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ABSTRACT
This descriptive study attempted to determine the effects
of the Arizona State Board of Education Basic Skills Competency
mandate within selected schools in Arizona. The study was based
on the assumptions that school board members', teachers', and ad
ministrators' perceptions are valid resources for determining the
effects of the mandate, and that three years is a sufficient
amount of time for effects of the mandate to be perceived.
The objectives of the study were to identify the proce
dures selected schools developed in compliance with this mandate
and to determine the effects of the mandate on the school budget,
teacher attitude, teacher behavior, teacher classroom processes,
student attitude, student work and study habits, school testing
program, curriculum objectives, teacher basic skills teaching
preparation, addition or reassignment of school personnel, and
course additions and deletions.
A modified Delphi technique, using two questionnaires,
was used to collect the data.

The first open-ended questionnaire

asked the selected jury to list (1) problems encountered by ad
ministrators, teachers, and students in implementing the mandate,
(2) positive effects of the requirements on administrators,
teachers, and students, (3) effects of the requirements on the
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school curriculum, and (4) anticipated outcomes of such
requirements.
Items for the second questionnaire were formulated from
the responses submitted on the first questionnaire.

Respondents

were asked to respond on a Likert-type scale registering agree
ment or disagreement with 37 items.

They were asked to indicate

which five of the .37 items would have the most lasting effect on
the function and organization of the schools.
The information from the second questionnaire was punched
on cards and computer analyzed.

Means, standard deviations,

modes, and frequency distributions were determined.

An analysis

of variance was done to determine differences in how the groups
viewed each item.

The Scheffe test was computed for each item

showing a significant difference at the .05 level.
An administrative questionnaire was sent to all selected
principals and head teachers to determine the procedures used for
determining student competency, when the procedures are adminis
tered, and whether remedial activities or classes are available
for students who fail to meet the competency standards.
The highest rated effects of the mandate were more stu
dents being referred for special education and/or other remedial
evaluation and teachers becoming more aware of student basic
skill needs.
The lowest rated effects were electives being decreased
for some and being replaced by remedial or basic skills classes
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and the competency requirements having very little effect in the
schools.
The groups chose basic skills receiving more emphasis in
the elementary grades as the item which would have the most last
ing effect on the function and organization of the schools.
The Administrative Questionnaire showed that all respond
ing schools use more than one procedure to determine student
competence.
Students have more than one opportunity to pass a compe
tency evaluation, and remedial classes or activities are avail
able for students who have failed a competency evaluation.
Based on the findings of the study, it was recommended
that (1) more than one evaluation procedure continue to be used
to evaluate student competence, (2) students be given several op
portunities to meet required standards, (3) remediation continue
to receive emphasis in the classroom, (4) reading and concept
levels of textbooks be closely examined, (5) itemized progress
reports be used to report student progress, (6) all subject areas
develop competency standards, (7) teaching and reinforcement of
basic skills be emphasized at all grade levels, (8) remedial re
sources not become an isolated part of the school's programs, and
(9) students, regardless of the severity or number of deficien
cies, be given an opportunity to participate in an elective
program.

CHAPTER 1
THE PROBLEM
Introduction
It is increasingly apparent that a significant portion of
the public believes that the schools are not placing as much em
phasis' as they should on basic skills development.

Publications

on student basic skill abilities in popular magazines and profes
sional journals as well as programs through other media, such as
television, seem to support this growing concern about what our
children are learning and/or not learning in the public schools.
The Tenth Annual Gallup Poll of the Public's Attitudes
Toward the Public Schools (Gallup 1978, p. 36) reported that a
representative sample of people in a school district, when asked,
"What, if anything, do you think the public schools in this com
munity should be doing that they are not doing now?", listed
"back to basics" as the third most popular response in a list of
seven.

The public's definition of the basics in this case was

reading, writing, and arithmetic.

Number five on the same list

was higher scholastic standards, reflecting the public's concern
for declining test scores, automatic promotion, graduation from
high school basely being able to read or write, lack of homework,
short school day, and ease of getting good grades.
1
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In this same survey, 68% of the people surveyed said that
children should be promoted from grade to grade only if they can
pass examinations, and if they fail the examination, 81% said
special remedial classes should be offered.

The public was di

vided, however, on the policies to be followed when students do
not pass the examinations even after they have received extra instruction.
As a response to this public concern, state legislatures
are seeking remedy by mandating that minimal competency tests be
administered to both elementary and secondary students.

