  which o f  the  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c an t ly  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheffg procedure f o r  comparing mean group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. This t e s t  in d ic a ted  t h a t  SLI s tuden t s  

rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  d i f ­

fe red  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and LD s tu d en t s  in  terms o f  mean MEAP 

math s co res .

Table 4.22 shows the  mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  

d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tuden ts  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

spec ia l  educa tion  by impairment group. SLI s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  minimal 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion  scored h igher  on t h e  MEAP math 

t e s t  than did  t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  in th e  El and LD groups.

Table 4 . 2 2 . —Mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  f o r
s tuden ts  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 
spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  by s ix  impairment groups.

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviation

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 24.17 4.49

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 35 16.88 7.73
P h y s ica l ly  o r  o therwise  
hea l th  impaired (POHI) 5 19.00 5.83

Visua l ly  impaired (VI) 4 19.50 10.37

Learning d i sab led  (LD) 179 18.88 6.43

Hearing impaired (HI) 1 25.00
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Table 4.23 r e v e a l s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  one-way a n a ly s i s  of  

v a r iance  performed on the  mean MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e i v ­

ing minimal (0-9%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  education  by 

impairment groups.  A s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  e x i s t e d  in  mean MEAP 

math scores  o f  s tu d en t  impairment groups r e c e iv in g  minimal reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 2 3 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP math scores  o f  
s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  
in spec ia l  educa tion  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS df F S ig n i f ic an ce  
o f  F

Between seven 
impairment groups 167.89 6 3.83 <0.0015*

Error 43.76 132

♦ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .

To determine which o f  th e  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheffg procedure  to  compare mean 

group d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. The t e s t  in d ic a ted  t h a t  SLI s tuden ts  

re c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education 

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El and LD s tu d en t s  in  terms o f  mean MEAP 

math s co res .

Table 4.24 c o n ta in s  a summary o f  th e  mean MEAP math scores  

and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  education by impairment ca teg o ry .  SLI s tuden ts
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rece iv in g  minimal read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa tion  scored 

h igher on the  MEAP math t e s t  than did  El and LD s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  

minimal reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4 . 2 4 . —Mean MEAP math scores  and s tanda rd  d e v ia t io n s  f o r
s tu d en t s  r ece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  spec ia l  ed u ca t ion ,  by impairment groups.

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviation

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1 19.00

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 28 24.17 4.49

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 30 16.73 8.12

P h y s ica l ly  o r  o the rwise  
hea l th  impaired (POHI) 4 21.25 6.29

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 3 24.66 1.15

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 71 18.57 6.73

Hearing impaired (HI) 2 22.00 4.24

Table 4.25 c o n ta in s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  one-way a n a ly s i s  o f  

va r iance  performed on th e  mean MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e i v ­

ing maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  education  by 

impairment ca tego ry .  There was a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean 

MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t  impairment groups r ece iv in g  maximal math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .



87

Table 4 . 2 5 . —ANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP math scores  o f  
s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  accord ing to  impairment groups.

Source MS d f F S ig n i f ic an c e  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 654.01 5 13.52 <0.0000*

Error 68.36 321

♦ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .

To f in d  ou t  which o f  th e  impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  from each o t h e r ,  a ScheffS procedure f o r  comparing mean group 

d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. This t e s t  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  EMI s tuden t s  

rece iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa tion  

d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from El ,  LD, and HI s tu d en t s  and t h a t  LD 

s tuden t s  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from HI s tu d en t s  in  terms o f  mean 

MEAP math s co res .

Table 4 .26 shows th e  mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  

d e v ia t io n s  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  

in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  by impairment group. E l ,  LD, and HI s tu d en t s  

r ece iv in g  maximal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored h ighe r  

on th e  MEAP math t e s t  than d id  t h e i r  c o u n te r p a r t s  in th e  EMI group. 

Also,  HI s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  scored h igher  on the  MEAP math t e s t  than d id  t h e i r  c o u n te r ­

p a r t s  in  the  LD group.
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Table 4 . 2 6 . —Mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  o f
s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion ,  by s ix  impairment groups.

Impairment Categories N Mean Standard
Deviation

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 70 5.81 4.99
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 2 22.50 3.53
Emotionally 
impaired (El) 80 13.02 8.10
P hys ica l ly  o r  o the rwise  
h e a l th  impaired (P0HI) 5 13.00 10.31
Learning d i sab led  (LD) 161 11.63 6.96

Hearing impaired (HI) 9 19.88 7.28

Table 4.27 shows the  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  one-way a n a ly s i s  of  

va r iance  performed on the  mean MEAP math scores  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e i v ­

ing maximal (90-100%) i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  by impairment 

group. A s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  was found in  mean MEAP math scores  

f o r  s tu d en t  impairment groups r e ce iv in g  maximal reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in spec ia l  educa t ion .

Table 4.27.--AN0VA r e s u l t s :  comparison o f  mean MEAP math scores  o f
s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  
in sp ec ia l  education  according to  impairment groups.

Source MS df F S ig n i f ic an c e  
o f  F

Between s ix  
impairment groups 958.64 5 18.74 <0.0000*

Error 51.12 412

♦S ign ificant at or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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Table 4.28 shows the  mean MEAP math sco res  and s tanda rd  d e v ia ­

t i o n s  o f  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa tion  by impairment group. To determine which o f  the  

impairment groups d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from each o t h e r ,  a Scheff£ 

procedure to  compare mean group d i f f e r e n c e s  was performed. This t e s t  

i n d ic a te d  t h a t  EMI s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) reading i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower than E l ,  LD, and 

HI s tu d e n t s .  HI s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa tion  scored h igher  on the  MEAP math t e s t  than d id  t h e i r  

c o u n te r p a r t s  in the  El and LD groups.

Table 4 . 2 8 . --Mean MEAP math scores  and s tandard  d e v ia t io n s  o f
s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  
in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion ,  by s ix  impairment groups.

Impairment Categor ies N Mean Standard
Deviat ion

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 71 5.77 4.82

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 2 22.50 3.53

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 88 13.25 7.81

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  
h e a l th  impaired (P0HI) 3 8.33 7.09

Learning d i s ab led  (LD) 245 14.26 7.46

Hearing impaired (HI) 9 20.22 7.31
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Hypothesis 3

Ho 3: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP reading 
scores  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  in  each impairment 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e ce iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  math 
and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

This hypothesis  was formulated  to  compare the  mean MEAP 

reading scores  o f  s tu d en t s  in  each impairment group according  to  the  

percentage  o f  math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  rece ived  in  spec ia l  edu­

c a t i o n .  Because t h e r e  was an i n s u f f i c i e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tu d en t s  

in va r ious  p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  groups,  ana lyses  w i th in  each o f  

the  seven impairment c a te g o r ie s  could not be conducted.  However, 

comparisons o f  two impairment c a t e g o r i e s  could be conducted regard ing  

var ious  percentages  o f  math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  edu­

c a t i o n .  Fur ther  comparisons o f  mean MEAP math and reading scores  

o f  s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) math o r  

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  education were conducted f o r  f i v e  

impairment c a t e g o r i e s .

The emot iona l ly  impaired (El)  and le a r n in g  d i sab led  (LD) 

c a te g o r i e s  had th e  l a r g e s t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tu d en t s  across  a m a jo r i ty  

o f  p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s .  Because o f  the  c l u s t e r i n g  

o f  s tuden t s  w i th in  th e  El and LD c a t e g o r i e s ,  two s e p a r a t e  pe rcen tage-  

o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  group comparisons were e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  in c lu s io n  

in th e  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s .  The p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  group 

comparisons used in  t h e  a n a ly s i s  f o r  emot iona l ly  impaired and l e a r n ­

ing d i s ab led  s tu d en t s  a re  shown in  Table 4 .29 .
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Table 4 . 2 9 . —P e r c e n ta g e - o f - in s t r u c t io n  l e v e l s  f o r  emot iona l ly  
impaired (E l)  and le a rn ing  d i s ab led  (LD) groups .

Special  Education Categories

El LD

Percen tage-o f-  
i n s t r u c t i o n  group 
compari sons

0-29% vs .  30-49% 
0-49% vs .  50-100%

0-29% vs .  30-49% 
0-49% vs .  50-100% 

50-69% vs .  70-100%

The s t a t i s t i c a l  an a ly s i s  used was a m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a ly s i s  o f  

va r iance  (MANOVA), using  th e  groups formed by percentage  o f  math and 

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  education  as th e  m u l t ip l e  v a r i a t e s .  

These m u l t ip le  v a r i a t e s  were in te rdependent  and thus  r e q u i re d  t h a t  

the  a n a ly s i s  be arranged in a manner t h a t  placed th e  most important 

comparison l a s t ,  with o th e r  important comparisons immediately p r e ­

ceding i t .

Table 4.30 shows the  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a ly s i s  

o f  va r iance  f o r  th e  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  em ot iona l ly  impaired 

(El)  and l e a rn in g  d i sab led  (LD) s tuden t s  w i th in  the  two pe rcen tage -  

o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  comparison groups.

Because o f  unequal c e l l  s i z e s  and th e  interdependency o f  the  

groups formed by percentages  o f  math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  

spec ia l  ed u ca t ion ,  the  f i r s t  i n d i c a t io n  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  progress ing  

from th e  bottom o f  the  comparisons t o  th e  top  i s  v a l i d .  All o th e r  

comparisons may be confounded.

The comparison o f  s co res  o f  groups re c e iv in g  0-49% versus  

50-100% o f  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa tion  was ordered  as
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Table 4 . 3 0 . —MANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparisons o f  emotiona lly  impaired (El) 
and le a rn in g  d i sab led  (LD) s t u d e n t s '  mean MEAP reading  
sco res  accord ing to  percentage  of  math and reading 
i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .

Source o f  V ar ia t ion MS df F S ig n i f ic an ce  
o f  F

For Emotionally Impaired Students

Time Math 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 322.01 1 5.76 .018
Time Math 0-49% 
vs. 50-100% 376.26 1 6.74 <.011*

Time Reading 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 182.88 1 3.27 .073

Time Reading 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 17.40 1 .31 .578

Time Math by Time 
Reading 148.73 2 2.66 .073

Error 55.82 131

For Learning Disabled Students

Time Math 50-69% 
vs.  70-100% 1778.77 1 42.60 0 .0

Time Math 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 23.51 1 .56 .453

Time Math 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 696.30 1 16.67 .000

Time Reading 50-69% 
vs.  70-100% 455.86 1 10.91 .001

Time Reading 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 929.81 1 22.27 0 .0

Time Reading 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 866.66 1 20.75 <0.0*

Time Math by Time 
Reading 29.93 8 .71 .677

Error 41.74 455

*S ign ifican t a t or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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th e  most im por tant comparison because i t  i s  most r e l e v a n t  to  the  

c u r r e n t  Michigan c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in 

th e  MEAP t e s t .  Subsequent comparisons o f  percentages  o f  math and 

reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  were arranged in descending 

o rde r  o f  impor tance.

In Table 4 .3 0 ,  th e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  leve l  o f  .011 sugges ts  t h a t  

El s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  0-49% o f  t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP reading  t e s t  than 

d id  El s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  50-100% o f  t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  

ed u ca t ion .  S i m i l a r l y ,  th e  s ig n i f i c a n c e  level  o f  0 .0  sugges ts  t h a t  

LD s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  0-49% o f  t h e i r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  

educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP reading t e s t  than 

d id  LD s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  50-100% o f  t h e i r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

F u r the r  ana lyses  were conducted to  determine i f  th e r e  was a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between th e  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  f i v e  impairment groups re c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

versus  maximal (90-100%) math o r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa­

t i o n .  The o th e r  two groups d id  not have s tu d en t s  in th e se  percentage 

groups; hence they  were excluded from t h i s  a n a l y s i s .

Figure  4 .3  d i s p la y s  t h e  mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  re c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

versus  maximal (90-100%) reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  

Figure  4 .4  d i s p la y s  th e  mean MEAP read ing  scores  o f  spec ia l  educa tion  

s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) versus  

maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .
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Figure 4 . 3 . —Mean MEAP reading  scores  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  
by impairment c a te g o ry ,  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) and 
maximal (90-100%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  
educa t ion .
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Figure 4 . 4 . --Mean MEAP reading  scores  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  
by impairment c a te g o ry ,  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) and 
maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .
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T - t e s t s  were conducted to  determine whether t h e r e  were s i g ­

n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  mean MEAP reading scores  between s tuden ts  

w i th in  each impairment ca tegory  r ece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) versus  

maximal (90-100%) math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n .  Table 4.3.1 shows the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  t - t e s t s .

As shown in  Table 4.3'1, in  t h r e e  ou t  o f  f i v e  impairment c a t e ­

go r ie s  (emotionally  impaired ,  p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise  h e a l th  impaired,  

lea rn in g  d i s a b l e d ) ,  s tu d en t s  rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math and r e a d ­

ing i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  education had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  mean 

MEAP reading scores  than did  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) 

math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .  However, i t  must 

be poin ted ou t  t h a t  the  c a te g o r i e s  o f  speech and language impaired 

and hear ing impaired had very small N ' s ,  which may have been respon­

s i b l e  f o r  the  lack o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  th e se  c a t e g o r i e s .

Hypothesis 4

Ho 4: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP math
scores  of  spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  in  each impairment 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  r e ce iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  math 
and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .

Hypothesis 4 was formulated to  compare th e  mean MEAP math 

scores  o f  s tuden t s  in each impairment group accord ing to  the  p e r ­

centage  o f  math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  rece ived  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  

Because th e r e  was an i n s u f f i c i e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tu d en t s  in  var ious  

p e r c e n ta g e - o f - i n s t r u c t io n  groups,  ana lyses  w i th in  each o f  th e  seven 

impairment c a te g o r ie s  could not be conducted.  However, comparisons 

o f  two impairment c a t e g o r i e s  could be conducted regard ing  var ious  

percentages  o f  math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .
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Table 4 . 3 1 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  t - t e s t s  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  mean 
MEAP read ing  scores  according to  percentage  o f  math 
and read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  by 
impairment group.

Impairment
Group

Percentage of  
Math & Reading 
I n s t r u c t i o n  in 
Special  Educ.

N Mean S.D. T-
Value

Proba- 
bi 1 i t y

Speech & language 
impaired (SLI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
28

2
20.0
12.0

6.36
15.55

0.720 0.601

Readi ng 
0-9% 

90-100%
28

2
20.0
12.0

6.36
15.55

0.720 0.601

Emotionally 
impaired (El)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
35
80

12.65
8.42

6.68
7.98

0.240 <0.007*

Reading
0-9%

90-100%
35
88

13.56
8.20

6.37
7.74

3.420 <.001*

P h y s ica l ly  o r  
o the rwise  hea l th  
impaired (POHI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
5
5

15.20
6.00

3.27
7.17

0.157 <0.031*

Reading
0-9%

90-100%
4
3

14.75
3.33

2.87
5.77

0.282 <0.017*

Learning 
d i sab led  (LD)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
179
161

11.37
6.57

7.12
5.74

6.880 <0.000*

Reading 
0-9% 

90-100%
71

245
15.38

7.13
6.80
5.91

9.990 <0.000*

Hearing 
impaired (HI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
1
9

24.00
15.00

0.00
8.07

1.060 0.321

Reading
0-9%

90-100%
2
9

21.50
13.33

3.53
8.67

1.260 0.238

♦S ign ificant at or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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Fur ther  comparisons o f  mean MEAP math and reading scores  o f  s tuden ts  

r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) math and read ing  i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  were conducted f o r  f i v e  impairment c a t e g o r i e s .

The emot iona l ly  impaired (El)  and lea rn in g  d i s ab led  (LD) c a t e ­

go r ie s  had th e  l a r g e s t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tuden t s  across  a m a jo r i ty  o f  

p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  c a t e g o r i e s .  Because o f  th e  c l u s t e r i n g  o f  s t u ­

dents  w i th in  t h e se  two c a t e g o r i e s ,  two s ep a ra te  p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  

group comparisons were e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  in c lu s io n  in th e  s t a t i s t i c a l  

a n a l y s i s .  The p e r c e n t a g e - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  group comparisons used in the  

a n a ly s i s  f o r  El and LD s tuden t s  a re  shown in Table 4 .32 .

Table 4 . 3 2 . —P e r c e n ta g e - o f - in s t r u c t io n  l e v e l s  f o r  emot iona l ly  
impaired (E l)  and le a r n in g  d i s ab led  (LD) groups.

Special  Education Categor ies
El LD

Percen tage -o f - 0-29% vs.  30-49% 0-29% vs .  30-49%
i n s t r u c t i o n  group 0-49% vs.  50-100% 0-49% v s .  50-100%
comparisons 50-69% v s .  70-100%

The s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a ly s i s  used as a m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  of  

va r iance  (MANOVA), us ing  t h e  groups formed by percentage  o f  math and 

read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  as  the  m u l t ip l e  v a r i a t e s .  

These m u l t ip l e  v a r i a t e s  were in te rdependen t  and th us  req u i red  t h a t  

th e  a n a ly s i s  be a rranged  in a manner t h a t  p laced th e  most important 

comparison l a s t ,  with o th e r  important comparisons immediately p r e ­

ceding i t .

Table 4.33 shows th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a ly s i s  

o f  va r iance  f o r  the  mean MEAP math scores  o f  em ot iona l ly  impaired
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Table 4 . 3 3 . —MANOVA r e s u l t s :  comparisons o f  emot iona l ly  impaired (El)  
and le a r n in g  d i s ab led  (LD) s tu d e n t s '  mean MEAP math 
scores  accord ing t o  percentage  o f  math and reading  
i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Source o f  V a r ia t ion MS df F S ig n i f i c an c e  
o f  F

For Emotionally  Impaired Students

Time Math 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 336.73 1 5.46 <.021*

Time Math 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 186.76 1 3.03 .084
Time Reading 0-29% 
vs .  30-49% 6.49 1 .10 .746

Time Reading 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 6.82 1 .11 .740

Time Math by Time 
Reading 66.21 2 1.07 .344

Error 61.62 131

For Learning Disabled Students

Time Math 50-69% 
vs.  70-100% 3078.85 1 70.75 0.0

Time Math 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 603.59 1 13.87 .000

Time Math 0-49% 
vs .  50-100% 1155.98 1 26.56 0.0

Time Reading 50-69% 
vs .  70-100% 22.49 1 .51 .473

Time Reading 0-29% 
vs.  30-49% 6.29 1 .14 .704

Time Reading 0-49% 
vs.  50-100% 344.27 1 7.91 <.005*

Time Math by Time 
Reading 66.22 8 1.52 .147

Error 43.51 455

*S ign ifican t a t or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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(El)  and l e a rn in g  d isab led  (LD) s tuden t s  w i th in  th e  two percen tage-  

o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  comparison groups.

Because o f  unequal c e l l  s i z e s  and th e  in terdependency o f  th e  

groups formed by percentage  o f  math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  

ed u ca t ion ,  the  f i r s t  i n d i c a t io n  o f  s ig n i f i c a n c e  progress ing  from the  

bottom o f  the  comparisons to  th e  top  i s  v a l i d .  All o t h e r  compari­

sons may be confounded.

The comparison o f  scores  o f  groups re c e iv in g  0-49% versus  

50-100% of  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  was o rdered  as  

th e  most im por tan t comparison because i t  i s  most r e l e v a n t  to  the  

c u r r e n t  Michigan c r i t e r i a  f o r  inc lud ing  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

in  th e  MEAP t e s t .  Subsequent comparisons o f  percentage  o f  math and 

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  were arranged in  descending 

o rde r  o f  importance.

In Table 4 .3 3 ,  a s i g n i f i c a n c e  level  o f  .021 sugges ts  t h a t  

emot iona l ly  impaired s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  0-29% o f  t h e i r  math i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  on the  MEAP 

math t e s t  than d id  em ot iona l ly  impaired s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  30-49% o f  

t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  S i m i l a r l y ,  the  s i g n i f i ­

cance leve l  o f  .005 sugges ts  t h a t  l e a r n in g  d i s ab led  s tuden t s  r e c e i v ­

ing 0-49% o f  t h e i r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa tion  scored 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on the  MEAP math t e s t  than d id  l e a rn in g  d i s ­

abled s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  50-100% o f  t h e i r  read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion .
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Fur ther  ana lyses  were conducted to  de te rmine  i f  t h e r e  was a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  between the  mean MEAP math scores  o f  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in f i v e  impairment groups r e ce iv in g  minimal 

(0-9%) versus  maximal (90-100%) math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

spec ia l  educa t ion .  The o th e r  two impairment groups d id  not have 

s tuden t s  in  th e se  percentage  groups;  hence they  were excluded from 

the  a n a l y s i s .

Figure  4 .5  d i sp la y s  the  mean MEAP math sco res  o f  spec ia l  

educa tion  s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

versus  maximal (90-100%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  

Figure 4 .6  d i sp la y s  th e  mean MEAP math scores  o f  sp ec ia l  educa tion  

s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) versus  

maximal (90-100%) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .

T - t e s t s  were conducted to  determine whether t h e r e  were 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in mean MEAP math sco res  between s tu d en t s  

w i th in  each impairment ca tegory  re c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) versus  

maximal (90-100%) math and reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .  

Table 4 .35 shows the  r e s u l t s  o f  the  t - t e s t s .

As shown in Table 4 .3 4 ,  in  two ou t  o f  f i v e  impairment 

c a te g o r i e s  (emot iona l ly  impaired and l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ) ,  s tu d en t s  

r e ce iv in g  minimal (0-9%) math and reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  

education had s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  mean MEAP math scores  than did 

s tuden t s  re c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math and read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in spec ia l  educa t ion .  However, i t  must be poin ted ou t  t h a t  the  

c a te g o r i e s  o f  speech and language impaired ,  p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therwise
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Figure 4 . 5 . —Mean MEAP math scores  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by 
impairment c a tego ry ,  rece iv in g  minimal (0-9%) and maximal 
(90-100%) reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .
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Table 4 . 3 4 . - - R e s u l t s  o f  t - t e s t s  f o r  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  mean 
MEAP math scores  according  to  percentage  o f  math and 
reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  e d u ca t io n ,  by impair ­
ment group.

Impairment
Group

Percentage  o f  
Math & Reading 
I n s t r u c t i o n  in 
Specia l  Educ.

N Mean S.D. T-
Val ue

Proba­
b i l i t y

Speech & language 
impaired (SLI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
28

2
24.17
22.50

4.49
3.53

0.51 0.612

Reading
0-9%

90-100%
28

2
24.17
22.50

4.49
3.53

0.51 0.612

Emotionally 
impaired (El)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
35
80

16.88
13.02

7.73
8.10

2.38 <0.019*

Reading
0-9%

90-100%
30
88

16.73
13.25

8.12
7.81

2.09 <0.039*

P h y s ica l ly  o r  
o therwise  hea l th  
impaired (POHI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
5
5

19.00
13.00

5.83
10.32

1.13 0.295

Readinq
0-9%

90-100%
4
3

21.25
8.33

6.29
7.09

2.55 0.051

Learning 
d isab led  (LD)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
179
161

18.88
11.63

6.43
6.96

9.99 <0.000*

Readinq
0-9%

90-100%
71

245
18.57
14.26

6.73
7.46

4.38 <0.000*

Hearing 
impaired (HI)

Math
0-9%

90-100%
1
9

25.00
19.88

0.00
7.28

0.67 0.525

Readintj
0-9%

90-100%
2
9

22.00
20.22

4.24
7.31

0.32 0.754

♦S ign ificant a t or beyond the .05 level o f confidence.
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h e a l th  impaired,  and hear ing impaired had very small N ' s ,  which may 

have been r e s p o n s ib le  f o r  th e  lack  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

th e se  c a t e g o r i e s .

Hypothesis 5

Ho 5: There i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP math and 
read ing  scores  o f  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  the  
MEAP t e s t  were judged a p p ro p r ia t e  and s tu d en t s  f o r  whom 
the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  were judged no t  approp­
r i a t e .

T - t e s t s  were conducted to  determine whether t h e r e  were s i g ­

n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  mean MEAP math and reading  sco res  f o r  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom the  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were 

judged a p p ro p r i a t e  and those  f o r  whom the  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  

were judged no t  a p p r o p r i a t e .  The procedure  p ro c to r s  used to  make 

judgments o f  "ap p ro p r ia te "  o r  "not a p p ro p r ia te "  i s  exp la ined  in 

Appendix C.

As shown in  Table 4 .3 5 ,  the  s ig n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  o f  0.000 

sugges t  t h a t  those  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  

were judged a p p r o p r i a t e  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP math 

and reading  t e s t s  than d id  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom the  mechanics o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  were judged not a p p r o p r i a t e .

Addit ional d a ta  p e r t i n e n t  to  Hypothesis 5 fo l low .  Table 

4 .36  con ta in s  a breakdown, by impairment c a te g o ry ,  o f  spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom the  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were judged 

a p p ro p r i a t e  and no t  a p p r o p r i a t e .  More d e t a i l e d  informat ion  regard ing  

mean MEAP math and read ing  scores  o f  s tuden t s  f o r  whom th e  mechanics
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o f  the  MEAP t e s t  were judged a p p ro p r i a t e  and not a p p r o p r i a t e  a re  

conta ined  in Table E-3 (Appendix E).

Table 4 . 3 5 . —Comparisons o f  mean MEAP math and read ing  scores  o f  
s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were 
judged a p p r o p r i a t e  and not a p p ro p r i a t e .

MEAP
Test

P r o c t o r s 1 
Judgment N Mean S.D. T-

Value P r o b a b i l i t y

Math Appropria te

Not
Appropria te

210

533

19.94

13.06

6.43

7.83

12.32 <0.000*

Reading Appropria te

Not
Appropr ia te

210

533

15.31

7.48

7.14

6.56

14.28 <0.000*

♦ S ig n i f i c a n t  a t  o r  beyond the  .05 leve l  o f  conf idence .

Figures  4 .7  and 4 .8  d i s p la y  th e  mean MEAP math and reading 

scores  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  f o r  

whom th e  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  were judged a p p r o p r i a t e  and not  

a p p ro p r i a t e .  These f i g u r e s  f u r t h e r  demonst rate  t h a t  s tuden t s  f o r  

whom th e  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  were judged a p p ro p r ia t e  had 

h igher  mean MEAP math and read ing  sco res  than d id  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom 

th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were judged not a p p r o p r i a t e .  (See 

a l so  Table 4 .3 5 . )
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Table 4 . 3 6 . —Special  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  f o r  
whom th e  mechanics o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  were judged approp­
r i a t e  and not a p p r o p r i a t e .

Impairment
Group N

# Judged 
Approp­

r i a t e

# Judged 
Not Approp- 

r i  a t e

% Judged 
Approp­

r i a t e

% Judged 
Not Approp­

r i a t e

Educable 
menta l ly  
impaired (EMI)

82 1 81 1.2% 98.8%

Speech & language 
impaired (SLI) 31 25 6 80.6% 19.4%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 138 52 86 37.7% 62.3%

P h y s ica l ly  or  
o therwise  hea l th  
impaired (POHI)

9 5 4 55.6% 44.4%

Visual ly  
impaired (VI) 4 3 1 75.0% 25.0%

Learning 
d i sab led  (LD) 467 116 351 24.8% 75.2%

Hearing 
impaired (HI) 11 8 3 72.7% 27.3%

Tota ls  fo r  
a l l  c a t e ­
go r ie s

742 210 532 28.3% 71.7%

Table 4.37 shows a d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  

by impairment c a te g o ry ,  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  were 

judged a p p ro p r ia t e  and not a p p r o p r i a t e ,  and t h e i r  i n c lu s io n  in  or  

exc lus ion  from the  MEAP summary r e p o r t s .  Students  included in  the  

summary r e p o r t s  a re  those  who r e c e iv e  50% o r  more o f  t h e i r  re ad ing /  

Engl ish i n s t r u c t i o n  in general  educa t ion .
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Figure 4 . 7 . —Mean MEAP math scores  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  by 
impairment c a tego ry ,  f o r  whom th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP 
t e s t  were judged ap p ro p r i a t e  and not a p p ro p r ia t e .
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were judged a p p ro p r ia te  and not a p p ro p r i a t e .
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Table 4 . 3 7 . —D is t r i b u t io n  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  by impairment 
ca teg o ry ,  f o r  whom the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  were 
judged a p p ro p r i a t e  and not a p p r o p r i a t e ,  and t h e i r  in c lu s io n  
in  o r  exc lu s ion  from the  MEAP summary r e p o r t .

Impairment
Category Include Exclude

Total 
No. by 

Category

% o f  
Include

% o f  
Exclude

Appropria te

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1 •  • 1 100.00%
Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 24 1 25 96.00% 4.00%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 31 21 52 59.60% 40.40%
P h y s ica l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

3 2 5 60.00% 40.00%

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 3 •  • 3 100.00%
Learning d i sab led  (LD) 91 25 116 78.45% 21.55%

Hearing impaired (HI) 7 1 8 87.50% 12.50%

Tota ls 160 50 210 76.20% 23.80%

Not Appropr ia te

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) •  • 81 81 100.0%

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 3 3 6 50.0% 50.0%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 10 76 86 11.6% 88.4%

Physi c a l 1y or  o th e r -  
wise hea l th  impaired 
(POHI) •  • 4 4 *  •  • 100.0%

Visual ly  impaired (VI) •  • 1 1 •  •  • 100.0%

Learning d isab led  (LD) 55 296 351 15.7% 84.3%

Hearing impaired (HI) •  * 3 3 •  •  • 100.0%

Totals 68 464 532 13.0% 87.0%
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Table 4 . 3 7 . —Continued.

Impairment
Category

Total 
No. in 

Category
Total  # 
Include

% o f  
Include

Total  # 
Exclude

% o f  
Exclude

For Both Appropria te  and Not Appropriate

Educable menta lly  
impaired (EMI) 82 1 1.2% 81 98.8%

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 27 87.1% 4 12.9%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 138 41 29.7% 97 70.3%

Physi c a l 1y o r  o t h e r -  
wise h e a l th  impaired 
(POHI)

9 3 33.3% 6 66.6%

V isua l ly  impaired (VI) 4 3 75.0% 1 25.0%

Learning d i s ab l ed  (LD) 467 146 31.3% 321 68.7%

Hearing impaired (HI) 11 7 63.6% 4 36.4%

Tota ls 742 228 30.7% 514 69.3%

Table 4 .38  provides  a d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educa tion  s t u ­

d e n t s ,  by impairment c a te g o ry ,  who were e l i g i b l e  to  be included in 

o r  excluded from the  MEAP t e s t .  S tudents  included in the  MEAP t e s t  

a re  those  who re c e iv e  50% o r  more o f  t h e i r  read ing /E ng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in general  educa t ion .  For each ca tego ry  l i s t e d  in the  t a b l e ,  the  

percentages  o f  t h e  t o t a l  number o f  spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden ts  

inc luded and excluded a r e  a l so  l i s t e d .
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Table 4 . 3 8 . - - D i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s ,  by impairment 
ca te g o ry ,  o f  the  t o t a l  number o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  
t y p i c a l l y  inc luded in  o r  excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t .

Impairment
Category

Total
Number Include

% o f  
Include  
Total

Exclude
% Of

Exclude
Total

Educable m enta l ly  
impaired (EMI) 82 1 .4% 81 15.8%

Speech and language 
impaired (SLI) 31 27 11.8% 4 .8%

Emotionally 
impaired (El) 138 41 17.9% 97 18.9%

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o t h e r ­
wise hea l th  impaired 
impaired (POHI)

9 3 1.3% 6 1.2%

V isua l ly  impaired 
(VI) 4 3 1.3% 1 .1%

Learning d i sab led  
(LD) 467 146 63.8% 321 62.5%

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 11 7 3.1% 4 .8%

Tota ls 742 228 100.0% 514 100.0%

Summary o f  Findings 

The fo l lowing major f in d in g s  emerged from th e  a n a ly s i s  o f

d a ta .

1. In a l l  comparisons in which s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  were 

found regard ing  th e  percen tage  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  the  mean score  d i f f e r ­

ences favored those  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  the  g r e a t e s t  

amount of  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  th e  general  educa t ion  program. In a l l
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c a s e s ,  the  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  the  g r e a t e s t  amount 

o f  t h e i r  read ing  o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  th e  general  education  program 

had higher  raw mean MEAP sco res .

2. In regard  to  th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

being included in ( r e c e iv in g  l e s s  than 50% o f  t h e i r  r ead ing /Eng l ish  

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion)  o r  excluded from ( r ec e iv in g  more 

than 50% o f  t h e i r  read in g /E n g l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion)  

t h e  MEAP t e s t ,  30.7% o f  the  seven c a t e g o r i e s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­

den ts  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in t h i s  s tudy were e l i g i b l e  f o r  in c lu s io n  in  th e  

MEAP t e s t ,  whereas 69.3% would t y p i c a l l y  be excluded from th e  t e s t .

3. Of t h e  30.7% spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  e l i g i b l e  to  be 

inc luded in  th e  MEAP t e s t ,  l e a rn in g  d i s ab l ed  s tu d en t s  c o n s t i t u t e d  the  

l a r g e s t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  group, having 63.7% o f  the  t o t a l ;  educable 

menta l ly  impaired had th e  sm a l l e s t  po r t io n  o f  the  t o t a l ,  a t  .4%.

4. Of the  30.7% o f  sp ec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  

i n c lu s io n  in  th e  MEAP t e s t ,  th e  p ro c to r s  judged th e  mechanics o f  th e  

MEAP t e s t  t o  be a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  70.2% o f  t h e se  s tu d en t s  and not 

a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  29.8%. Of th e  69.3% spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

t y p i c a l l y  excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t ,  th e  p ro c to r s  judged the  mechan­

i c s  o f  the  MEAP t e s t  t o  be a p p r o p r ia t e  f o r  9.7% and no t  a p p ro p r ia t e  

f o r  90.3% o f  t h e se  s tu d e n t s .

5. Special  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  MEAP proc to rs  

judged the  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  t o  be a p p r o p r ia t e  scored s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  in  both math and read ing  on the  MEAP t e s t  than did 

s p ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  f o r  whom th e  t e s t  mechanics were judged 

not a p p ro p r i a t e .
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6. Learning d i s ab led  s tu d en t s  who were e l i g i b l e  f o r  i n c l u ­

s ion  in the  MEAP t e s t  ( r ec e iv in g  more than 50% o f  t h e i r  read ing /Eng l ish  

i n s t r u c t i o n  in general  educa t ion)  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  on the  

MEAP t e s t  than d id  l e a r n in g  d i s ab led  s tuden t s  who would normally be 

excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t  ( r ece iv in g  l e s s  than 50% o f  t h e i r  read ing /  

English i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  ed u ca t io n ) .

7. Emotionally impaired s tu d en t s  who were e l i g i b l e  f o r  i n c l u ­

sion in  th e  MEAP t e s t  ( r e c e iv in g  more than 50% o f  t h e i r  r ead ing /E ng l ish  

i n s t r u c t i o n  in general  educa t ion)  d id  not score  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher

on the  HEAP reading o r  math t e s t s  than did emot iona l ly  impaired s t u ­

den ts  who would normal1> be excluded from the  MEAP t e s t  ( r ece iv ing  

l e s s  than 50% o f  t h e i r  read ing /Eng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  edu­

ca t io n )  .

8. Emotionally impaired s tuden t s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  in c lu s io n  in  

th e  MEAP t e s t  who received  0-9% o f  t h e i r  r e ad ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

spec ia l  educa tion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  on the  MEAP math and 

reading t e s t s  than did emot iona l ly  impaired s tu d en t s  who received  

90-100% o f  t h e i r  read ing /E ng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa tion

(who would normally be excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t ) .

9. A m a jo r i ty  o f  the  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

in t h i s  s tudy (74.6% f o r  r e a d in g ,  77.7% f o r  math) were rep o r ted  in  the  

two extremes o f  percentage  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  math o r  reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n  t imes: minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%). Of the  

74.6% o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  18.6% were repo r ted  in  th e  min i ­

mal (0-9%) and 56% in  the  maximal (90-100%) c a t e g o r i e s  o f  percentage  

o f  read ing /E ng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .  Of the  77.7% o f
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spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  33.8% were repor ted  in  th e  minimal (0-9%) 

and 43.9% in the  maximal (90-100%) c a te g o r i e s  o f  percentage  o f  math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

10. The educable  m enta l ly  impaired group had th e  h ighes t  

percentage (87.6% f o r  r e a d in g ,  86.4% f o r  math) o f  i t s  t o t a l  number 

o f  s tu d en t s  in  th e  maximal (90-100%) percentage  o f  math o r  reading  

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion .

11. The speech and language impaired group had th e  h ig h es t  

percentage  (90.3% f o r  r e a d in g ,  90.3% f o r  math) o f  i t s  t o t a l  number 

o f  s tu d en t s  in  the  minimal (0-9%) percentage  o f  math o r  reading 

in s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

12. Special  educa t ion  s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  minimal (0-9%) 

as compared to  those  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) math o r  reading 

in s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  scored h igher  on both the  MEAP math 

and reading t e s t s .  Figures  4 . 3 ,  4 . 4 ,  4 . 5 ,  and 4 .6  d isp layed  the  

d i f f e r e n c e s  in mean MEAP read ing  and math scores  between th e se  groups.

13.  S p e c i f i c  f in d in g s  about ind iv idua l  impairment groups a re  

l i s t e d  below:

a .  Special  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from d i f f e r e n t  impairment 

groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  on both th e  MEAP reading and math t e s t s .

b. Educable m en ta l ly  impaired s tu d en t s  scored lowest  o f  a l l  

th e  impairment groups on the  MEAP reading and math t e s t s .

c .  Speech and language impaired s tu d en t s  scored h ig h e s t  o f  

a l l  the  impairment groups on th e  MEAP read ing  and math t e s t s .
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d. Speech and language impaired ,  emot iona l ly  impaired,  

l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing impaired s tuden t s  scored s i m i l a r l y  

on th e  MEAP reading t e s t .

e .  Speech and language impaired,  emotiona lly  impaired ,  

p h y s ica l ly  or  o therwise  h e a l th  impaired ,  v i s u a l l y  impaired ,  l e a rn in g  

d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing impaired s tuden t s  scored s i m i l a r l y  on th e  MEAP 

math t e s t .



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In t roduc t ion

This c h ap te r  c o n ta in s  a summary o f  th e  s tu d y ,  as well as 

th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  s tudy .  The l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  th e  s tudy a re  a l so  

d iscussed .  Recommendations f o r  the  Michigan Educational Assessment 

Program and f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  a re  o f f e r e d .

Summary

The purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy was to  examine th e  a p p ro p r ia ten es s  

o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  spec ia l  education  s tuden ts  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

in th e  Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) t e s t .  L i t t l e  

r e sea rch  has been done to  e v a lu a te  the  MEAP in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  and 

t h e i r  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  to  a s s e s s in g  spec ia l  educa tion  s t u d e n t s '  l evel  

o f  achievement in bas ic  s k i l l s .

In t h i s  study an a t tempt  was made to  answer the  fo llowing 

re sea rch  q ues t ions :

1. Do spec ia l  education s tuden t s  from d i f f e r e n t  impairment 

groups score  d i f f e r e n t l y  in  the  a reas  o f  reading and math on the  

MEAP t e s t ?