Surveys

indicate that as of March 15, 1978, 33 states had taken some type
of action to mandate the setting of minimum competency standards
for elementary and secondary students.

All of the remaining

states either have legislation pending or legislative or state
board studies under way (Pipho 1978, p. 585).

Minimum competency

legislation has become itself endemic because of the popular be
lief that the quality of education—particularly reading—is de
clining (Farr 1978, p. 2).
Minimum competency testing is a recent response to the
public opinion that the schools should place more emphasis on the
basic skills.

According to Wise (1978, p. 596):

Minimum competency testing is a recent "invention"
designed to improve the schools. The last decade or two
have witnessed a succession of similar inventions. These
invention:.; have all been designed to make the operation
of schools more "accountable," more "businesslike," and
more "scientific." One by one, these inventions have
been enacted into state law. The reasoning appears that
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(1) the schools are not producing well; (2) an invention
appears that is said to improve schooling; (3) a state
law embodying that invention is passed; (4) as required
by law, the schools will produce well.
However, it seems public attitudes are slow in changing
even after competency testing has outlived the designation "in
vention." Reilly (1978a, p. 28) reported that competency tests
have not dispelled the frustrations of citizens who feel the
schools are not doing an adequate job and cited evidence from
three Denver civic leaders who have all said that "after nearly
20 years of testing, concern still exists that the city's schools
are turning out functional illiterates."
Part of the reason for the continued public concern may
be confusion about competency programs due to the complexity of
the competency movement.

"This movement has been variously

called 'back to the basics,' 'minimum competency,' 'adult liter
acy,' 'coping skills' (Cawelti 1978, p. 619)."

Also used are

"competency based education," "proficiency standards," and "com
petency testing."

While each of these may have a different focal

point, the similarity of components such as competency measurement
and basic skills definitions may add to the confusion.

Public

attitudes may be slow to change, but competency based education's
staunchest advocates are still "citizens who increasingly have
called for school, accountability for the tax dollar and have
questioned just what a high school diploma means if students are
automatically promoted whether or not they merit it (Reilly
1978a, p. 21).

4

Although student competencies and performance have been
widely discussed and debated for many years, recent definitions
of competency based programs are more specific and detailed and
differ from other educational movements in several ways.

This

movement attempts to relate learning outcomes to life roles,
asking that students demonstrate at least a minimal level of com
petency in life functions such as reading, writing, and computing.
The movement also attempts to guarantee additional meaning to the
high school diploma because students must meet minimal competency
standards before receiving one, certifying that they have not
only covered certain material but have actually learned it (Xeefe
and Georgiades 1978, p. 96).
Reilly (1978a) reported other rationales for the develop
ment of competency based programs.

He (1978a, p. 28) stated that

test results can be used to prod students and unproductive teach
ers as well as provide a means for convincing the public that "in
the case of rising scores, the schools are trying harder and, in
the case of failing scores, the schools need more money."

Com

petency tests can also provide a rational way to distribute money
for remedial programs and can give the diploma some needed stat
ure since promotion or graduation is controlled. Reilly contin
ued by saying that the curriculum which includes such life skills
as highway safety and citizenship will appeal to students who
would otherwise be turned off in the regular academic classroom.
Finally, he reported that competency based curriculums,
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coordinated at all grade levels and broken down into measurable
objectives, allow more individualized instruction and more fre
quent and precise home reports to parents because the tests show
exactly what the child has failed to master.
Competency proponents, said Brandt (1979, p. 291), be
lieve that competency programs will improve achievement by clari
fying priorities, challenging students and teachers to do their
best, and identifying those who need special attention.

Branch

and Branch (1978, p. 64) said that MCT (minimal competency test
ing) can appear to be a "back door" approach to program develop
ment; "The assumption is that program development will follow the
adoption of MCT.

It is further assumed that the program which is

then developed will be competency based."
Critics of competency based education raise pertinent
questions about the application of such programs.