2. Is  th e r e  a d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP reading  scores  o f  

spec ia l  education s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  read ­

ing o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  education?

117
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3. I s  t h e r e  a d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP math sco res  o f  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  reading  o r  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education?

4. To what degree do th e  mechanics o f  t e s t  tak in g  and the  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  a b i l i t y  to  unders tand th e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  

responding to  q u e s t i o n s ,  as a ssessed  by MEAP p r o c t o r s ,  a f f e c t  the  

s t u d e n t s '  performance on th e  MEAP read ing  and /o r  math t e s t s ?

A t o t a l  o f  751 fo u r th -g ra d e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from 

97 o f  Michigan 's  530 K-12 school d i s t r i c t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h i s  s tudy .  

To a s su re  th e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  o f  th e  s tudy f in d i n g s ,  a sys tem a t ic  

s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  method was used in  s e l e c t i n g  the  97 d i s t r i c t s  f o r  

s tudy .  Seven c a t e g o r i e s  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

in  t h e  s tudy: educable  menta l ly  impaired ,  speech and language

impaired,  emot iona l ly  impaired,  p h y s ica l ly  o r  o therwise  hea l th  

impaired,  v i s u a l l y  impaired ,  l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing  impaired.  

All sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from the  97 sampled d i s t r i c t s  were to  

be inc luded in  th e  s tudy.

The independent  v a r i a b l e s  were th e  seven impairment groups,  

the  percen tage  o f  read ing  and math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  e d u ca t io n ,  

and the  MEAP p r o c t o r s '  judgment o f  whether th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP 

t e s t  were a p p ro p r i a t e  f o r  th e  s tu d e n t s .  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  were 

th e  MEAP read ing  and math sco res .

The da ta  gathered from t h i s  s tudy were analyzed and s t a t i s ­

t i c a l  hypotheses  t e s t e d  through a s e r i e s  o f  one-way ana lyses  o f  

v a r i a n ce .  F - r a t i o s  with  s t a t i s t i c a l  l e v e l s  o f  alpha = .05 were
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accepted as s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h i s  s tudy .  Planned com­

pa r isons  were used t o  examine r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among l e v e l s  o f  inde­

pendent v a r i a b l e s .  The o v e ra l l  f in d in g s  suggested t h a t  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from va r ious  d i s a b i l i t y  groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  

on the  MEAP reading  and math t e s t s .  Addit iona l f ind ings  in d ica ted  

t h a t  sp ec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  reading  

and /or  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  the  general  educa t ion  c lassroom scored 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP reading  and math t e s t s  than did  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  math and 

reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  c lassrooms.  Examination o f  

s tu d en t  s co res  on th e  MEAP t e s t  i n d ic a te d  t h a t  t h e  p ro c to r s  could 

a c c u r a t e ly  i d e n t i f y  th e  s tu d en t s  who had d i f f i c u l t y  handl ing the  

mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t .

Based on th e se  f in d in g s  and th e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s tuden ts  

accord ing to  percentage  o f  reading o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  t im es ,  th e  

p re sen t  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  the  MEAP t e s t  seem to  be a p p r o p r i a t e .

Resu l ts

1. Special  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  from d i f f e r e n t  impairment 

groups scored d i f f e r e n t l y  in  th e  a reas  o f  reading  and math on the  

MEAP t e s t .

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were formulated to  t e s t  th e  da ta  regard ing  

the  f i r s t  r e sea rch  q u e s t io n .  There were two s i g n i f i c a n t  f ind ings  

p e r t a in in g  to  th e se  hypotheses .

The f i r s t  impor tant  f in d in g  was t h a t  educable  menta lly  

impaired (EMI) s tu d en t s  as  a group accounted f o r  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t
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d i f f e r e n c e s  in  MEAP scores  because t h e i r  math and reading  sco res  were 

lower than those  o f  a l l  o th e r  impairment c a t e g o r i e s .  These r e s u l t s  may 

be expected in view o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  EMI s tu d en t s  q u a l i f y  f o r  spec ia l  

education s e r v ic e s  based on t h e i r  lower i n t e l l e c t u a l  f u n c t io n in g .  I t  

must be poin ted ou t  t h a t  th e se  r e s u l t s  were based on comparisons with 

EMI s tu d en t s  o f  whom 1 ou t  o f  82 met the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  in c lu s io n  in  the  

MEAP t e s t .  To e l a b o r a te  on t h i s  p o in t ,  71 o f  the  81 s tuden t s  not meet­

ing the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  th e  MEAP rece ived  90-100% o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .  This percentage  was s im i l a r  in the  math 

a r e a ,  in which 69 o f  the  81 EMI s tuden ts  rece ived  90-100% o f  t h e i r  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

The informat ion  ga thered  regard ing  EMI s t u d e n t s ,  based on 

t h e i r  not meeting the  c r i t e r i a  f o r  in c lu s io n  in the  MEAP t e s t ,  would 

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e i r  b a s i c - s k i l l s  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and a t ta in m en t  i s  the  

main r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  program, as  e s t a b l i s h e d  

by t h e i r  in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  planning committee.  Considering 

the  number o f  EMI s tu d en t s  who a r e  r e ce iv in g  t h e i r  t o t a l  reading 

and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  t h e se  r e s u l t s  seem 

very ap p ro p r ia t e  and p r e d i c t a b l e .  However, i t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  

such a l a rg e  number o f  EMI s tuden t s  on a s ta tew ide  b a s i s  a re  r e ce iv in g  

t h e i r  t o t a l  reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

This r e s e a r c h e r ,  through t h i s  s tu d y ,  cannot i d e n t i f y  why so few EMI 

s tuden t s  a re  being in t e g r a t e d  in to  th e  general  educa t ion  reading 

and/or  math program. However, answers to  th e  fo l lowing  ques t ions  

may provide i n s i g h t  i n to  the  s i t u a t i o n .
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1. Are EMI s tu d en t s  as a whole t r u l y  fu nc t ion ing  a t  such a 

low academic level  t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e g r a t i o n  in to  the  general  educa tion  

reading and math programs i s  not poss ib le?

2. Are s p e c i f i c  reading  and math programming techniques  

tak ing  p lace  a t  the  f i r s t - ,  second- ,  and th i r d - g r a d e  l e v e l s  t h a t  

complement t h e  general  educa tion  cu rr icu lum ,  thus  bu i ld ing  a support  

system by which i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  EMI s tu d en t s  could take  p lace?

3. Are th e  philosophy and program design a t  the  e a r l y -  

e lementary leve l  conducive to  EMI s t u d e n t s '  being i n t e g r a t e d  in to  

the  general  educa t ion  reading  and math programs?

4. Are e lementary sp ec ia l  educa t ion  t e a c h e r s ,  in  g e n e r a l ,  

h igh ly  equipped with remedial and in t e n s i v e  reading  and math i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  s k i l l s  t h a t  would a llow f o r  a l a r g e r  number o f  EMI s tu d en t s  to  

progress  more r a p id ly  in the  a reas  o f  reading  and math and thus 

enhance t h e i r  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  in t e g r a t i o n ?

These four  ques t io n s  a re  r a i s e d  i n i t i a l l y  to  pursue the  r e a ­

sons f o r  th e  minimal i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  EMI s tuden t s  in to  the  general  

educa t ion  program. The study r e s u l t s  in t h i s  area  were q u i t e  enl igh ten -  

ing .  The r e s e a rc h e r  b e l iev es  t h a t  g r e a t e r  i n t e g r a t i o n  could take  

p lace  i f  t h e r e  were more c o n t i n u i t y  o f  programming between th e  spec ia l  

and general  educa t ion  programs.

The second im por tan t  f in d in g  regard ing  th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in 

MEAP reading and math scores  i s  t h a t  both em ot iona l ly  impaired (El) 

and l e a rn in g  d isab led  (LD) s tu d en t s  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower than 

speech and language impaired (SLI) s tuden t s  on th e  MEAP reading  and
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math t e s t s .  Comparisons between th e  c a te g o r i e s  may provide  some 

in s i g h t  in to  th e  reasons  f o r  t h i s  outcome. Of the  SLI s tuden t s  

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the  s tu d y ,  90% received  a l l  o f  t h e i r  reading  and 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  educa t ion .  On the  o th e r  hand, 23.5% o f  

the  El s tuden t s  and 26.5% o f  th e  LD s tuden t s  rece ived  t h e i r  reading 

and math i n s t r u c t i o n  t o t a l l y  in  general  educa t ion .  SLI s tuden t s  

r ece ive  t h e i r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s e r v i c e  on a support  b a s i s  and 

t h e i r  d i s a b i l i t y  may no t  have a g re a t  e f f e c t  on t h e i r  academic func­

t i o n i n g ,  whereas El and LD s tu d en t s  r e q u i r e  much more in t e n se  s e r v ic e  

and t h e i r  needs can have a g r e a t e r  in f luence  on t h e i r  academic func ­

t io n in g .

The f in d in g s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h i s  re sea rch  ques t ion  suppor t  the  

a pp rop r ia teness  o f  th e  e x i s t i n g  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  spec ia l  edu­

ca t io n  s tuden t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in t h e  MEAP t e s t .  The in c lu s io n  

c r i t e r i a ,  through th e  requirement of  a l l  s tuden t s  rece iv in g  a c e r t a i n  

level o f  read in g /E n g l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  the  general  educa tion  program, 

do take  in to  c o n s id e ra t io n  the  d i f f e r e n c e s  between spec ia l  educa tion  

impairment c a t e g o r i e s .  The c r i t e r i a  a l so  a s su re  t h a t  handicapped 

s tu d e n t s '  r i g h t s  as desc r ibed  in Section 504 o f  th e  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

Act o f  1973, which mandates nondiscr im ina t ion  on th e  b a s i s  o f  handi­

cap in t e s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s ,  a re  not v i o l a t e d .

2. There was a d i f f e r e n c e  in mean MEAP reading  scores  f o r  

spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  reading 

and /or  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .
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Hypothesis 3 was formulated to  t e s t  th e  da ta  regard ing  

the  second re sea rch  q u e s t io n .  There were fou r  major f in d in g s  r eg a rd ­

ing t h i s  hypo thes is .

The f i r s t  f in d in g  was t h a t  t h e r e  was not an equal d i s t r i b u ­

t i o n  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  a c ro ss  var ious  percentages  of  

reading and /or  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .  This n e c e s s i ­

t a t e d  two s p e c i a l l y  a r ranged  comparisons:  one w i th in  the  emotionally  

impaired and le a rn in g  d i s ab l ed  c a t e g o r i e s  and the  o th e r  w i th in  the  

speech and language impaired,  emot iona l ly  impaired ,  p h y s ic a l ly  or 

o therwise  hea l th  impaired ,  l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing impaired 

c a t e g o r i e s .  The r e s u l t s  in d ic a te d  t h a t  a m a jo r i ty  o f  a l l  th e  spec ia l  

education  s tu d en t s  from each ca tegory  were re c e iv in g  most o f  t h e i r  

reading and /or  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  e i t h e r  sp ec ia l  o r  general  educa­

t i o n .  This p a r t i c u l a r  f in d in g  seemed s u r p r i s i n g  from the  mere f a c t  

t h a t  the  s t a t e  o f  Michigan emphasizes th e  " l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  a l t e r ­

na t ive"  in  programming f o r  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s t u d e n t s ,  which should 

a llow f o r  a g r e a t e r  continuum o f  s e r v i c e s .

This f in d in g  in d i c a t e s  t h a t  fo u r th -g ra d e  spec ia l  education 

s tuden ts  in Michigan a r e  r e c e iv in g  t h e i r  reading and math i n s t r u c t i o n  

almost t o t a l l y  in an " e i t h e r  (general  e d u c a t io n ) / o r  ( spec ia l  educa­

t i o n ) "  s i t u a t i o n  and t h a t  a l im i t e d  continuum o f  mainstreaming i s  

tak ing  p lace  f o r  reading and /o r  math.  However, t h e  w r i t e r  i s  not con­

vinced t h i s  i s  a t r u e  p i c t u r e  o f  what takes  p lace  throughout the  school 

year  because two b a s ic  ph i losoph ies  a re  p ra c t i c e d  regard ing  mainstream­

ing spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d e n t s .  Some educa tors  f ee l  sp ec ia l  education
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s tu d en t s  should i n i t i a l l y  be placed in  t h e  sp ec ia l  educa tion  c l a s s ­

room and then mainstreamed ou t  on a gradual b a s i s .  On th e  o th e r  

hand, t h e r e  a r e  those  who fee l  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  should 

i n i t i a l l y  be placed in th e  general  educa t ion  c lassroom to  t h e  maxi­

mum e x te n t  p o s s ib le  and not p laced in to  sp ec ia l  education  classrooms 

un less  th e  suppor t  r e sou rces  a v a i l a b l e  to  the  general  educa t ion  p ro ­

gram a r e  exhausted in a s s i s t i n g  those  s tu d en t s  to  have a success fu l  

exper ience .

The f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  s tudy d id  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  fo u r th -g ra d e  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  on the  whole,  a re  not going to  q u a l i f y  

f o r  in c lu s io n  in the  MEAP t e s t ,  based on the  p re sen t  c r i t e r i a .  As a 

r e s u l t ,  n e i t h e r  sp ec ia l  nor general  educa tors  w i l l  have an o b je c t i v e  

measure by which to  see  how th e  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tuden ts  a re  func­

t io n in g  in comparison to  t h e i r  general  educa tion  peers .

The second f in d in g  in  regard  t o  Hypothesis 3 was t h a t  

emot iona l ly  impaired (E l)  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  0-49% o f  t h e i r  math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on the  

MEAP reading t e s t  than did  El s tu d en t s  who rece ived  50-100% o f  t h e i r  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  For El s tu d en t s  the  mean reading 

score  was h igher  f o r  those  r e c e iv in g  0-49% o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  

in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  than f o r  those  r e c e iv in g  50-100% reading  i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in sp ec ia l  e d u ca t io n ,  but the  d i f f e r e n c e  was no t  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t .  These r e s u l t s  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a more equal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  El s t u d e n t s '  academic fu n c t io n in g  in  reading than in 

math. This would i n d i c a t e  a lack  o f  s i g n i f i c a n c e  in  th e  reading  area  

because t h e r e  was not such an extreme range o f  performance a b i l i t i e s .
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However, in regard  t o  percen tage  o f  math i n s t r u c t i o n  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

a f f e c t i n g  reading s c o r e s ,  one might sp ec u la te  t h a t  those  El s tuden t s  

who rece ived  0-49% o f  t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa tion  prob­

ab ly  were highly  i n t e g r a t e d  in to  the  general  educa t ion  program as a 

whole and thus  would probably sco re  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ig h e r . th a n  those  

El s tuden t s  who were no t  as t o t a l l y  i n t e g r a t e d .

The t h i r d  f in d in g  concerning  Hypothesis 3 was t h a t  l e a rn ing  

d isab led  (LD) s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  0-49% o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  

in spec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP reading 

t e s t  than did  LD s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  50-100% o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in spec ia l  ed u ca t ion .  This f in d in g  seems lo g ic a l  because i.iany 

o f  the  LD s tu d en t s  have v a s t  needs in the  a rea  o f  read ing .  I t  might 

be expected t h a t  those  LD s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  over 50% o f  t h e i r  r e a d ­

ing i n s t r u c t i o n  in  the  general  educa t ion  program would perform s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  on th e  MEAP reading  t e s t  because t h e i r  l e a rn in g  

d i s a b i l i t y  may not be as  severe  as th e  LD s tuden t s  r e ce iv in g  over 50% 

o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  the  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  program. How­

ever ,  t h i s  f in d in g  should not be accepted as f a c t  but should only 

e s t a b l i s h  a cha l lenge  o f  how educa to rs  can narrow t h i s  gap.

The fo u r th  f in d in g  concerns comparisons t h a t  were made w i th in  

f i v e  c a te g o r i e s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  (speech and language 

impaired,  emot iona l ly  impaired ,  p h y s i c a l l y  o r  o therwise  impaired,  

l e a rn in g  d i s a b l e d ,  and hear ing  impaired) :  between those  rece iv ing

0-9% (minimal) versus  90-100% (maximal) reading  and /o r  math i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  and th e  s t u d e n t s '  corresponding mean MEAP
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reading s co res .  The reason f o r  inc lud ing  j u s t  the  two extreme 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t imes and f i v e  o f  th e  seven c a t e g o r i e s  in  th e  comparison 

i s  t h a t  th e  s tu d en t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  only allowed f o r  such a comparison

to  take  p lace .  The major f in d in g  was t h a t  in t h r e e  o f  the  f i v e  c a t e ­

go r ie s  (E l ,  POHI, Sind LD), those  s tu d en t s  r e ce iv in g  minimal reading 

and math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  

on the  MEAP reading and math t e s t s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  than did s tuden t s  

re c e iv in g  maximal i n s t r u c t i o n  in  t h e se  s u b j e c t s .  However, t h i s  

was no t  th e  case  f o r  SLI and HI s tu d e n t s .  The comparison between 

SLI s tuden t s  (N = 28 vs .  2) and HI s tu d en t s  (N = 1 vs .  9) led  one to  

b e l iev e  t h a t  i f  the  N's had been more equal th e  r e s u l t s  probably

would have been th e  same as f o r  th e  o th e r  c a t e g o r i e s .

These r e s u l t s  r a i s e d  th re e  i n t e r e s t i n g  q u es t io n s :

1. Are th e  a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  o f  sp ec ia l  education  s tuden ts  

rece iv in g  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  read ing  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

general  education o f  a much h igher  leve l  than those  o f  s tuden t s  

r ece iv in g  most o f  t h e i r  reading  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  

educa t ion ,  thus  enab l ing  them to  score  score  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on 

the  MEAP t e s t ?

2. Are the  sp ec ia l  educa tion  reading and math c u r r i c u l a  

cover ing the  minimum o b je c t iv e s  being t e s t e d  by th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  

MEAP t e s t ?

3. I f  more sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tuden ts  were i n t e g r a t e d  in to  

th e  general  educa tion  reading and /o r  math programs, could an inc rease  

in  t h e i r  MEAP performance be expected?
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The a n a ly s i s  f o r  Hypothesis 3 compared the  two extremes 

(minimal vs .  maximal) o f  reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  

educa t ion .  The a n a l y s i s  d id  reveal t h a t  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

a r e  re c e iv in g  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  

in  e i t h e r  sp ec ia l  o r  general  educa t ion .  I f  e d u ca to r s '  u l t im a te  goal 

i s  to  have spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  and perform to  

th e  b e s t  o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  on the  MEAP t e s t ,  t h i s  f in d in g  provides  

va luab le  in format ion  about how to  achieve  t h a t  goa l .  F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  

i f  spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  who a re  maximally i n t e g r a t e d  score  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  than those  who a re  n o t ,  ways must be found to  

al low more spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  to  be s u c c e s s fu l l y  in te g ra te d  

in to  general  educa t ion  reading and math c l a s s e s  and thus  accomplish 

two goa ls :  g r e a t e r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and b e t t e r  performance.