Reilly (1978a,

p. 22) listed the following questions which must be answered be
fore a competency program is put into effect:
First, competency for what? . . . second, assuming
that competency can be defined in clear terms, who does
the defining? . . . third, where do the slow learners
or the mentally and physically handicapped fit into the
picture of proficiency standards? . . . fourth, what
guarantee is there that a competent, rote performance
today can be repeated by the individual at some other
time so that it becomes a practiced skill? Finally, is
it possible to measure or quantify the fact that someone
has learned those more complicated lessons of judgment
and instinct that, for example, enable a person to sur
vive in the woods?
While these questions are most crucial to the formation
and implementation of a competency program, most states and/or
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local districts have outlined their program to fit their particu
lar needs, providing answers to the questions as the programs are
further defined through implementation.
Keefe and Georgiades (1978, p. 97) reported that, in gen
eral, competency programs tend to fall into three basic
categories:
1.

A strictly basic skills approach has been developed by a
large number of states.

Reading, writing or communica

tion and mathematics are identified as the basic skills,
and competency is certified by some form of proficiency
testing.
2.

A smaller group of states has developed a program con
cerned with life or survival skills such as the basics of
reading, writing, the ability to calculate, the world of
work, the world of leisure time, citizenship, and surviv
al skills,

A range of minimal competencies thought es

sential to adult life are included in this approach.
3.

A small but growing group of states focuses on a total
learning system approach to competency.

A competency

based curriculum and evaluation process is developed, but
also of importance is a "responsive learning environment
that will make minimum competency a realizable goal for
all students."
From the attention the competency movement has received,
speculation arises regarding the projected overall effects on
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education in general.

Cawelti (1978, p. 621) discussed several

problems that may be created for educational leaders at all lev
els, mentioning first that neither present nor proposed legisla
tion at both the state and national levels provides sufficient
funds for the development of the new instructional programs which
would be necessary for the 15-20% of the student body who would
likely fail a proficiency test for competencies not already a
part of the school curriculum.
Secondly, a likely outcome already realized in some
states is curriculum imbalance due to the strict back-to-thebasics approach.

Programs being cut back include foreign langu

ages, music, art, and vocational preparation.

It is possible

that students with special talents will suffer and that those
with learning difficulties will reap no extra benefits.
Thirdly, no consideration has been given to raising the
standard of performance for all students.

Cawelti (1978, p. 621)

stated that "evidence from research in mastery learning suggests
that most students who presently meet minimum standards could
substantially improve their performance."

A possible result of

a program designed to improve marginal student performance could
possibly "lull the average or above-average student into
complacency."
Finally, Cawelti (1978, p. 621) suggested that "the pro
posed national testing program adds one more test to the growing
battery of material already in use by the schools. It is a sad
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commentary on our national lack of imagination that we are re
sponding to poor test performance by our children by making them
take yet one more test."
Keefe and Georgiades (1978, p. 101) outlined both posi
tive and negative aspects of competency based education (CBE).
They stated that the CBE movement encourages a serious needs as
sessment of local community priorities and provides a means to
clearly defining what should be basic to the curriculum.

It also

gives the high school diploma greater functional validity by re
quiring the graduate to demonstrate a number of basic competen
cies which he would be expected to use successfully in adult
life.

CBE can encourage early diagnosis of learning problems

which would result in the development of remedial programs.
Lastly, CBE helps establish a firm accountability base for
school boards, administrators, teachers, and students.
Keefe and Georgiades (1978, p. 101) cautioned, however,
that the CBE concept possibly:
1.

Serves as a penalty for students lacking prerequisite
skills in a traditionally organized instructional
system.

2.

Requires additional bookkeeping.

3.

Presents potential trivialization of the curriculum.

4.

Presents the potential danger of minimums becoming
maximums.

5.

Requires care to guard against further imbalance in
the curriculum in favor of the cognitive and to the
neglect of the affective.
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When speaking of those programs which use testing as
their focal point, The American School Board Journal (1978, p. 42)
stated that in addition "to providing appropriate remediation for
students lacking essential competencies, another outcome of com
petency testing should be, according to the National Association
of Secondary School Principals,

. .to provide an impetus for

revising ..program sequences and content to help students reach de
sired levels of proficiency.

The purpose of competency tests is

to 'screen in' students, not to screen out students." In effect,
then, testing for competencies should have its effects on the
school program and not stand alone as a panacea for student lack
of proficiency in the basic skills.
Compliance with a competency program, whether it be basi
cally testing, basically survival skills or a total competency
based educational program, should not, according to Parnell (1974,
p. 392), ". . , be construed to encompass the total school experi
ence.

The development of survival competencies is only one part

of schooling.

Local schools are encouraged to offer broad experi

ence in the fine arts, humanities, foreign languages, and the
usual college preparatory program."
The search has not yet ended for a viable definition of
competency programs, and speculations continue regarding the im
mediate and projected effects such programs may have on the
schools.

Arizona, as one of the first states to implement a com

petency testing program, may help provide information regarding
the effects of competency requirements on the schools.
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Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of
the state mandated competency requirements within selected school
districts in Arizona.
1.

Of concern were two basic considerations:

How selected school districts in Arizona responded in
compliance with the State Board Basic Skills mandate to
establish competency requirements for promotion from
eighth grade and graduation from high school.

2.

How teachers, administrators, and school board members
perceived the effects of the state mandate in their re
spective schools.
Objectives of the Study
The following objectives provided direction for the

study:
1.

Identify procedures developed by selected Arizona school
districts for compliance with the State Board Basic
Skills Competency mandate.

2.

Determine the effects of the State Board Basic Skills
Competency mandate on the following areas as perceived by
teachers, administrators, and school board members:
a.

school budget change

b.

teacher attitude toward basic skills emphasis

c. teacher behavior in the classroom as evidenced by
changes in classroom organization
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d.

teacher processes in the classroom as evidenced by
changes in classroom procedures

e.

student attitude toward performance in school

f.

student work and study habits

g.

the school and classroom testing program as evidenced
by a variation in the use of tests, including normreferenced and criterion-referenced tests

h.

curriculum objectives reflecting change or no change
in emphasis on basic skills and remediation

i.

teacher preparation as evidenced by teacher inservice activities and university extension courses
to improve teaching of basic skills

j.

the addition and/or reassignment of school personnel
to staff remedial programs

k.

course additions and deletions as evidenced by in
creases or decreases in basic skills, enrichment and/
or elective offerings.

3. Determine which effects of the mandate teachers, adminis
trators, and school board members feel will have the most
lasting effects on the school's organization and function.
4.

Provide data that will indicate whether teachers', admin
istrators', and school board members' perceptions are
similar regarding changes in their schools as a result of
the State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate.
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Significance of the Study
Asking students to meet basic competency standards is not
a new idea.

Students have been required to meet standards of a

performance for more than 100 years. In 1865, the New York State
Regents Exams were developed by teachers to determine the compe
tence of individual students in particular areas of study (Neill
1978, p. 7).

These tests are used to award special Regents

diplomas and to measure the performance of local school districts.
Other forms of competency tests which have been used for
many years include the GED (General Educational Development)
tests which enable persons out of school and over 18 to receive a
high school equivalency diploma and specific tests designed for
the professions such as medicine and law.

Although the profes

sional tests do certify a student to be incompetent in that
chosen profession, they do not generally certify a student's in
competence as would seem to be the case for a student failing in
a high school competency testing program (Coombs 1979,

p.

177).

What are the reasons now for the rapid growth of and in
terest in the current competency movement?

It is in reality an

offshoot of the public outcry that "some students are graduating
from high school without minimum competency in reading, writing
and mathematics and that the high school diploma may be more a
certificate of attendance than a certificate of competency (Neill
1978, p. 17)."
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It is a movement clearly being led by non-educators.
Pipho (1979, p. 551) said, "Perhaps at no time in the history of.
American education have we ever had an idea adopted so quickly by
so many states--an idea supported by non-educators and opposed by
educators."

The aforementioned public outcry was heard by legis

lators and school board members who took and are still taking de
cisive action to legislate and mandate basic skills programs,
competency testing, and other accountability measures designed to
revamp the school curriculum.

Educators, in turn, saw the move

ment as an opportunity to pursue an interest in behavioral objec
tives and measurable outcomes (Anderson and Lesser 1978, p. 606).
It is a movement that has grown out of the popular demand
for economic accountability.

Is the school system really giving

the taxpayer his money's worth?

Perhaps the competency movement

will "insure the value of the diploma (Howell 1978, p. 6)."
One possible forerunner of competency testing may be the
management by objectives programs borrowed from the business world
to help school administrators streamline the educational opera
tion.

"Proficiency testing is but a logical outgrowth of that

thrust, defining in measurable terms the objectives implied by a
diploma (Howell 1978, pp. 6-7)."
Add to the list legislative zeal, poor press for presentday high school graduate abilities, declining test scores, the
need for educational reform, and the "bandwagon" effect; and
clearly, the competency movement logically fits into place (Howell
1978, p. 1).
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Perhaps the movement that has had the most profound ef
fect on the current emphasis on competency testing, however, is
the back-to-the-basics movement.