A second a sp e c t  of  t h i s  a n a ly s i s  t h a t  needs th e  a t t e n t i o n  of  

educa tors  regard ing  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in and 

performance on the  MEAP i s  t h a t  many sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  a re  

re c e iv in g  t h e i r  read ing  o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  e i t h e r  t o t a l l y  in general  

educa t ion  o r  t o t a l l y  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .  The w r i t e r  b e l iev es  t h i s  

s ep a ra te  approach has been brought about by e d u ca to r s '  f e e l i n g  t h a t  

sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  need "spec ia l  i n s t r u c t i o n "  with which gen­

e ra l  educa tors  cannot d e a l .  As a r e s u l t ,  spec ia l  educa tors  have 

r e t r e a t e d  in to  t h e i r  c lassrooms to  provide  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  

not cons ide r ing  the  general  educa t ion  curr icu lum .  Conversely,  general  

educa tors  have become h e s i t a n t  t o  take  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  

because they do not know what g enera l -educa t ion -cu r r icu lu rn  goals  have 

been emphasized in  the  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  in d iv id u a l i z e d  i n s t r u c t i o n .
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The t h i r d  i n s i g h t  provided by t h i s  a n a ly s i s  i s  t h e  importance 

o f  e a r l y  i n t e r v e n t io n .  The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study in d ic a ted  t h a t  

fo u r th -g rad e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  on the  whole a r e  r e ce iv in g  

minimal reading and /or  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  educa t ion  and 

p a r t i c i p a t e  minimally in  th e  fou r th -g rad e  MEAP t e s t .  When they  do 

p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  MEAP t e s t ,  t h e r e  i s  a d i s t i n c t  d i f f e r e n c e  in 

performance between those  i n t e g r a t e d  and non in teg ra ted  in to  general  

educa t ion .  There fo re ,  fo u r th -g ra d e  spec ia l  educa tion  s t u d e n t s ,  on 

th e  whole,  may be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  behind t h e i r  general  education  p e e r s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  bas ic  s k i l l s  measured in  th e  MEAP t e s t .  

This in format ion  r a i s e s  two important ques t io n s :

1. I f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  a re  fu n c t io n in g  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

behind t h e i r  general educa tion  peers a t  the  fo u r th -g rad e  l e v e l ,  i s  

t h i s  an in d i c a t io n  t h a t  th e se  s tu d en t s  w i l l  con t inue  to  be s i g n i f i ­

c a n t ly  behind as t h e i r  school year s  p rogress?

2. Are t h e r e  a d d i t io n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  o r  programmatic designs  

t h a t  would al low K-3 sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  to  be b e t t e r  p re ­

pared f o r  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  general  educa t ion  c l a s s e s  and p a r t i c i p a ­

t i o n  in the  MEAP, and th us  reduce th e  gap between general  and spec ia l  

education  s tu d en t s ?

More emphasis should be placed on th e  prepr imary through 

s ix th -g ra d e  programming f o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  s t r e s s i n g  

t h a t  p ro f e s s i o n a l s  look a t  e x ten s iv e  d i a g n o s t i c ,  p r e s c r i p t i v e ,  and 

e v a l u a t i o n - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  techn iques  t h a t  would allow sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tuden t s  the  maximum o p por tun i ty  to  be as eq u a l ly  prepared f o r  

the  f u t u r e  as t h e i r  general  educa t ion  p ee r s .  This should not j u s t



129

take  p lace  in the  a re a s  o f  read ing  and math but extend ac ro ss  the  

e n t i r e  school program. Special  and general  educa t ion  s t a f f  members 

should work to g e th e r  t o  develop t h i s  approach so t h a t  each group 

unders tands th e  t o t a l  educa t iona l  p e r s p e c t iv e .  Adopting such an a t t i ­

tude could f o s t e r  development o f  e f f e c t i v e  e a r l y  i n t e r v e n t i o n  s t r a t e ­

g ies  t h a t  would f a c i l i t a t e  th e  a p p ro p r ia t e  approaches and communication 

to  a llow sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  th e  maximum o p p o r tu n i ty  t o  p a r t i c i ­

pate  and perform in  t h e  general  educa t ion  mainstream.

The f in d in g s  r e l a t i n g  to  the  second re sea rch  ques t ion  suppor t  

th e  app ro p r ia ten ess  o f  the  e x i s t i n g  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  spec ia l  

education  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in the  MEAP t e s t .  In the  case  o f  

l e a r n in g  d i s ab led  s t u d e n t s ,  who had th e  l a r g e s t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in 

var ious  general  educa t ion  read ing /E ng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  t im e s ,  th e  

r e s u l t s  i n d ic a ted  t h a t  t h e r e  was a performance d i s t i n c t i o n  f o r  th e se  

s tu d en t s  a t  th e  50% o f  general  education  r e ad in g /E n g l i sh  i n c l u s i o n -  

c r i t e r i o n  p o in t .  For th e  o th e r  impairment c a t e g o r i e s  on which a n a ly ­

ses  were conducted,  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  minimal 

(0-9%) reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h ighe r  on th e  MEAP reading t e s t  than did  those  sp ec ia l  

education s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  maximal (90-100%) read ing  and /o r  math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .  Based on th e se  r e s u l t s ,  an 

a l t e r n a t i v e  c r i t e r i o n  cannot be sugges ted .  Because a m a jo r i ty  o f  

th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  rece ived  t h e i r  reading  a n d /o r  math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  almost t o t a l l y  in  e i t h e r  th e  sp ec ia l  o r  general  educa tion  

c lassroom, the  50% o f  general  education  r e ad in g /E n g l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i o n  seems a p p ro p r ia t e .



130

3. There was a d i f f e r e n c e  in  mean MEAP math scores  f o r  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  d i f f e r e n t  percentages  o f  read ing  and /or  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .

Hypothesis 4 was formulated  to  t e s t  the  da ta  regard ing  the  

t h i r d  re sea rch  q u es t io n .  There were fou r  major f i n d in g s  concerning 

t h i s  hypo thes i s .

The f i r s t  f in d in g  i s  t h a t  t h e r e  was not an equal d i s t r i b u t i o n  

o f  spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  among the  percentages  o f  read ing  and 

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  T he re fo re ,  s p e c i a l l y  designed 

comparisons w i th in  the  c a te g o r ie s  o f  emot iona l ly  impaired (El)  and 

l e a rn in g  d i s ab led  (LD) were conducted,  and an a d d i t io n a l  s p e c i a l l y  

designed comparison was conducted w i th in  the  speech and language 

impaired (SLI) ,  emot iona l ly  impaired ( E l ) ,  p h y s i c a l ly  o r  o therwise  

h e a l th  impaired (POHI), hear ing  impaired (HI) ,  and l e a r n in g  d i s ab l ed  

(LD) c a t e g o r i e s .

The second f in d in g  was t h a t  El s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  0-29% o f  

t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  spec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h igher  on the  MEAP math po r t ion  o f  the  t e s t  than d id  El s tu d en t s  

r e ce iv in g  30-49% o f  t h e i r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .

This informat ion provides  i n s i g h t  i n to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  more math 

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  th e  general  educa t ion  c l a s s  El s tu d en t s  r e c e iv e d ,  the  

b e t t e r  they  scored.  This s p e c i f i c  d i f f e r e n c e  in sco r ing  o f  El s t u ­

den ts  might be r e l a t e d  to  the  po in t  t h a t  El s tu d en t s  who a re  more 

i n t e g r a t e d  i n to  general  educa t ion  c l a s s e s  do not have t h e i r  emo­

t io n a l  needs a f f e c t i n g  academic performance as do th o se  needing more 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  bas ic -c la ss room  su p p o r t .  This s p e c u la t io n  may be
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c a r r i e d  one s t e p  f u r t h e r  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  th e  sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  t e a c h e r s  f o r  th e  El s tu d en t s  may be spending more t ime on 

emphasizing so c ia l  and behavioral  s k i l l s  to  meet th e  El s t u d e n t s '  

needs so t h a t  they can fun c t io n  s u c c e s s f u l ly  in  the  general  educa t ion  

classroom.  The re fo re ,  th e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  t e ach e rs  cannot provide  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  in t h e  same depth as the  general  educa t ion  te ac h e r  

can ,  so th e  h igh ly  m a th - in te g ra te d  El s tuden t  s co res  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h igher  than th e  m arg ina l ly  m a th - in teg ra ted  El s tu d en t .

I t  i s  a l so  im por tant to  no te  t h a t  th e r e  was not a s i g n i f i ­

can t  d i f f e r e n c e  in MEAP math scores  f o r  El s tuden t s  rece iv in g  0-49% 

versus  50-100% o f  t h e i r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  ed u ca t ion .

This i s  poin ted  out because th e  50% read ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

general  educa t ion  i s  th e  c u t - o f f  po in t  f o r  s tuden t s  being included 

in  the  MEAP t e s t .  For El s t u d e n t s ,  in t h i s  c a se ,  t h e  da ta  did  not 

d i s p la y  t h a t  they would score  b e t t e r  on the  math t e s t  than those  

re c e iv in g  49% o r  l e s s  r e ad ing /E ng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  edu­

c a t i o n .

The t h i r d  f in d in g  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  LD s tu d en t s  r e c e iv in g  0-49% 

o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

h igher  on th e  MEAP math t e s t  than did  LD s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  50-100% 

o f  t h e i r  reading i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  One might assume 

t h a t  th e  LD s tu d en t s  who f e l l  in to  t h i s  ca tegory  were many o f  the  

s tu d en t s  who shared th e  s i m i l a r  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  on th e  MEAP 

reading t e s t .  This would i n d i c a t e  t h a t  those  LD s tu d en t s  who were 

l e s s  i n t e g r a t e d  had problems in  both t h e  read ing  and math a r e a s  and 

func t ioned  lower in  both a reas  than those  l e s s  sev e re ly  impaired LD
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s tu d en t s  who were more i n t e g r a t e d .  However, continuous review o f  

d i a g n o s t i c ,  p r e s c r i p t i v e ,  and e v a l u a t i o n - o f - i n s t r u c t i o n  approaches 

can provide educa tors  with  more i n s i g h t  in to  how t o  reduce t h i s  gap.

The f o u r th  f in d in g  in d ic a ted  t h a t  two (E l ,  LD) o f  th e  f i v e  

spec ia l  educa t ion  c a t e g o r i e s  (SLI, E l ,  POHI, LD, HI) re c e iv in g  0-9% 

(minimal) reading  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion  scored 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on the  MEAP math t e s t  than El o r  LD s tuden t s  

r e ce iv in g  90-100% (maximal) reading  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  in 

sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  This f in d in g  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  with th e  f a c t  t h a t  

those  s tu d en t s  needing more bas ic  spec ia l -ed u ca t io n -c la s s ro o m  help 

scored lower on th e  MEAP t e s t  than those  h igh ly  i n t e g r a t e d  s tu d e n t s .  

For POHI s t u d e n t s ,  t h e r e  was no in d i c a t io n  o f  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ­

ence in  MEAP math scores  based on 0-9% (minimal) versus  90-100% 

(maximal) math i n s t r u c t i o n  in sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  However, t h e r e  was 

a very c lo se  i n d i c a t i o n  o f  a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  in MEAP math 

scores  f o r  those  POHI s tu d en t s  rece iv in g  0-9% (minimal) versus  

90-100% (maximal) read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  in spec ia l  educa t ion .  I t  might 

be assumed t h a t  any rea l  d i f f e r e n c e ,  i f  p r e s e n t ,  was between th e  more

sev e re ly  p h y s ic a l ly  and academically  involved POHI c h i l d  and th e  not

as sev e re ly  impaired c h i l d .

SLI and HI s tu d en t s  d id  not show s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between the  minimal and maximal reading and/or  math spec ia l  education 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  comparisons,  but i t  was assumed t h i s  r e s u l t  was due 

to  the  low N's involved (SLI N = 28 vs .  2;  HI N = 2 vs .  9 ) .

Once a g a in ,  t h e  r e s e a rc h e r  emphasizes th e  importance of

e v a l u a t i v e ,  i n s t r u c t i o n a l ,  i n t e g r a t i v e ,  and communicative s t r a t e g i e s
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between both spec ia l  and general  e d u ca to r s ,  which w i l l  a l low improve­

ments f o r  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  in  t h e  a rea  o f  math a l s o .  The 

e a r l y  i n t e r v e n t io n  s t r a t e g i e s ,  using a l l  r e s o u rc e s ,  w i l l  b e n e f i t  the  

spec ia l  educa t ion  c h i l d  as a t o t a l  s t u d e n t ,  thus  a llowing him/her 

to  grow in a l l  a r e a s —academic,  s o c i a l ,  and emotional.

The t h i r d  re sea rc h  q u e s t io n ,  along with th e  h y p o th e s i s ,  was 

designed to  exp lore  whether the  c u r r e n t  MEAP in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a ,  

based on th e  percentage  o f  r ead ing /E ng l ish  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  

ed u ca t ion ,  were supported by s tu d e n t s '  math performance as being 

a p p r o p r i a t e .  As in d ic a te d  by th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  spec ia l  

education s t u d e n t s '  i n t e g r a t i o n  in to  th e  general  educa tion  program 

and t h e i r  performance on the  MEAP math t e s t  were s i m i l a r  to  what was 

found in  t h e  reading  a r e a .  Because a m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tuden t s  rece ived  t h e i r  reading and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  almost 

t o t a l l y  in e i t h e r  the  spec ia l  o r  the  general  educa tion  c lassroom, 

the  c r i t e r i o n  o f  r e c e iv in g  50% o f  o n e ' s  r e ad ing /Eng l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in general  educa tion  seems a p p r o p r i a t e .  Because o f  the  l im i t ed  d i s ­

t r i b u t i o n  o f  general  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  the  va r ious  pe rcen tage-  

o f - i n t e g r a t i o n  t imes and lack  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g s  to  cons ide r  

the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a math in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i o n ,  main ta in ing  th e  

p re sen t  curriculum s tanda rd  o f  r ead ing /Eng l i sh  in th e  in c lu s io n  

p o l icy  a l s o  seems a p p ro p r i a t e .

4.  Based on th e  MEAP p r o c t o r s '  assessment ,  the  mechanics 

o f  t e s t  tak ing  and th e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  a b i l i t y  to  

unders tand th e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  responding to  q ues t ions  d id  have an 

e f f e c t  on th e  s t u d e n t s ’ MEAP math and /or  reading t e s t  performance.
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Hypothesis 5 was formulated to  t e s t  th e  da ta  regard ing  the  

f o u r th  r e sea rch  q u es t io n .  The f in d in g s  were as  fo l low s .

The a n a ly s i s  o f  th e  da ta  from t h i s  s tudy in d ic a te d  t h a t  

s p ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  judged by MEAP p ro c to r s  as capable  of  

handling the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t  scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  

on t h e  t e s t  than those  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  judged not a b le  to  

handle the  t e s t  mechanics.  In analyz ing  th e  MEAP p r o c t o r s '  judgments,  

by sp ec ia l  education  c a te g o ry ,  i t  was i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  f o r  both the  

emotiona lly  impaired (El)  and l e a r n in g  d isab led  (LD) c a t e g o r i e s  a 

p o r t io n  o f  s tuden ts  who t y p i c a l l y  would be excluded from the  

MEAP t e s t  were judged capable  o f  handling th e  mechanics o f  th e  t e s t .  

Also,  a group t y p i c a l l y  included in  the  MEAP t e s t  were judged not 

capable  o f  handling the  t e s t  mechanics.  Of the  El s tu d en t s  judged 

capab le ,  40.4% would o r d i n a r i l y  be excluded from th e  t e s t ,  and o f  the  

LD s tu d e n t s ,  21.55%. Although in format ion  could not be ga thered  on 

how th e se  two groups o f  s tu d en t s  a c t u a l l y  performed on th e  MEAP t e s t ,  

one might assume t h a t  th e se  s tuden t s  would appear on th e  s u r f a ce  to  

be ab le  to  handle th e  t e s t .  This in format ion  could be c a r r i e d  beyond 

the  MEAP t e s t  and p o s s ib ly  in to  the  general  o r  sp ec ia l  educa tion  

classroom s e t t i n g .  These d a t a ,  when expanded, could t e l l  educa tors  

t h a t  approximately  o n e - th i r d  o f  th e  LD s tu d en t s  and tw o - th i rd s  of  

t h e  El s tuden t s  appear on th e  su r face  to  be capable  o f  handling t h e i r  

school work but in r e a l i t y  may need some sp ec ia l  a t t e n t i o n .  This 

in format ion  should r e i n f o r c e  th e  f a c t  t h a t  ex ten s iv e  e v a lu a t io n  and 

monitor ing techniques  need to  be employed in  classrooms so t h a t  specia l
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educa tion  and e s p e c i a l l y  general  education te ac h e r s  a r e  not foo led  by 

s tu d en t  appearance.

On the  o th e r  hand, 11.6% o f  th e  El s tu d en t s  and 15.7% o f  the  

LD s tuden t s  who o r d i n a r i l y  would be included in t h e  MEAP t e s t  were 

judged not capable  o f  handling th e  t e s t  mechanics.  Again,  w i thout  

the  a b i l i t y  to  o b ta in  ac tua l  t e s t  s co res  f o r  t h e se  s t u d e n t s ,  one 

can only sp ec u la te  about t h e se  r e s u l t s .  However, t h i s  in format ion  

might i n d i c a t e  t h a t  some El and /o r  LD s tu d en t s  may be a p p r o p r i a t e ly  

i n t e g r a t e d  in to  t h e  general  education  classroom but may evidence 

f r u s t r a t i o n  concerning t e s t  tak in g  or  s i m i l a r  a c t i v i t i e s .

The o th e r  a sp e c t  of  t h i s  informat ion  t h a t  may be he lpfu l  to  

educa tors  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  many behaviors  i n d i c a t in g  a s t u d e n t ' s  f r u s ­

t r a t i o n  in  t e s t  t ak ing  can be i d e n t i f i e d ,  as shown by th e  apparen t  

v a l i d i t y  o f  th e  p r o c t o r s '  judgments.  These behavio rs  could be analyzed 

and e f f e c t i v e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  p rovided ,  which might he lp  s t u ­

den ts  l e s s e n  some o f  th o se  f r u s t r a t i o n s  and thus  a llow them to  become 

more s e l f - c o n f i d e n t  in  s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s .  One b u i ld s  a s t u d e n t ' s  

confidence  in an a c t i v i t y  by t o t a l l y  p repar ing  him/her f o r  th e  a c t i v i t y  

and by provid ing  p o s i t i v e  re in forcement  and encouragement so the  s tuden t  

can develop s e l f - c o n f id e n c e  about the  a c t i v i t y .  I t  would be i n t e r e s t ­

ing to  know to  what e x t e n t  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  

had been exposed to  th e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  and how f a m i l i a r  

they were with t h e  types  o f  t e s t  i tems.  These two f a c t o r s  could a f f e c t  

th e  f r u s t r a t i o n  leve l  o f  s tu d en t s  t ak in g  th e  MEAP t e s t .

The fo u r th  re sea rc h  ques t ion  and i t s  corresponding  hypothesis  

were designed to  provide  an a d d i t io n a l  measure,  through th e  MEAP
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p r o c t o r s '  o b se rva t ions  o f  th e  s tu d e n t s ,  o f  whether those  s tu d en t s  

t y p i c a l l y  inc luded in  th e  MEAP t e s t  evidenced behavio rs  t h a t  i n d i ­

ca ted  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to  handle the  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t .

Based on th e  s t u d e n t s '  s co res  and the  MEAP p r o c t o r s '  judgments ,  

r e s u l t s  r e l a t i n g  to  t h i s  ques t ion  in d ic a te d  t h a t  those  s tu d en t s  

t y p i c a l l y  inc luded in  th e  MEAP t e s t  d isp layed  behaviors  t h a t  i n d i ­

ca ted  they were a b le  t o  handle th e  t e s t  mechanics,  whereas those  

s tu d en t s  not t y p i c a l l y  inc luded in  th e  MEAP t e s t  d i sp layed  behaviors  

t h a t  i n d ic a ted  they could not handle the  t e s t  mechanics.

These r e s u l t s  suppor t  th e  idea  t h a t  s tuden t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  

the  MEAP t e s t  a re  prepared to  handle the  mechanics o f  th e  t e s t  and 

t h a t  the  c u r r e n t  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  a r e  a p p ro p r ia t e  f o r  d i s t i n g u i s h ­

ing between those  s tu d en t s  who a re  and a re  not capable  o f  handl ing 

the  MEAP t e s t  mechanics.

I t  i s  very  important to po in t  ou t t h a t  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  

s tudy r e l a t e  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to  the  a re a s  o f  read ing  and math,  and the  

da ta  should no t  be taken  to  th e  e x t e n t  t h a t  one would assume t h a t  

extreme e f f o r t s  o f  i n t e g r a t i n g  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  i n to  th e se  

two a reas  would r e s u l t  in  h igher  MEAP sco res .  One must t ak e  i n to  

account the  o th e r  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  a l low a sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t  

to  be s u c c e s s f u l ly  i n t e g r a t e d ,  such as soc ia l  and behavioral  s k i l l s .

EMI s t u d e n t s ,  f o r  example,  may be i n t e g r a t e d  in to  nonacademic a reas  

i n i t i a l l y  t o  develop th e  necessa ry  so c ia l  and behavioral  s k i l l s  so 

th e  a p p ro p r i a t e  i n t e g r a t i o n  can be f a c i l i t a t e d .  I t  should be under­

s tood t h a t  inc reased  i n t e g r a t i o n  in to  general  educa t ion  read ing  o r  math 

i s  not the  complete answer t o  improvement o f  MEAP s c o r e s .
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Discussion o f  L im i ta t ions  o f  th e  Study

This s e c t io n  c o n ta in s  an a p p ra i sa l  o f  th e  l i m i t a t i o n s  o f  

the  s tudy. Because t h e  re sea rch  focused on a l a r g e  number o f  school 

d i s t r i c t s  th roughout Michigan, i t  was not p h y s i c a l ly  p o s s ib l e  f o r  the  

re s e a rc h e r  to  v i s i t  and monitor each school d i s t r i c t  while  th e  MEAP 

t e s t i n g  was tak ing  p la ce .  Consequently ,  severa l  l i m i t a t i o n s  should 

be considered .

1. I t  was not p o s s ib l e  to  determine o r  e v a lu a te  the  p ro­

cedures  by which handicapped s tu d en t s  were i n t e g r a t e d  in to  the  gen­

e ra l  educa t ion  programs throughout t h e  s t a t e .  These va ry ing i n t e g r a t i o n  

s tanda rds  could in f lu en ce  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  MEAP t e s t  r e s u l t s .

2. The t ime o f  day, t e s t i n g  atmosphere ,  and t e s t - d e l i v e r y  

s t y l e  may have been p o s i t i v e l y  and /o r  n e g a t iv e ly  in f lu en c in g  f a c t o r s  

t h a t  were beyond th e  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  c o n t r o l .

3. In d i s t r i c t s  throughout th e  s t a t e  t h e r e  may be varying 

a t t i t u d e s  toward and support  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  programs, which may 

r e s u l t  in some d i s t r i c t s  having r e l a t i v e l y  more resources  a v a i l a b l e  to  

sp ec ia l  and general  educa t ion  programs. These v a r i a t i o n s  may in f luence  

th e  s t u d e n t s '  t e s t  r e s u l t s .

4.  The curr icu lum in  some d i s t r i c t s  may c o r r e l a t e  b e t t e r  

with t h e  MEAP t e s t  than  in  o th e r  d i s t r i c t s .  Also,  emphasis on and 

exper ience  in  t e s t i n g  may be g r e a t e r  in  some d i s t r i c t s  than in o t h e r s .  

Th is ,  t o o ,  could in f lu en ce  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  t e s t  s c o r e s .

5. I t  was not p o s s ib le  t o  ana lyze  th e  type  and amount of  

suppor t  given sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  th e  MEAP t e s t i n g  p rocess .
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There fo re ,  i t  could not be determined i f  some spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­

den ts  rece ived  more support  in  th e  t e s t - t a k i n g  process  than o t h e r s .

6. I t  was not p o s s ib le  t o  determine i f  th e  MEAP co o rd in a to r s  

made sure  t h a t  a l l  e l i g i b l e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t e d  

in  tak ing  the  MEAP t e s t .

7. This s tudy addressed only th e  a reas  o f  read ing  and math; 

t h e r e f o r e ,  i t  was not p o s s ib l e  to  a ss e s s  th e  e f f e c t  th e  i n t e g r a t i o n  

o f  spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  i n to  o th e r  academic and nonacademic 

a reas  had on t h e i r  MEAP performance.

Discussion  o f  Related Issues

One major q ues t ion  warrants  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s io n ,  and from 

t h i s  q ues t ion  severa l  r e l a t e d  i s su es  evolve.  That i s ,  i f  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  a r e  to  be included in  a s t a t e  assessment o r  

minimum competency t e s t ,  what v a r i a b l e s  a re  important f o r  educa tors  

and po l icy  makers to  t ak e  in to  account in  o rde r  to  make th e  t e s t i n g  

exper ience  va luab le  f o r  both th e  spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t  and 

s c h o o l - d i s t r i c t  s t a f f ?

In an e f f o r t  t o  have handicapped s tu d en t s  s u c c e s s f u l ly  

involved in  a s t a t e  assessment  o r  minimum competency t e s t i n g  program, 

th e  f i r s t  th in g  t h a t  educa to rs  and p o l icy  makers must t a k e  in to  

account  i s  c l e a r l y  d e f in in g  the  purpose o f  the  b a s i c - s k i l l s  assessment 

and how i t  r e l a t e s  to  t h e  involvement o f  handicapped s tu d en t s  in  the  

t e s t i n g .

In some c a s e s ,  t h e  s t u d e n t s '  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  plan 

and e v a lu a t io n  measures a re  used as a supplement to  o r  in  p lace
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o f  a b a s i c - s k i l l s - a s s e s s m e n t  t e s t .  Although the  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  edu­

c a t io n a l  plan provides  va luab le  in d iv id u a l i z e d  informat ion  on spec ia l  

educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  i t  i s  not th e  same as a b a s i c - s k i l l s  assessment 

o r  minimum competency t e s t  because i t  may not have the  same in f luence  

as  the  assessment o r  minimum competency t e s t s  on the  curr iculum 

c o n t i n u i t y  among c lassrooms, b u i ld in g s ,  d i s t r i c t s ,  o r  th e  s t a t e  as 

a whole. T h e re fo re , t h e r e  i s  no common s e t  o f  bas ic  s k i l l s  t h a t  a l l  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  should a cq u i r e .  For t h i s  r e a so n ,  i t  i s  

important f o r  those  sp ec ia l  education s tuden t s  capable  o f  p a r t i c i p a t ­

ing in  the  s t a t e  assessment o r  minimum competency t e s t  t o  do so and 

not to  be deprived o f  t h a t  r i g h t  based cn the  f a c t  t h a t  they have an 

in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  p lan.  However, i t  i s  important t h a t  edu­

c a to r s  use t h e  in format ion  from th e  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  educa tiona l plan 

to  supplement the  b a s i c - s k i l l s  informat ion ob ta ined  on spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tu d e n t s .

Another f a c t o r  t h a t  i s  important in  a t tem pt ing  to  have handi­

capped s tu d en t s  s u c c e s s f u l ly  involved in a s t a t e  assessment o r  m in i ­

mum competency t e s t i n g  program i s  to  d e f in e  c l e a r l y  those  s tuden t s  

f o r  whom th e  t e s t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  Ewing and Smith (1981) descr ibed  

how spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  f a l l  i n to  one o f  two groups when p a r ­

t i c i p a t i n g  in  a minimum competency t e s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n .  The groups 

a r e :

1. handicapped s tu d en t s  who r e q u i re  a m od if ica t ion  o f  the  
l e a r n in g  environment,

2.  handicapped s tu d en t s  who r e q u i r e  a modified curr iculum 
and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  g o a l s ,  (p.  523)

To expand on th e se  g roupings ,  th e  fo llowing i s  sugges ted:
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For those  s tu d en t s  needing a m od if ica t ion  o f  th e  l e a rn ing  

environment,  curr icu lum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  goals  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  the  

same as f o r  t h e i r  nonhandicapped p e e r s .  They would p a r t i c i p a t e  in  

th e  same b a s i c - s k i l l s  t e s t ,  and a p p ro p r i a t e  sp ec ia l  accommodations 

would be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  them.

For handicapped s tu d en t s  who r e q u i r e  a modified curr iculum 

and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  g o a l s ,  th e  same assessment o r  competency t e s t  

should not be app l ied  as  i s  used with  nonhandicapped s tu d e n t s .  A 

de te rm ina t ion  would need to  be made as to  which spec ia l  education 

s tu d en t s  would p a r t i c i p a t e  in  t h e  assessment  o r  minimum competency 

t e s t .  The de te rm ina t ion  would have to  be c o n t in u a l ly  reviewed to  

be sure  i t  was working to  the  b e n e f i t  o f  the  handicapped s tu d e n t .

For the  more sev e re ly  impaired spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s ,  

the  assessment or  minimum competency t e s t  would be t o t a l l y  inapprop­

r i a t e .  That i s ,  t h e i r  program i s  so d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  o f  t h e i r  

general educa t ion  peers t h a t  they could not begin to  approach the  

development o f  s k i l l s  needed to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  t e s t .  For these  

s tu d e n t s ,  t o t a l  exemption from th e  t e s t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e .  However, 

curr icu lum goal s ta tem en ts  should be e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  th e se  s tuden t s  

so t h a t  educa tors  c o n s i s t e n t l y  unders tand ,  e v a l u a t e ,  and improve 

upon the  b a s i c - s k i l l s  program, thus  emphasizing th e  po in t  t h a t  

b a s i c - s k i l l s  educa t ion  i s  im por tant f o r  a l l  s tu d en t s  and t h a t  the  

only way progress  i s  to  be made i s  i f  goals  a re  e s t a b l i s h e d  and 

evalua ted  and programming improved.

Another important f a c t o r  t h a t  can in f luence  how educa tors  

and po l icy  makers view the  involvement o f  handicapped s tu d en t s  in
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an assessment o r  minimum competency t e s t  i s  th e  media coverage 

r e l a t i n g  to  how the  b a s i c - s k i l l s - a t t a i n m e n t  r e s u l t s  f o r  c lass rooms,  

b u i ld in g s ,  and school d i s t r i c t s  a re  p u b l i c i z e d .  The image o f  a 

school d i s t r i c t ,  perce ived  from a media r e p o r t  about t e s t  s co res  and 

s tu d en t  g a in s ,  may no t  r e f l e c t  what i s  a c t u a l l y  tak in g  p lace  in  

t h a t  d i s t r i c t .  Such p e rcep t ions  cause some educa to rs  to  ques t ion  

whether handicapped s tu d en t s  should  be involved in  th e  assessment o r  

minimum competency t e s t i n g  because they fee l  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­

dents  a re  p u l l in g  down the  average sco res  and thus  provid ing  an 

in a p p ro p r i a t e  image o f  t h e i r  c lassroom, b u i ld in g ,  o r  d i s t r i c t  to  the  

community. This may or may not be t h e  c ase .  However, i t  should be 

recognized t h a t  b a s i c - s k i l l s  educa t ion  and the  assessment  o f  acqu ired  

s k i l l s  a re  f o r  a l l  s t u d e n t s ,  and many f a c t o r s  may cause lower scores  

in a given y e a r .  Some o f  th e se  may be a change in  school boundaries 

t h a t  would a l t e r  the  s tu d e n t  p o p u la t io n ,  a l a r g e  f a m i ly - r e l o c a t io n  

p a t t e r n ,  poor t h i r d - g r a d e  b a s i c - s k i l l s  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  and so on.

Caution must be taken to  ensure  t h a t  handicapped s tuden t s  

a re  no t  used as a s o l u t i o n  to  a p u b l i c i t y  problem. E f f o r t s  should 

be made to  recognize  those  d i s t r i c t s  t h a t  have made t r u e  b a s i c -  

s k i l l s - e d u c a t i o n  g a in s ,  a l though many v a r i a b l e s  may make t h i s  a 

monumental t a s k .  In e ss e n ce ,  d i s t r i c t s  with a l a r g e  c o n ce n t ra t io n  

o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  may be doing a much f i n e r  job  o f  

te ach ing  b a s ic  s k i l l s  t o  a l l  o f  t h e i r  s t u d e n t s ,  con s id e r in g  the  

sp ec ia l  needs o f  t h e i r  popu la t io n .

The media p r e s s u r e s ,  in  some c a s e s ,  r a i s e  t h e  ques t ion  of  

whether i t  i s  advantageous to  inc lude  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in
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s t a t e  assessment  o r  minimum competency t e s t i n g  programs. This concern 

a r i s e s  because th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h e  s t a t e  assessment  o r  minimum compe­

tency  t e s t  a re  used f o r  some o f  th e  fo llowing purposes:

1. Making comparisons between the  d i f f e r e n t  c lass rooms,  

school b u i l d i n g s ,  o r  school systems as  t o  t h e i r  s t u d e n t s '  b a s i c -  

s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t .  The assessment r e s u l t s  f o r  handicapped s tu d en t s  

should no t  be used f o r  t h i s  purpose because comparisons among small 

u n i t s  and numbers o f  s tu d en t s  a re  even l e s s  v a l i d  than among l a rg e  

u n i t s  such as general  educa t ion .  One a d d i t io n a l  f a c t o r  to  t ake  in to  

account i s  t h a t  th e  assessment  t e s t s  a r e  o f t e n  given a t  the  beginning 

o f  th e  school y e a r ,  and the  t e ach e rs  may have had very l i t t l e  oppor­

t u n i t y  to  teach  t h e i r  s tu d en t s  th e  bas ic  s k i l l s  being t e s t e d .

Resu l ts  o f  t h e se  t e s t s  r e f l e c t  th e  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a inm en t  from the  

s t u d e n t s '  previous  y ea r s  o f  educa t ion  and not from the  c u r r e n t

year .

2. Making comparisons among te ac h e r s  to  judge t h e i r  e f f e c ­

t i v e n e s s ,  based on t h e i r  s t u d e n t s '  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t .  This 

reasoning  i s  not v a l id  because t e ac h e rs  do not rece iv e  s tu d en t s  who 

have equal amounts o f  b a s i c - s k i l l s  knowledge o r  p o t e n t i a l  to  l e a r n  

the  bas ic  s k i l l s .  Once ag a in ,  i t  i s  important to  p o in t  out t h a t  a 

s t u d e n t ' s  p re sen t  t e a c h e r  cannot be he ld  accountab le  f o r  t h a t  s t u d e n t ' s  

b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t  without tak in g  in to  account  th e  previous  

i n s t r u c t i o n  the  c h i l d  has r ece ived .

3.  Using t h e  t e s t  r e s u l t s  f o r  promotion o r  g radua t ion  pu r ­

poses .  The assumption behind us ing t e s t  r e s u l t s  f o r  such purposes
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i s  t h a t  a l l  s tu d en t s  a r e  capable  o f  ach iev ing  a c e r t a i n  minimum 

s tanda rd .

4. Using th e  t e s t  r e s u l t s  to  determine whether  a given s t u ­

dent needs sp ec ia l  he lp  o r  rem ed ia t ion .  This purpose i s  e f f e c t i v e  f o r  

those  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  general  o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  pro­

gram. However, i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  educa to rs  to  use  the  i n d iv id u a l i z e d  

educa t iona l  p lanning commit tee 's  informat ion  along with t h e  s t a t e  

assessment t e s t  da ta  t o  o b ta in  a t o t a l  p e r sp ec t iv e  o f  the  sp ec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  s t u d e n t ' s  fu n c t io n in g  and thus  a p p r o p r i a t e ly  plan f o r  how the  

s tu d en t  can most e f f e c t i v e l y  p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  l e a s t  r e s t r i c t i v e  

environment.

The purposes f o r  which th e  b a s i c - s k i l l s  da ta  on a l l  s tu d en t s  

a re  used can help  de te rmine  fo r  whom th e  informat ion  w i l l  be o f  g r e a t e s t  

va lue .  I f  th e  r e s u l t s  a re  used f o r  some of the  p rev io u s ly  s t a t e d  

purposes ,  handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  may lo s e  o u t  j u s t  so 

t e a c h e r s ,  bu i ld in g  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,  and s c h o o l - d i s t r i c t  personnel can 

r e p o r t  h igher  b a s i c - s k i l l s - a t t a i n m e n t  in format ion .

The l a s t  f a c t o r  t o  be addressed regard ing  educa tors  and 

p o l icy  makers s u c c e s s f u l l y  inc lu d in g  handicapped s tu d en t s  in  an 

assessment  o r  minimum competency t e s t  f o r  the  b e n e f i t  o f  both the  

s tu d en t  and the  d i s t r i c t  i s  ev a lu a t io n  o f  handicapped s t u d e n t s ’ 

performance on th e  assessment t e s t  and how such e v a lu a t io n  r e l a t e s  

t o  th e  i n s t r u c t i o n  they  a r e  r e c e iv in g .  This f a c t o r  w i l l  be d iscussed  

as i t  r e l a t e s  to  th e  p re s e n t  s tudy .  To r e i t e r a t e  some o f  t h i s  s t u d y ' s  

f i n d i n g s ,  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  rece ived  t h e i r  

read ing  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  a lmost t o t a l l y  in  e i t h e r  the  spec ia l
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or  general  education program. Also,  th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  

mainly p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  general  educa tion  reading and /o r  math 

program scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on the  MEAP t e s t .  These r e s u l t s  

may be a t t r i b u t e d  to  severa l  d i f f e r e n t  f a c t o r s .

One f a c t o r  may be t h a t  th e  spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  who 

a re  i n t e g r a t e d  in to  t h e  general  education program a re  more capable  

than those  not i n t e g r a t e d  in to  general  educa t ion .  This may be the  

c a se ,  but f o r  those  s tu d en t s  to  perform s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  they 

must have been exposed to  th e  informat ion t e s t e d  through t h e i r  c u r ­

riculum program. This may be more e a s i l y  accomplished in the  general  

educa t ion  classroom than in  the  spec ia l  education  c lassroom.  Several 

f a c t o r s  may a f f e c t  t h e  sp ec ia l  education t e a c h e r s '  a b i l i t y  to  inc lude  

the  same b a s i c - s k i l l s  educa t ion  as t h e i r  general  education  c o u n te r ­

p a r t s .  Some o f  th e se  might be:

1. Special  educa t ion  te ac h e r s  may have s tuden ts  from var ious  

grades and a b i l i t y  l e v e l s ,  with s p e c i f i c  ind iv idua l  needs ,  thus  

r e q u i r in g  them to  devote  sp ec ia l  a t t e n t i o n  to  behavioral  s t r a t e g i e s ,  

spec ia l  remedial  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  m a te r i a l s  and a c t i v i t i e s ,  and so on,  

which may i n t e r f e r e  with  a s t r a ig h t fo rw a rd  reading and /o r  math c u r ­

riculum t h a t  complements th e  general  educa t ion  program and thus  

supports  t h e  i tems t e s t e d  on th e  MEAP.

2. A lack o f  c o n t i n u i t y  may e x i s t  between th e  sp ec ia l  and gen­

e ra l  educa t ion  c u r r i c u l a .  The spec ia l  educa t ion  curr icu lum must 

complement the  general  educa t ion  curr icu lum so t h a t  spec ia l  education 

s tu d en t s  can have a smooth t r a n s i t i o n  in to  the  general  education  

program, when a p p r o p r i a t e .  This po in t  i s  very important because the
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general  education curr icu lum emphasizes the  bas ic  s k i l l s  a ssessed  in 

the  MEAP, and unless  th e  c u r r i c u l a  a llow a smooth t r a n s i t i o n  f o r  

spec ia l  education s t u d e n t s ,  these  ch i ld re n  may not e n t e r  t h e  general  

education  classroom o r  th e  MEAP with  the  b a s ic  s k i l l s  needed f o r  them 

to  have a successfu l  exper ience .

3. Special  educa t ion  t e ac h e rs  may not be f a m i l i a r  with the  

bas ic  s k i l l s  t e s t e d  in  the  MEAP o r  emphasize in c o rp o ra t in g  these  

s k i l l s  i n to  t h e i r  curr iculum because only a few o f  t h e i r  s tuden t s  

p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  MEAP t e s t i n g .  Furthermore,  spec ia l  educa t ion  

te ac h e rs  may not f e e l  the  MEAP t e s t  i s  a va luab le  tool  f o r  them 

because severa l  o th e r  assessment measures a re  used with t h e i r  

s t u d e n t s ,  on which curr icu lum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  based.

There a re  severa l  p o s s ib le  reasons why sp ec ia l  education  

s tu d en t s  who were h ighly  in te g ra te d  in to  the  general  education 

program scored s i g n i f i c a n t l y  b e t t e r  on the  MEAP t e s t  than those  s t u ­

dents  r e ce iv in g  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  education  

c lassrooms. Some o f  th e se  reasons might be as fo l lows:

1. The higher  c a p a b i l i t i e s  o f  the  i n t e g r a t e d  sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tuden t .

2. The MEAP b a s i c - s k i l l s  emphasis in  the  general  educa tion  

reading  and math c u r r i c u l a .

3. The general  education  classroom e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  ch a l l en g e ,  

soc ia l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  and o th e r  f a c t o r s  t h a t  may heip a spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tuden t  develop a s t rong  se l f - im a g e ,  which might a llow him/her 

to  perform to  th e  f u l l e s t  c ap a c i ty .
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4. The o p p o r tu n i ty  f o r  general  educa tion  te ache rs  to  review 

and re-emphasize the  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a reas  because o f  moving more r a p i d l y  

through th e  general  educa t ion  curr iculum.

Several  f a c t o r s  have been mentioned t h a t  may have c o n t r ib u te d  to  

th e  f a c t  t h a t  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  who were h igh ly  i n t e g r a t e d  

in to  th e  general  educa t ion  reading and /or  math programs scored s i g ­

n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  on th e  MEAP reading and/or  math t e s t  than those  

s tuden t s  who rece ived  a m a jo r i ty  o f  t h e i r  reading  and /o r  math i n s t r u c ­

t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion .  One could r a t i o n a l i z e  and accep t  th e se  

r e s u l t s ;  however, t h i s  r e s e a rc h e r  be l ieves  t h a t  more sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tu d en t s  could p a r t i c i p a t e  in the  MEAP t e s t  and t h a t  educa to rs  

could narrow the  performance gap between those  who do and do not 

p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  MEAP. This study has provided a base o f  informa­

t i o n  from which f u r t h e r  a n a ly s i s  and a c t io n  can begin to  accomplish 

such a goa l .  Two bas ic  sugges t ions  a re :

1. The spec ia l  educa t ion  curriculum should be analyzed to  

i d e n t i f y  where,  when, and how the  bas ic  s k i l l s  a ssessed  in the  MEAP 

a re  t au g h t .

2. S t r a t e g i e s  should be e s t a b l i s h e d  to  analyze th e  a v a i l a b l e  

r e sources  and c o n t i n u i t y  o f  the  general  and spec ia l  educa tion  c u r ­

r i c u l a .  Once th e se  elements a re  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  def ined  and the  

spec ia l  educa t ion  programs complement and support  th e  general  educa­

t i o n  programs, more sp ec ia l  education s tuden t s  w i l l  have an o p por tun i ty  

f o r  i n t e g r a t i o n  in to  general  education  and thus  be a b le  to  be su cc e ss ­

f u l l y  involved in  th e  s t a t e  assessment program.
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I f  one were to  expand on th e  f in d in g s  o f  t h i s  s tu d y ,  i t  could 

be sa id  t h a t  th e  more i n s t r u c t i o n  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  re c e iv e  

in general  educa t ion  read ing  and /o r  math c l a s s e s ,  t h e  b e t t e r  t h e i r  

MEAP scores  w i l l  be. This phenomenon may be t r u e ,  bu t  c e r t a i n  

academic,  b e h a v io r a l ,  and so c ia l  s k i l l s  a re  needed f o r  success fu l  

i n t e g r a t i o n  to  take  p la c e .  Major e f f o r t s  need to  be made to  f a c i l i ­

t a t e  th e se  accomplishments so t h a t  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  can 

p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  genera l  educa t ion  program and perhaps acq u i r e  the  

bas ic  s k i l l s  necessa ry  f o r  them to  func t ion  comparably with  t h e i r  

general  educa t ion  peer s .

Several  f a c t o r s  t h a t  may have an in f lu en ce  on making an 

assessment or  minimum competency t e s t  a va luab le  exper ience  f o r  both 

th e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t  and school d i s t r i c t  s t a f f  were desc r ibed  

in  t h i s  s e c t i o n .  These f a c t o r s  were d iscussed  because spec ia l  edu­

c a t i o n  s tuden t s  w i l l  be p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  s t a t e  assessment o r  minimum 

competency t e s t i n g  programs. These r e l a t e d  i s su e s  were inc luded 

in  an a t tem pt  to  o f f e r  an a d d i t io n a l  p e r sp ec t iv e  on the  informat ion 

rep o r ted  in  t h i s  s tudy.

Recommendations 

The fo l lowing recommendations a re  presented  in  two s p e c i f i c  

c a t e g o r i e s :  recommendations f o r  th e  S t a t e  o f  Michigan Educational

Assessment Program and recommendations f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a rc h .
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Recommendations f o r  t h e  S ta t e  
o f  Michigan Educational 
Assessment Program

One purpose o f  t h i s  s tudy  was to  analyze  th e  a p p ro p r ia ten es s  

o f  th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  i n c lu s io n  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  in  the  

Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAP) a t  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  

l e v e l .  The recommendations t h a t  fo llow address  severa l  a sp e c t s  o f  

the  in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  and provide  sugges t ions  t h a t  may enhance 

handicapped s tu d e n t s '  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  a p p r o p r i a t e ly  in 

th e  MEAP t e s t .

1. The p re sen t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  th e  i n c lu s io n  of  spec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  s tuden t s  in  th e  MEAP t e s t  should be main ta ined .  This recom­

mendation i s  based on th e  fo l lowing major d i s c o v e r i e s  o f  the  s tudy :

A m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  from each 

impairment ca tegory  were repo r ted  to  be re c e iv in g  a l a r g e  amount 

o f  t h e i r  math and /o r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  a t  

e i t h e r  th e  minimal (0-9%) o r  th e  maximal (90-100%) i n s t r u c t i o n  l e v e l s .  

This in d i c a t e s  t h a t  a m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  education 

s tuden t s  in  Michigan a re  being served almost t o t a l l y  in  spec ia l  edu­

c a t io n  o r  almost t o t a l l y  in general  educa t ion  f o r  math and reading 

i n s t r u c t i o n .  Because a m a jo r i ty  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  

rece iv e  i n s t r u c t i o n  a t  th e  two extremes ,  comparisons between mean MEAP 

math and reading s co res  to  determine a l t e r n a t i v e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  

in c lu s io n  in the  MEAP could only be conducted between emot iona l ly  

impaired (El)  and l e a r n in g  d i s ab led  (LD) s tuden t s  r e c e iv in g  0-49% 

versus 50-100% math o r  reading  i n s t r u c t i o n  in  sp ec ia l  ed u ca t ion .  The
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s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g s  in  th e se  comparisons could not d i scoun t  t h e  c u r ­

r e n t  MEAP in c lu s io n  c r i t e r i a  f o r  s tu d en t s  re c e iv in g  more than 50% 

o f  t h e i r  re a d in g /E n g l i sh  i n s t r u c t i o n  in general  education  but could 

only sugges t  t h a t  t h e  p re sen t  c r i t e r i a  a re  t h e  f a i r e s t .  However, 

some d i s a b i l i t y  groups ,  such as educable  m enta l ly  impaired (EMI) 

s t u d e n t s ,  may con t inuous ly  be excluded from p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  MEAP 

because a m a jo r i ty  o f  th e  EMI popula t ion  i s  minimally i n t e g r a t e d  in to  

general  educa t ion .  I t  was found in  t h i s  s tudy t h a t  only 2.5% o f  th e  

EMI popula t ion  rece ived  more than 50% o f  t h e i r  read in g /E n g l i sh  

i n s t r u c t i o n  in  general  educa t ion  and thus  met the  requirement f o r  

i n c lu s io n  in  the  MEAP t e s t .  This means t h a t  97.5% o f  th e  EMI s tu d en t s  

a t  the  fo u r th -g ra d e  leve l  throughout Michigan would not take  t h e  MEAP 

t e s t .  Only t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s  (speech and language impaired--90.3%, 

p h y s ic a l ly  o r  o the rw ise  h e a l th  impaired--70%, and v i s u a l l y  im pa ired --  

100%) ou t  o f  seven had more than 50% of  t h e i r  popu la t ion  q u a l i f y  f o r  

in c lu s io n  in  the  MEAP. E f f o r t s  need to  be made to  al low those  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s  being excluded from th e  MEAP t e s t  an 

o p por tun i ty  to  be exposed to  the  MEAP and a l s o  provide  educa tors  

with da ta  on how they  a re  fu n c t io n in g  in  comparison with t h e i r  gen­

e ra l  educa t ion  peers .  I f  more s tu d en t s  a re  going to  be inc luded  in  the  

MEAP, not only  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  but f o r  da ta  c o l l e c t i o n ,  e f f o r t s  should 

be made to  extend th e  lower range o f  the  t e s t  to  inc lude  those  s k i l l  

and competency a reas  t h a t  may be p r e r e q u i s i t e  to  the  p re s en t  MEAP. At 

the  p re sen t  t im e ,  w i thou t  t h i s  lower e x t e n s io n ,  to  r e q u i r e  c e r t a i n  

handicapped s tu d en t s  to  t ake  th e  MEAP would only serve  to  confirm the  

s e l f - c o n c e p t  o f  f a i l u r e .
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2. Sta tewide e f f o r t s  must continue  to  be made to  provide 

i n t e g r a t i o n  o p p o r tu n i t i e s  f o r  sp ec ia l  education  s t u d e n t s ,  thus  a l low ­

ing them th e  o p p o r tu n i ty  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  with t h e i r  general  education 

peers  and a l so  in th e  MEAP t e s t .

One o f  the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g s  in  t h i s  study was t h a t  

minimal i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  education s tu d en t s  i s  

t ak ing  place  in Michigan. Based on th e  r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy ,  only 

33.7%of the  fo u r th -g rad e  spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  in Michigan met the  

c r i t e r i a  t o  be inc luded  in  the  MEAP t e s t .  I f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u ­

dents  do not p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  MEAP t e s t  a t  the  fou r th -g rad e  l e v e l ,  

they may not be exposed to  the  t e s t  u n t i l  the  seventh o r  t e n th  grade .  

This does not al low f o r  an acc u ra te  assessment o f  t h e se  spec ia l  

education s t u d e n t s '  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t  in  comparison to  t h e i r  

general  educa tion  peers  u n t i l  midway o r  l a t e  in to  t h e i r  educational 

program. The major purpose o f  th e  MEAP i s  t o  allow educa tors  and 

p o l icy  makers to  o b t a in  in format ion  on the  s t a t u s  and progress  o f  

Michigan's b a s i c - s k i l l s  educa t ion .  I f  a l a rg e  number o f  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  do not take  th e  t e s t ,  what in d i c a t io n  does the  

s t a t e  have regard ing  those  s t u d e n t s '  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t ta inm en t?  The 

in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  planning committee r e p o r t  provides  an 

in d iv idua l  a n a ly s i s  o f  the  s tu d e n t s '  programming and p ro g r e s s ,  bu t i t  

does not address  how th e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t  i s  ob ta in in g  bas ic  

s k i l l s  in comparison with  h i s / h e r  general  education  p ee r s .  I f  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  a re  to  fun c t io n  in the  mainstream once 

they gradua te  o r  complete t h e i r  high school c a r e e r ,  th e r e  must be 

continuous  assessment o f  t h e i r  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a inm en t  a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t
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poss ib le  s tage  o f  t h e i r  ed u ca t io n ,  and in t e rv e n t io n  s t r a t e g i e s  must 

be implemented to  bu i ld  upon th e  spec ia l  educa tion  s t u d e n t s '  bas ic  

s k i l l s  along with a l l  o th e r  behavioral  and soc ia l  s k i l l s  necessa ry  f o r  

those  s tuden ts  to  be i n t e g r a t e d  i n to  th e  general  education  program.

With more in ten se  we l l -p lanned and coord ina ted  i n t e g r a t i o n  s t r a t e g i e s  

developed between general  and sp ec ia l  ed u ca t io n ,  s tuden t s  wi l l  be 

more s u c c e s s fu l ly  i n t e g r a t e d  in to  th e  general  education program, thus 

a llowing educa tors  an o p por tun i ty  to  monitor th e  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a i n ­

ment f o r  more spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  a l so .

3. Statewide e f f o r t s  should be made to  expose spec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tu d en t s  to  the  t e s t - t a k i n g  components o f  the  general  educa tion  

program, inc lud ing  those  o f  th e  MEAP.

A s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g  in  t h i s  study was t h a t  MEAP p roc to rs  

could a c c u ra te ly  make a judgment about whether th e  mechanics o f  the  

MEAP t e s t  were ap p ro p r i a t e  o r  not ap p ro p r ia t e  f o r  p a r t i c u l a r  s tu d en t s  

t ak ing  th e  t e s t .  The p ro c to r s  were i n s t r u c t e d  to  observe s tuden ts  

reading th e  d i r e c t i o n s ,  working a lo n e ,  and marking answers on the  answer 

shee t  without sk ipping  or  double-marking. Almost 72% o f  th e  spec ia l  

education s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  t h i s  study were judged not ab le  

to  handle th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t ,  and th e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower 

sco res  o f  those  s tuden t s  judged unable to  handle the  t e s t  mechanics 

s u b s t a n t i a t e d  the  p r o c t o r s '  judgment.  I t  i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note  

t h a t  approximate ly 30% o f  the  fo u r th -g rad e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  

in  the  s t a t e  of  Michigan met th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  in c lu s io n  in  th e  MEAP 

t e s t ,  and the  p ro c to r s  judged approximately 30% o f  the  sp ec ia l  educa­

t i o n  s tuden t s  to  be capable  o f  handl ing the  mechanics o f  the  MEAP t e s t .
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Although not a l l  o f  t h e  s tuden t s  judged ab le  to  handle the  t e s t  

mechanics met th e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  in c lu s io n ,  a l a rg e  percentage  d id .

In t h i s  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  o p in io n ,  exposure to  the  general  educa t ion  c l a s s ­

room atmosphere and bas ic  t e s t  tak ing  provides  s t u d e n t s ,  both general  

and spec ia l  ed u ca t ion ,  the  o p por tun i ty  to  become f a m i l i a r  with gen­

e ra l  education  t e s t  tak in g  ( l a rg e  groups ,  l e s s  i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n ,  on a 

more ro u t in e  b a s i s )  and thus  bu i ld s  the  s e l f - c o n f id e n c e  to  be ab le  to  

handle th e  mechanics o f  t e s t  t a k in g .  I f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  

a re  more exposed to  bas ic  t e s t - t a k i n g  s k i l l s ,  s i m i l a r  to  t h e i r  general 

education p e e r s ,  they can gain knowledge in  an a rea  t h a t  w i l l  help 

them be b e t t e r  prepared to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  t e s t i n g  s i t u a t i o n s .

4.  A s tudy should be conducted on a s ta tew ide  b a s i s  as 

to  what e f f o r t s  need to  be made to  in c rease  the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  

spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  in  t h e  MEAP t e s t  a t  th e  fou r th -g rad e  l e v e l .

Of the  fo u r th -g rad e  sp ec ia l  education s tu d en t s  in  Michigan, 

69.3% do not meet the  requirement to  be included in th e  MEAP t e s t .  

Statewide e f f o r t s  must be made to  i d e n t i f y  the  f a c t o r s  t h a t  cause 

t h i s .  Extensive  a n a ly s i s  as to  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  between th e  spec ia l  

education and general  educa t ion  c u r r i c u l a  would be a s t a r t .  I f  the  

s t a t e ' s  u l t im a te  goal i s  t r u l y  t o  i n t e g r a t e  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  

in to  th e  general  educa tion  mainstream, po l icy  makers,  t e a c h e r s ,  and 

p a ren ts  must analyze  every a sp ec t  o f  the  curr icu lum a t  the  e a r l i e s t  

s t ag e s  o f  the  s t u d e n t ' s  educa t ion  to  in fu se  whatever s t r a t e g i e s  a re  

necessary  to  make t h i s  happen. The in d iv id u a l i z e d  educa t iona l  p la n ­

ning committee i s  a component a l ready  in p lace  t h a t  could f a c i l i t e  an 

a sp ec t  o f  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  I t  may be t h a t  a much l a r g e r  percentage  of
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sp ec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  have th e  c o g n i t i v e ,  b eh av io ra l ,  and soc ia l  

s k i l l s  necessary  t o  be in t e g r a t e d  in to  the  general  education  program, 

but some f a c t o r s  a re  no t  a l lowing t h i s  t o  happen. I t  i s  very  impor­

t a n t  f o r  th e se  f a c t o r s  to  be i d e n t i f i e d ,  analyzed ,  and s t r a t e g i e s  

implemented to  a l t e r  them so spec ia l  education  s tu d en t s  can more 

a c t i v e l y  and s u c c e s s f u l ly  p a r t i c i p a t e  with t h e i r  general  educa tion  

p e e r s ,  thus  maximally p repar ing  them to  be mainstreamed in to  s o c i e ty  

more equipped to  be p roduc t ive  and c o n t r ib u t in g  c i t i z e n s .

For those  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  whose i n t e g r a t i o n  in to  

the  general  educa t ion  program i s  t o t a l l y  i n a p p r o p r i a t e ,  s ta tew ide  

program o b je c t iv e s  should be e s t a b l i s h e d  along with an assessment 

model so t h a t  the  s t a t e  can a l so  see how th e  b a s i c - s k i l l s  and o b je c ­

t i v e  a t t a in m en t  i s  p rogress ing  f o r  those  s tu d en t s  a l s o .  There fo re ,  

the  s t a t e  w i l l  have f u l f i l l e d  i t s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  a s su r in g  t h a t  

b a s i c - s k i l l s  education  i s  tak ing  p lace  to  the  maximum e x te n t  pos­

s i b l e  f o r  a l l  s tuden t s  on a s ta tew ide  b a s i s .

5. S ta t e  and loca l  agencies  should use the  r e s u l t s  ga thered  

from sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  the  MEAP t e s t  to  

b e n e f i t  in  th e  i n s t r u c t i o n  o f  handicapped s t u d e n t s ,  thus  provid ing 

them with  th e  maximum o p p o r tu n i ty  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  the  l e a s t  

r e s t r i c t i v e  environment.  Teachers and a d m in i s t r a to r s  can use data  

gathered  from th e  MEAP t e s t  summary r e p o r t s ,  which provide ind iv idua l  - 

s tudent-per formance da ta  along with t o t a l  c l a s s ,  b u i ld in g ,  and schoo l - 

d i s t r i c t  o b j e c t iv e - a t t a in m e n t  in form at ion .  These da ta  can provide 

i n s i g h t  in to  how sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  w i th in  each general  

educa tion  reading and /o r  math classroom a re  a cq u i r in g  th e  bas ic  s k i l l s
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measured by the  MEAP. Having access  t o  t h i s  in fo rm a t io n ,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

f o r  the  handicapped, can provide feedback t o  general  educa t ion  t e a c h ­

e r s  as to  the  value  t h e i r  curr icu lum and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  a re  

having fo r  t h e se  s tu d e n t s .  A l t e r a t i o n s  in curr icu lum management, 

i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s ,  classroom tech n iq u es ,  o r  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  

support  f o r  the  handicapped s tu d en t s  may be in  o r d e r ,  based on t h e i r  

MEAP r e s u l t s .

The informat ion  ga thered  from t h i s  study as i t  r e l a t e s  to  

the  number o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  th e  MEAP 

and the  t e s t  r e s u l t s  o f  the  ind iv idua l  impairment c a t e g o r i e s  a l so  

may provide va luab le  i n s i g h t  f o r  ed u ca to r s .  The f a c t  t h a t  only 33% 

o f  th e  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  meet th e  MEAP i n c l u ­

sion c r i t e r i a  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  a r e  not being 

in t e g r a t e d  in to  th e  general  educa t ion  reading and /o r  math programs.

A change o f  philosophy based on communication and curriculum c o n t i - 

n i t y  between the  general  and spec ia l  educa t ion  programs should 

improve the  i n t e g r a t i o n  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f o r  a l l  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  

sp ec ia l  education s tu d e n t s .  For El and LD s t u d e n t s ,  i t  i s  ev iden t  

t h a t  the  h igher  the  percentage  o f  general  educa t ion  reading  and /o r  

math i n s t r u c t i o n  they r e c e i v e ,  th e  b e t t e r  t h e i r  performance i s  on the  

MEAP. However, t h e se  two c a t e g o r i e s  have th e  l a r g e s t  number o f  s t u ­

den ts  a t  the  b o rd e r l in e  o f  being i n t e g r a t e d  in to  th e  general  educa t ion  

reading and/or  math programs. Because o f  th e  in te n s e  l e a r n in g  and 

emotional needs o f  t h e se  s tu d en t s  and t h e i r  MEAP scor ing  p a t t e r n ,  

e x ten s iv e  communication has to  take  p lace  between th e  general  and 

spec ia l  education s t a f f  to  be sure  t h e  spec ia l  educa t ion  support
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t h e se  b o r d e r ! i n e - i n t e g r a t i o n  s tu d en t s  a re  r e c e iv in g  h igh ly  complements 

th e  curr icu lum being provided in t h e  general  educa t ion  classroom. Both 

general  and sp ec ia l  educa t ion  te ac h e r s  have t o  unders tand  each o t h e r ' s  

program ope ra t io n  so t h a t  suppor t  and c o n t i n u i t y  a r e  o f  maximum bene­

f i t  t o  th e  s tu d e n t .  Once th e  communication and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  

employed by both te ac h e r s  a re  analyzed rega rd ing  t h e i r  e f f e c t  on the  

spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t  in  th e  general  

education s e t t i n g ,  more s p e c i f i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  w i l l  be developed t h a t  

w i l l  enhance spec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  no t  only to  

p a r t i c i p a t e  and ob ta in  the  b a s ic  s k i l l s  acqu ired  in  the  general  edu­

c a t io n  jDrogram but a l s o  to  achieve  a t  a r a t e  much more comparable 

with t h a t  o f  t h e i r  general  educa t ion  peer s .

In an e f f o r t  t o  o b ta in  a s p e c i f i c  s ta tew ide  r e p o r t  on the  

b a s i c - s k i l l s  a t t a in m en t  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 

the  MEAP, the  s t a t e  may e n t e r t a i n  th e  idea o f  mandating a s ep a ra te  

MEAP r e p o r t  each y e a r  t h a t  i n d i c a t e s  how a l l  th e  sp ec ia l  education  

s tuden t s  who q u a l i f y  f o r  in c lu s io n  in  the  MEAP under the  p re s en t  c r i ­

t e r i a  a r e  func t io n in g  on the  MEAP t e s t .  These da ta  could provide edu­

c a to r s  and p o l icy  makers s p e c i f i c  informat ion  as to  how the  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tu d en t s  a re  fu n c t io n in g  on the  MEAP as compared t o  t h e i r  

general  educa t ion  peers  as a whole.

I f  such were done,  concerns regard ing  the  reduc t ion  o f  o v e ra l l  

d i s t r i c t  MEAP scores  by inc lud ing  handicapped s tu d en t s  would be 

e l im in a te d .  I t  i s  recognized t h a t  some d i s t r i c t s  a re  a f f e c t e d  by 

a ty p ic a l  numbers of  handicapped s tu d en t s  who a re  served in  t h e i r
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d i s t r i c t  programs. In a d d i t i o n ,  i f  t h e r e  were reason f o r  combining 

th e  d a t a ,  such could be e a s i l y  accomplished.

Recommendations f o r  
Fur ther  Research

1. A r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  study should be conducted a t  th e  

f o u r t h - ,  s ev e n th - ,  and ten th -g rad e  l e v e l s  to  compare th e  p e rc en ta g e -o f -  

i n s t r u c t i o n  p a t t e r n s  in  sp ec ia l  and general  educa t ion  along with  the  

MEAP scores  o f  t h e  seven c a t e g o r i e s  o f  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d e n t s .

The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tudy may allow Michigan educa tors  t o  a sse ss  

sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  involvement in and performance on the  

MEAP t e s t  and to  pursue a p p ro p r i a t e  adjustments  to  a l low the  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  the  maximum oppor tun i ty  to  p a r t i c i p a t e  in  th e  

MEAP t e s t .

2. A s tudy should be conducted to  analyze  th e  reasons why a 

m a jo r i ty  o f  the  fo u r th -g ra d e  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  popula t ion  i s  d i s ­

t r i b u t e d  between th e  minimal (0-9%) and maximal (90-100%) math and /or  

read ing  i n s t r u c t i o n  t imes in  spec ia l  educa t ion .  The informat ion  

ga thered  from t h i s  study should he lp  i d e n t i f y  f a c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  respon­

s i b l e  f o r  th e  extreme gap in spec ia l  educa t ion  i n t e g r a t i o n .  I f  a 

m a jo r i ty  o f  spec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden t s  a re  ever going to  p a r t i c i p a t e  

in  the  MEAP t e s t ,  o r  a re  going to  have exper iences  s i m i l a r  to  those  

o f  t h e i r  general  educa t ion  p e e r s ,  t h i s  i n t e g r a t i o n  gap must be n a r ­

rowed, e s p e c i a l l y  a t  th e  e a r l i e s t  s t ag e s  in  th e  s t u d e n t s '  educa t ion .

3. A s tudy should be conducted to  analyze  t h e  number o f  MEAP 

o b je c t iv e s  t h a t  a re  being tau g h t  to  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tu d en t s  before
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the  MEAP t e s t - t a k i n g  d a t e .  Such a s tudy could be conducted in 

th e  f o u r t h ,  seven th ,  and t e n t h  g rades .  I t  i s  important to  de termine ,  

f o r  sp ec ia l  education s tuden t s  rece iv in g  p o r t io n s  o f  t h e i r  i n s t r u c t i o n  

in both general and sp ec ia l  educa t ion ,  whether they a re  being exposed 

to  th e  MEAP o b je c t iv e s  on which they  may be t e s t e d .  Analyses o f  the  

spec ia l  educa tion  c u r r i c u l a ,  in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  w i l l  provide i n s i g h t  

in to  the  curr icu lum match with the  MEAP o b j e c t i v e s .  I f  t h e r e  i s  a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  f in d in g  t h a t  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s tuden ts  a re  not being 

exposed to  th e  o b j e c t iv e s  o f  th e  MEAP t e s t  before  t e s t i n g ,  e f f o r t s  

can be made to  enhance th e  c u r r i c u l a r  exposure f o r  spec ia l  education  

s tuden t s  and thus  improve t h e i r  oppor tun i ty  to  perform to  t h e i r  maxi­

mum a b i l i t y  on th e  MEAP t e s t .  The two major a reas  t h a t  should be 

addressed in t h i s  s tu d y ,  which a re  very important in  s t a t e  assessment 

t e s t i n g ,  a re  th e  c u r r i c u l a r  and i n s t r u c t i o n a l  v a l i d i t y  r e l a t i n g  to  

the  MEAP.

4. A study should be conducted to  analyze the  in f luences  o f  

s tu d e n t s '  s ex ,  r a c e ,  economic s t a t u s ,  p a r e n t s '  educational l e v e l ,  and 

community type  in r e l a t i o n  to  sp ec ia l  educa t ion  s t u d e n t s '  performance 

on the  MEAP t e s t .  Such in format ion  may provide  a d d i t io n a l  i n s i g h t  

in to  f a c t o r s  t h a t  might be c o r r e l a t e d  with  sp ec ia l  education  s tu d e n t s '  

performance on th e  MEAP t e s t .  I f  t h e r e  i s  a c o r r e l a t i o n  between 

s tu d e n t s '  MEAP t e s t  performance and the  v a r i a b l e s  l i s t e d ,  in t e r v e n t io n  

or  support  s t r a t e g i e s  might be employed to  a s s i s t  sp ec ia l  education 

s tuden t s  in  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  and performance on the  MEAP t e s t .

5. A r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  s tudy should be conducted with spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tuden t s  re c e iv in g  va r ious  percentages  o f  general  and /or
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spec ia l  education i n s t r u c t i o n .  This s tudy would expand beyond the  

percentages  o f  read ing  and /o r  math i n s t r u c t i o n  and would inc lude  a l l  

s u b je c t s  o r  a s t u d e n t ' s  t o t a l  day.

6. A lo n g i tu d in a l  study should be conducted with  th e  spec ia l  

educa t ion  s tuden t s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in  t h i s  s tudy ,  both in d iv id u a l ly  and 

by impairment ca tego ry .  Data t h a t  have been ga thered on th e  sp ec ia l  

educa t ion  s tuden t s  in  t h i s  s tudy could be ga thered a t  t h e  seventh-  

and t e n th -g ra d e  l e v e l s  once th e  s tuden t s  reach those  po in t s  o f  MEAP 

t e s t i n g .  Information ga thered  from such a s tudy would in d i c a t e  

whether spec ia l  educa tion  s tuden t s  i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  c a t e g o r i c a l l y ,  o r  

as a t o t a l  grade level a re  improving in t h e i r  MLAP performance.  

Addi tional analyses  could be conducted on how th e  s t u d e n t s '  i n t e g r a ­

t i o n  and spec ia l  educa tion  e l i g i b i l i t y  have changed, along with t h e i r  

progress  o r  lack o f  progress  academically  as  i t  r e l a t e s  to  the  t h r e e -  

o r  s ix - y e a r  per iod  from t h e i r  i n i t i a l  MEAP t e s t .

The recommendations s t a t e d  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  a re  by no 

means i n c l u s i v e .  However, s in ce  very l i t t l e  re sea rch  has been con­

ducted regard ing  handicapped s t u d e n t s '  involvement in  t h e  MEAP t e s t ,  

f u r t h e r  re s ea rc h  w i l l  b u i ld  a s t rong  foundat ion  f o r  more s p e c i f i c  

f u t u r e  s tu d ie s  to  t ake  p la ce .
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S e le c t io n  o f  School D i s t r i c t s

The master  l i s t  o f  Michigan school d i s t r i c t s  inc ludes  a l l  

schools  t h a t  have fo u r th -g ra d e  spec ia l  educa tion  s tu d en t s  in t h e i r  

system, as v e r i f i e d  by t h e i r  1981 f o u r th  Friday count.  Schools were 

des igna ted  on th e  l i s t  by county and school d i s t r i c t  numbers. The 

random sampling began w i th  th e  fo u r th  school d i s t r i c t  on the  l i s t  

being p icked ,  based on th e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  the  number fou r  from a 

random-number t a b l e .  A f te r  the  fo u r th  school d i s t r i c t  was chosen as  

the  s t a r t  o f  th e  sample s e l e c t i o n ,  every s i x t h  d i s t r i c t  was s e l e c t e d  

to  al low f o r  an a p p r o p r i a t e  number o f  c a te g o r ic a l  spec ia l  educa tion  

s tuden t s  r ep re sen ted  t o  warrant  a confidence in te rv a l  o f  97% with 3% 

e r r o r  t o l e r a t e d .

This sample was s e l e c te d  in a way t h a t  ensured t h a t  a l l  s t a t e  

school d i s t r i c t  subgroups in  the  popula tion would be rep re sen ted  in 

the  sample in p ropo r t ion  to  t h e i r  numbers in  th e  popula t ion  i t s e l f .
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1982-83 Grade Four Special  Education Sample

02-010 Autrain-Onota  Publ ic  Schools
03-060 Martin  Publ ic  Schools
05-010 Alba Public  Schools
06-010 Arenac Eas te rn  School D i s t r i c t
07-040 L'Anse Township School D i s t r i c t

08-050 Thornapple Kellogg School D i s t r i c t
09-050 E ss e x v i l l e  Hampton School D i s t r i c t
11-300 Niles  Community School D i s t r i c t
11-320 W ate rv l i e t  School D i s t r i c t
12-040 Quincy Community School D i s t r i c t

03-030 S p r in g f i e ld  City  School D i s t r i c t
14-010 Cassopol is  Public Schools
15-050 Charlevoix Public Schools
17-010 S a u l t  S te  Marie Area Schools
18-010 Clare  Public  Schools

19-010 DeWitt Public  Schools
21-060 Rapid River Public Schools
22-030 Breitung Township School D i s t r i c t
23-010 Bel levue  Public Schools
23-490 Oneida Township School D i s t r i c t  #3

24-070 Public  Schools of  Petoskey
25-100 Fenton Public  Schools
25-150 Clio  Area School D i s t r i c t
25-200 Lake Fenton Schools
27-070 Wakefield Township School D i s t r i c t

29-050 Fulton Schools
29-100 S t .  Louis Public  Schools
30-070 Reading Community Schools
31-020 Adams Township School D i s t r i c t
31-130 Lake Linden Hubbell School D i s t r i c t

32-090 Ownedale-Gagetown Area School D i s t r i c t
32-540 Sheridan Township School D i s t r i c t  #5
33-020 Lansing Public  School D i s t r i c t
33-060 H a s l e t t  Publ ic  Schools
33-220 Webbervil le  Public  Schools

34-010 Ionia  Publ ic  Schools
34-360 Ionia  Township School D i s t r i c t  #2
36-015 Fores t  Park School D i s t r i c t
38-090 East Jackson Public  Schools
38-150 Spr ingpor t  Publ ic  Schools
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39-010 Kalamazoo City  School D i s t r i c t
39-130 Parchment School D i s t r i c t
40-040 Kalkaska Public  Schools
41-050 Caledonia Community Schools
41-090 East Grand Rapids Public  Schools

41-160 Kentwood Public  Schools
44-060 Imlay City  Community School D i s t r i c t
45-040 North Por t  Public  School D i s t r i c t
46-090 Madison School D i s t r i c t
46-140 Tecumseh Publ ic  Schools

47-060 Harland Consolidated Schools
49-070 Moran Township School D i s t r i c t
50-080 Chippewa Valley Schools
50-170 New Haven Community Schools
50-230 Warren Consolidated Schools

51-070 Manistee Area Public  Schools
52-110 Republic Michigamme Schools
53-030 Freeso i l  Community School D i s t r i c t
55-100 Menominee Area Public Schools
58-070 Ida Public  School D i s t r i c t

59-080 Tri County Area Schools
60-010 A tlan ta  Community Schools
61-020 Muskegon Heights City  School D i s t r i c t
61-060 Mona Shores School D i s t r i c t
61-210 Ravenna Public Schools

61-240 Whitehall School D i s t r i c t
62-080 Pineview School D i s t r i c t
63-070 Avondale School D i s t r i c t
63-140 Madison Heights School D i s t r i c t
63-210 Holly Area School D i s t r i c t

63-270 Clawson City School D i s t r i c t
64-080 Shelby Public Schools
66-070 White Pine School D i s t r i c t
68-030 Fairview School D i s t r i c t
70-350 Zeeland Public School D i s t r i c t

71-080 Rogers City  Area Schools
73-190 Frankenmuth School D i s t r i c t
73-230 M err i l l  Community School D i s t r i c t
75-030 C e n t r e v i l l e  Publ ic  Schools
75-080 Three Rivers Public  School D i s t r i c t
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76-060 Brown C ity  Community School D i s t r i c t
76-210 Sandusky Community School D i s t r i c t
79-010 Akron Fairgrove Schools
79-145 U nionv ille  Sebawaing Schools
80-120 H artfo rd  Public  School D i s t r i c t

80-130 Lawrence Public  School D i s t r i c t
81-010 Ann Arbor Public  Schools
81-100 Milan Area schools
82-010 D e t ro i t  Public  Schools/Region 1
82-010 D e t ro i t  Public  Schools/Region 7

82-030 Dearborn C ity  School D i s t r i c t
82-100 Plymouth Community Schools
82-120 River Rouge C ity  Schools
82-220 North Dearborn Heights School D i s t r i c t
82-320 C ity  o f  Harper Woods Schools

82-430 Van Buren Public  Schools
83-070 Mesick C onsolidated Schools

97 Total D i s t r i c t s
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Explanation o f  S t r a t a

Geographic Area

Community Type Region 1 Region 2 Regions 3 & 4

METROPOLITAN 
CORE AREAS 
& CITIES

TYPES I & II

Stratum
1

Stratum
2

TOWNS &
URBAN FRINGE

TYPES I I I  
& IV

Stratum
3

Stratum
4

RURAL
COMMUNITY

TYPE V

X  \

Stratum
5

Stratum
6

= No schools  in  t h i s  c e l l

Note: The Michigan map on th e  fo llow ing page e x p la in s  the  va rious
reg ions  and ty p e s .
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REGION AHO COMMUNITY TY?E CATEGORIES

R c f o n  i .  w .„  n e .  O .M iI.utd a n i l  H.icwm|< C o u n t i e s .

2 • A ll C tf u n i i r i  m  S u u th v r n  t h a t  a r e  s o u th  o f  im d  i n c l u d i n g  M v ih i |w > ,

K e n t,  M o n tc a lm . G r a t io t .  M id la n d  a n d  f ta y  c o u n t i e s .  T h i s  o c c l u d e s  R e g io n  I .

3  • All* c o u n t i e s  t h a t  arc* n o u n  o f  t h e  a b o v e  m e n t io n e d  l i n e  e n d  t h a t  a r e  in  t h e

lo « * e r  P v m n s u l * .

4  • A ll  c o u n t i e s  t h a t  w e  in  t h e  U p p e r  P e n i n s u l a .

J y p g  \  • M e t r o p o l i ta n  C o re :  O n e  o r m o re  a d j a c e n t  c i l i t t  <*ith 

a  p o p u la t i o n  o f $ 0 ,0 0 0  or m o re  » n - e h  s e r v e  a*  th e  

e c o n o m ic  f o c a l  p o in t  o f  tne< r e n v i r o n s .

I I *  C ity  C o m m u n ity  o f  1 0 ,0 0 0  $ 0 ,0 0 0  t h a t  s e r v e s  a*

th e  e c o n o m ic  lo c a l  p o in t  o f  i t *  e n v i r o n s .

T o w n ; C o m m u n ity  o f  I ,  $ 0 0  to  1 0 .0 0 0  t h a t  v e r v e *  a *III

I V -  U r b a n  A c o m m g n riy  o f  a n y  p o p u la t i o n  s i t e

Chat h a s  a s  i t s  e c o n o m ic  f o c a l  p o i n t  a  m e t r o p o l i t a n

*n 2.S00-A u ra l C w iv tuM iily : A convi
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STATE O F  MICHIGAN

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Lansing. M ichigan 46909

B A R B A R A  m i M u U l ' H H . U  
f r r iW r t r  

D R  O U M F t  I N D n  S A LA S
V f  f  f l f l W r A I

B A R B A R A  R l l B f its m a s o n
J e t  tnm ry

N O R M A N  O T T n  S T ' K K M I  Y I R  \ *

DR I P M U N D F  V A N D t f T t  
N A S B f

DAVID LAIO 
ANNHTA M IILII 

JOHN WATANFN. IR

STATt BOARD OR SOU CATION

RHILL1R t  RUNRIL
SwM nM tatfoM  

t f  N k lK  iM I N tU i*

Ju ly  16. 1932

Dear Superintendent UIIV w i l i j a m  a WUXI* IN

In a l e t t e r  dated June, 1982, you were informed of  the plans for the 1982-83 
Michigan Educational Assessment Program (MEAD. Included in these plans i s  a 
Special Education Study, Involving specia l  education s tudents normally excluded 
from the HEAP t e s t s .  The purpose of th i s  study Is  to  determine which sp e c ia l  
education s tuden ts  should p a r t i c ip a te  in fu tu re  MEAP te s t in g .

Approximately 400 schools,  se lec ted  by d i s t r i c t ,  w i l l  p a r t i c ip a te  In the study.
All of the schools contain ing fourch grade in your d i s t r i c t  are Included in 
t h i s  study. In enrh Hchnol, a l l  fourth  grade spec ia l  education s tuden ts  in ce r ta in  
ca tegories  vil ' .  be te s te d ,  regard less  of how r  .ch of th e i r  reading in s t ru c t io n  Is 
given In regular  education (the current bas is  for  deciding who p a r t i c ip a t e s  In 
MEAP). After t e s t in g ,  someone fam il ia r  with the student w i l l  answer f iv e  b r ie f  
questions on a spec ia l  se c t io n  of che answer sheet:  1) the s tu d e n t ' s  prlsiary
sp e c ia l  education category, 2) the amount of mathematics In s t ru c t io n  received 
in  sp e c ia l  education, 3) the amount of T ra d in g  in s t ru c t io n  received In spec ia l  
education , 4) whether to lnc lude the s tu d e n t ' s  r e s u l t s  in  the  regu la r  school and 
d i s t r i c t  summaries, and 5) whether the MEAP t e a t  was appropria te  to the s tuden t.

Results w i l l  be used to determine whether the cu rren t  c r i t e r io n  for  inc lu s ion  
of spec ia l  education s tudents  In MEAP te s t in g  la  v a l id .  The r e s u l t s  w i l l  be 
analyzed to determine i f  s tuden ts  who receive d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  o f  In s t ru c t io n  In 
sp e c ia l  education or who have d i f f e r e n t  Impairments show d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  of 
performance on the MEAP t e s t  w i l l  be compared to s tu d e n ts '  performance to  see i f  
teachers  can judge which s tudents  should or should not take the MEAP t e s t .  Dir­
ec t io n s  for  the study w i l l  be given in the School C oord ina tor 's  Manual and the 
Grade 4 Assessment Administration Manual, and mention of the study Is made In the 
D i s t r i c t  C oord ina tor 's  Manual. These manuals w i l l  be mnlled to your D i s t r i c t  
Assessment Coordinator in ea r ly  August. Individual Student Reports and Parent 
Pamphlets w i l l  be prepared for n i l  s tuden ts .  However, d i s t r i c t s  w il l  use the 
cu rren t c r i t e r i a  for Inclusion to determine which s tudents  to Include in  school 
and d i s t r i c t  summaries. Therefore, p a r t i c ip a t in g  schools ' MEAP summaries w ill  
be based on the performance of s tudents  tha t  would have usua lly  p a r t i c ip a te d .

I f  you have any questions about th i s  study or your p a r t i c ip a t io n  in i t ,  p lease 
contac t an Assessment s t a f f  member At (317) 373-8393. Thank you for your 
continuing cooperation.

c

Sincerely

•Ea s l d ' lw Puutijsu, M re c to r•Ea s ldMw Puutijsu, M re c to r  
Research, Evaluation and

cc: Assessment Coordinators
Edward D. Roebcr, Supervisor 
Michigan Educational 
Assessment Program

Assessment Services

DLDme
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Table E - l . —D is t r ib u t io n  o f  s tu d en ts  in  d i s a b i l i t y  c a t e g o r i e s ,  by sampled 
Michigan school d i s t r i c t s .

Tn+al Nn T o ta l NO.
Number o f  Special Education N onpartic-

D i s t r i c t  S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t i n g  p a t in g "  ip a t in g

EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI S tuden ts  ^ t J d e n t s ^

Stratum 1: M etropo litan  Core Areas and C i t i e s —Region 1

1. D e tro i t  
Public  Schools/
Regional

2. D e tro i t  
Public  Schools/
Region 7 (1 &
2 combined)

3. Plymouth 
Community 
Schools

140

Stratum 2: M etropo litan  Core Areas and C i t i e s —Region 2

4. N iles Com­
munity School 
D i s t r i c t

5. Lansing 
Public  Schools

6. Kalamazoo City 
School D i s t r i c t

7. Muskegon Hts.
C ity  School D is t .

8. Ann Arbor 
Public  Schools

178

6 13

15 40 2 46

4 1 18

1

2 12 1 1 16 1

37 7 35

1 1 19 1 39
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Table E - l .—Continued.

D i s t r i c t
Number o f  Special Education 

S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g
Total No. 
P a r t i c i -

Total No. 
N onpartic­

ip a t in g
EMI SLI El POHI VI LD 1

p o ti  ng 
HI S tuden ts D i s t r i c t s /

S tudents

Stratum 3: Towns and Urban Fringe'—Region 3

9. Chippewa 
Valley Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

10. New Haven 
Comm. Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

11. Warren Con­
sol i da ted  Schools 8 49

12. Avondale 
School D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

13. Madison H ts. 
School D i s t r i c t 1 1 8

14. Holly Area 
School D i s t r i c t 2 3 20

15. Clawson C ity  
School D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
repo rted

16. Dearborn C ity  
School D i s t r i c t 5 24 3 39 1

17. River Rouge 
C ity Schools 2 2

18. North Dear­
born Heights 
School D i s t r i c t

5

19. C ity  o f  Har­
per Woods Schools

No in fo ,  
repo rted

20. Van Buren 
Public  Schools 3 15 1 1 43

236

Stratum 4: Towns and Urban F r in g e - -Region 2

21. E s sex v i l le  
Hampton School 
D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

22. S p r in g f ie ld  
C ity  School 
D i s t r i c t

2
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Table E - l.—Continued.

D i s t r i c t
Number o f  Special Education 

S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g
Total No. 
P a r t i c i ­

pa ting  
S tudents

Total No. 
N onpartic­

ip a t in g

EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI D i s t r i c t s /
S tudents

Stratum 4 —Continued

23. DeWitt 
Public  Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

24. Oneida Town­
sh ip  School Dis­
t r i c t  No. 3

**
No sp . ed. 
program

25. Fenton Area 
Public  Schools 4

26. Lake Fenton 
Schools 1

27. S t .  Louis 
Public  Schools 4 9 2 3

28. H a s le t t  
Public  Schools

No in fo ,  
repo rted

29. Ion ia  Public  
Schools 1

30. East Jackson 
Public  Schools 7

31. Parchment 
School D i s t r i c t 1 3

32. East Grand 
Rapids Public 10
Schools

33. Kentwood 
Pub lic  Schools
34. Tecumseh 
Public  Schools
35. Mona Shores 
School D i s t r i c t
36. Whitehall 
School D i s t r i c t

37. Zeeland Public  
School D i s t r i c t
38. Frankenmuth 
School D i s t r i c t
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Table E - l. —Continued.

D i s t r i c t
Number o f  Special Education 

S tudents  P a r t i c ip a t in g
Total No. 
P a r t i c i ­

pa ting  
S tudents

Total No. 
N onpartic ­

ip a t in g
EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI D i s t r i c t s /

S tudents

Stratum 4 —Continued

39. Three Rivers 
Public  School 
D i s t r i c t

1 1 14

40. H artford  
Public  School 
D i s t r i c t

2 1 6

41. Milan Area 
Schools

100

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

Stratum 5: Rural Community--Region 2

42. Martin 
Public  Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

43. Thornapple 
Kellogg School 
D i s t r i c t

1 3 4

44. W ate rv lie t  
School D i s t r i c t 1

45. Quincy Com­
munity School 
D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

46. Cassopolis  
Public  Schools 1 4

47. Bellevue 
Public  Schools 2

48. C lio  Area 
School D i s t r i c t 12

49. Fulton 
Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o rted

50. Reading Com­
munity Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

51. Owendale- 
Gagetown Area 
School D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program
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Table E-l . —Continued.

D i s t r i c t

Number o f  Special Education 
S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g

Total No. 
P a r t i c i ­

p a tin g
EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI S tudents

Total No. 
N onpartic ­

ip a t in g  
D i s t r i c t s /  
S tudents

Stratum 5--Continued

52. Sheridan 
Township School 
D i s t r i c t  No. 5

53. W ebberville « 
P ub lic  Schools
54. Ionia  Town­
sh ip  School 
D i s t r i c t  No. 2

55. Spr ingport  
Public  Schools
56. Kalkaska 
Public  Schools

57. Caledonia 
Comm. Schools

58. Imlay C ity  
Community School 
D i s t r i c t
59. Madison ■,
School D i s t r i c t

60. Hartland
Consolidated 1 1
Schools

61. Ida Public  
School D i s t r i c t
62. Tri County 
Area Schools

63. Ravenna 
Public  Schools

64. M err i l l  Com­
munity School 1 
D i s t r i c t
65. C e n t r e v i l le  
Public  Schools

No sp . ed . 
program

2

No sp . ed. 
program

1

No sp . ed. 
program

5

No sp . ed. 
program

1

5

2 5

No in f o ,  
repo rted

3 

1

3 1
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Table E - l.—Continued.

D i s t r i c t

Number o f  Special Education 
S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g

Total No. 
P a r t i c i -  

p a t i  ng 
S tudents

Total No. 
N onpartic ­

ip a t in g  
D i s t r i c t s /  

S tudentsEMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI

Stratum 5—Continued

66. Brown City 
Community School 
D i s t r i c t

2 1

67. Sandusky 
Community School 
D i s t r i c t

3

68. Akron F a ir -  
grove Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

69. U nionv ille  
Sebewaing Schools 3

70. Lawrence 
Public  School 
D i s t r i c t

1

73

Stratum 6: Rural Community—Regions 3 & 4

71. Autrain-Onota 
Public  Schools

No sp . ed. 
program

72. Alba Public  
Schools

No sp .  ed. 
program

73. Arenal Eastern  
School D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

74. L'Anse Town­
sh ip  School 
D i s t r i c t

1

75. Charlevoix 
Public  Schools

No in fo ,  
repo rted

76. S a u l t  Ste 
Marie Area 
Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

77. C lare  Public  
Schools 1 3

78. Rapid River 
Public  Schools 4
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Tabl e E - l. —Conti nued.

D i s t r i c t

Number o f  Special Education 
S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g

Total no.
P a r t i c i -

S t a r t s  D i s t r i c t s /  S tuden ts  S tuden tsEMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI

Stratum 6—Continued

79. B reitung 
Township School 
D i s t r i c t

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

80. P ub lic  Schools 
o f  Petoskey 2 6

81. Wakefield 
Township School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed . 
s tu d en ts  in 
4 th  grade

82. Adams Town­
sh ip  School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed . 
s tu d en ts  in 
4 th  grade

83. Lake Linden 
Hubbell School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed . 
program

84. F o res t  Park 
School D i s t r i c t 1

85. North Port 
Pub lic  School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program

86. Moran Town­
sh ip  School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program

87. Manistee 
Area Public  
Schools

1

88. Republic
Michigamme
Schools

1

89. F reeso il  Com­
munity School 
D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program

90. Menominee 
Area Public  
Schools

No in f o ,  
rep o r ted
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Tab!e E - l. --Continued.

D i s t r i c t
Number o f  Special Education 

S tuden ts  P a r t i c ip a t in g
Total No. 
P a r t i c i ­

pa ting  
Studen ts

Total No. 
N onpartic ­

ip a t in g

EMI SLI El POHI VI LD HI D i s t r i c t s /
S tudents

Stratum 6—Continued

91. A tlan ta  Com- 
munity Schools

No sp .  ed. 
program

92. Pineview 
School D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program

93. Shelby Public  
Schools 2

94. White Pine 
School D i s t r i c t

No sp . ed. 
program

95. Fairview 
School D i s t r i c t 2

95. Rogers C ity  
Area Schools

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

97. Mesick Con­
s o l id a te d  Schools

24

No in fo ,  
rep o r ted

Column t o t a l s 82 31 138 10 4 475 11 751 40a

Key: EMI * Educable m en ta lly  impaired
SLI = Speech & language impaired 

El = Em otionally impaired 
POHI = P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o the rw ise  h e a l th  impaired 

VI = V isu a lly  impaired 
LD = Learning d is a b le d  
HI = Hearing impaired

breakdow n o f  40 n o n p a r t ic ip a t in g  d i s t r i c t s  i s  as fo l lo w s:  14 = 
no programs, 2 = no 4 th -g rad e  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d e n t s ,  24 = d id  not 
r e p o r t  in fo rm ation .



T ab le  E - 2 . - -M e a n  MEAP math and r e a d in g  s c o r e s  f o r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  s t u d e n t s ,  by n t p q o r y .

Mean MEAP Math Scores , by P e rcen tage  o f  Special Education Math In s t ru c t io n

Category 0-9? 10-29" 30-49" 5 0 -6 ) ' 70-89". 90-100T.

N X SD N X SD N X sn N X SD N X SD N X SD

Educable m en ta lly  
impaired (EMI) 0 0 10 5 .60  5.44 0 1 7 .0  0 70 5.81 4.99

Speech A language 
impaired (SLI) 28 24.17 4 .49 0 1 24.00 0 0 0 2 22.50 3.53

Emotionally 
impaired (E l) 35 16.88 7.73 9 18.77 8.34 5 16.00 6 .40 6 12.00 4 .89 3 17.33 5.R5 80 13.02 8 .10

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  
o th e rw ise  h ea l th  
impaired (POHI)

5 19.00 5.83 0 0 0 0 5 13.00 10.31

V isu a l ly  im paired 
(VI) 4 19.50 10.37 0 0 0 0 0

le a r n in g  d is a b le d  
(LD) 179 18.88 6.43 59 17.93 6 .35 46 17.08 6.39 20 14.30 7.22 5 14.40 9.12 161 11.63 6.96

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 1 25.00 0 1 22.00 0 0 0 0 9 19.88 7.28

T ota ls 252 69 6? 26 9 327



T a b le  £ - 2 . - -C o n t i n u e d .

Mean MEAP Reading S co res , by Percen tage  o f  Special Education Math I n s t r u c t io n

Category

N

0-97,

X SD N

10-297

X SD 11
30-497 

X SD N

50-69-
X SD N

70-897 

X SD N

90-1007

X SD

Educable m en ta lly  
im paired (EMI) 0 0 10 4 .80  2.85 0 1 0 0 70 3.61 4.41

Speech * language 
impaired (SLI) 28 20.00 6.35 0 1 8 .0 0  0 0 0 2 12.00 15.55

Emotionally 
impaired (E l) 35 12.65 6.68 9 14.22 9.33 5 13.80 9.62 6 7 .0 9.62 3 9.66 5.50 80 8.42 7.98

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  
o th e rw ise  h e a l th  
impaired (POHI)

5 15.20 3.27 0 0 0 0 5 6 .00 7.17

V isu a l ly  impaired 
(VI) 4 11 .25 8.84 0 0 0 0 0

Learning d is a b le d  
(LD) 179 11 .37 7.12 59 11.67 6.98 46 12.34 7.41 20 9 .5 7.94 5 12.40 11.05 161 6.57 5.74

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 1 24.00 0 1 4.00 0 0 0 0 9 15.00 8.07

Tota ls 252 69 62 26 9 327



T able  E - 2 . - - C o n t i n u e d .

Mean MEAP Math Scores , by Percen tage  o f  Specia l  Fducation  Reading I n s t r u c t io n

Category 0-9% 10-29% 30-493 50-69', 70-89%

N X SD M > SD N X SD N X SD N X SD N

Educable m en ta lly  
impaired (EMI) 1 19.00 0 0 1 16.00 0 8 3.12 1.72 0 71

Speech X language 
im paired (SLI) 28 24.17 4 .49 0 0 1 24.00 0 0 2

Emotional ly  
impaired (E l) 30 16.73 8.12 5 19.20 8 .43 5 16.60 8.43 8 16.50 0.31 2 13.50 2.12 R8

P h y s ic a l ly  or 
o th e rw ise  h ea l th  
impaired (P0H1)

4 21.25 6 .29 3 16.66 8 .50 0 0 0 3

V isu a l ly  impaired 
(VI) 3 24.66 1.15- 1 4 .00 0 0 0 0 0

Learninq d is a b le d  
(LD) 71 18.57 6.73 54 18.51 6 .00 40 18.87 6.21 45 1 ' /3  7.65 16 15.62 7.78 245

Hearing impaired 
(HI) 2 22.00 4.24 0 0 0 0 9

T ota ls 139 63 46 6? 18 418

90-100',; 

X

2 22.50 

18 IT .25

3 8 .33

9 20.22

SD

4.82

3.53

7.81

7.09

7.46

7.31



T a b le  £ - 2 . - - C o n t in u e d .

Mean MERP Reading S co re s , by Percen tage  o f  Special Education Reading I n s t r u c t i o n

Category

N

0-97

X SD N

10-297

X sn N

32-497 

X SD N

50-697

X SD N

70-897

X SD N

90-1007

X SD

Educable m en ta l ly  
im paired (EM!) 1 12.0 0 0 1 5 .0  0 8 4.1 2.47 0 71 3.53 4.35

Speech 8 language 
impaired (SLI) 28 20.0 6.35 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 2 12.00 15.50

Emotionally  
impaired (E l) 30 13.5 6.37 5 17.0 9.19 5 11.4 7.26 8 12.7 8.84 2 6.00 1.41 88 8 .20 7.74

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  
o th e rw ise  h e a l th  
impaired ( POHI)

4 14.7 2.87 3 12.3 8.14 0 0 0 3 3.33 5.77

V isu a l ly  impaired 
(VI) 3 13.6 9.07 1 4 .0 0 0 0 0 0

Learning d is ab le d  
(LD) 71 15.3 6 .80 54 12.5 6 .50 40 12.5 7.21 45 9 .0 7.18 16 11.25 7 .92 245 7.13 5.91

H earing impaired 
(HI) 2 21.5 3.53 0 0 0 0 9 13.13 8.67

T ota ls 139 63 46 62 18 418



Table E-3.--Mean MEAP math and read ing  sco res  f o r  sp ec ia l  educa tion  s tu d e n t s ,  by c a te g o ry ,  judged 
ab le  o r  unable to  handle th e  mechanics o f  th e  MEAP t e s t .

Category Total
Mean

Math
MEAP

Scores
Mean MEAP 

Reading Scores
N Able Unable Able Unable Able Unable

Educable m en ta lly  
impaired (EMI) 82 1 81 19.0 5 .8 12.0 3 .7

Speech & language 
impaired (SLI) 31 25 6 24.9 20.3 20.8 11.6

Em otionally impaired 
(El) 138 52 86 18.5 12.1 15.4 6.7

P h y s ic a l ly  o r  o therw ise  
h e a l th  impaired (POHI) 9 5 4 22.8 8 .5 14.0 5.2

V isu a lly  impaired (VI) 4 3 1 24.6 4 .0 13.6 4 .0

Learning d is a b le d  (LD) 467 116 351 19.0 14.9 13.9 8 .5

Hearing impaired (HI) 11 8 3 23.2 13.3 18.6 4 .6

T o ta ls 742 210 532
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