Generally, the basics are de

fined as reading, writing, and computing and include such ele
ments as school principals who demand neatness and decorum and
teachers who stress reading the math and who demand regular home
work (Brodinsky 1977, p. 524).
From the effort to more clearly define "basics," and to
explicitly state which basics when, has come the educational
trinity of (1) minimal competency, (2) proficiency testing, and
(3) a performance-based curriculum.

Educators have begun to in

clude survival skills with the basic three R's.

They have turned

to the curriculum and developed objectives around standards of
performance rather than a textbook.

To check whether students had

met these standards of performance, proficiency tests to measure
the standards have been developed.

Students have had to meet

these standards in order to go from grade to grade or to graduate
from high school (Brodinsky 1977, p. 524).
In March, 1977, it was written about the above descrip
tion of the changes in educational goals, "This is the direction
in which American education is starting to move—but as one edu
cator put it, 'It's a slow rush' (Brodinsky 1977, p. 524)."

Al

though some states such as Florida and Arizona had competency
programs ready to be implemented in 1977, this was a new direc
tion for American education. By March, 1978, however, just one
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year later, Pipho (1978, p. 585) reported 33 states with some ac
tion mandating the setting of minimal competency standards and
the rest with plans pending to establish such standards.

Clear

ly, the back-to-the-basics movement led very quickly to a more
widespread and far-reaching re-emphasis on competency testing.
While much has been written about legislating of compe
tency requirements and programs, analyzing the problems of com
plying with mandated goal attainment, little has been decided yet
on whether the mandated goals have actually been attained.

Pipho

(1978, p. 586) stated:
While 33 states have mandated some form of statewide
minimum competency standards, one or two years later it
is difficult to tell whether the idea has improved student
achievement or instruction.. In fact, with implementation
deadlines scheduled all the way up to 1985, it may be
years before anyone knows whether the mandates have really
helped. This fact, coupled with uneven implementation ef
forts, lack of financial support at the state level, po
tential court cases, and other problems confusing the
issue, means that we may never know whether student
achievement was positively affected by these mandates.
Reilly (1978b, p. 7) quoted David Berliner of the Far
West Laboratory for Research and Development in San Francisco as
agreeing, "... competency based education, in all its forms,
has been sold before it really exists.. There is not now and
there will not be for some time any empirical evidence on which
to base policy."
It has been seven years since Arizona legislated that
local school districts institute a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CUES) of pupil achievement in basic subjects. The
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legislation, ARS 15-102.26, reads in part, that the State Board
of Education shall
By June 30, 1975, in cooperation with all local school
districts, develop, establish and direct the implementa
tion of a continuous uniform evaluation system of pupil
achievements in relation to measurable performance objec
tives in basic subjects. The board shall assist in the
development of alternate learning procedures to help
pupils attain their individual learning expectancy levels
based on intelligence factors, achievement factors and
teacher evaluation. Basic subjects shall be defined for
these purposes as reading, writing, and computation
skills (Arizona Revised Statutes 1978-1979, p. 12).
On November 26, 1973, the Arizona State Board of Educa
tion further defined the above legislation into a mandate, part
of which reads:
d.

Skill in the Basic Subject Areas

The State Board of Education has adopted the goal that"
every student shall have the equal opportunity to learn to
read and write effectively and to master the basic compu
tational skills.
The State Board believes that developing standards for
these basic skills is prerequisite and essential to the
learning process of the student. Therefore the State
Board requires that promotion from year to year shall be
based upon predetermined standards for these basic skills
as established by the local district.
The State Board further requires that each student
shall attain at least a sixth grade competency in reading,
computational and written communicative skills, as deter
mined by the local district, prior to receiving the stan
dard eighth grade certificate of promotion. This policy
becomes effective January 1, 1976.
The State Board further requires that each student
shall demonstrate ability to read at a ninth grade level
of proficiency as shall be established by the local dis
trict, prior to graduation from high school. This policy
becomes effective January 1, 1976 (Arizona State Board of
Education 1973, pp. 75-76).
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In 1977, Arizona graduated the first high school class in
the nation required to pass minimal competency tests in reading
and math (Douglas 1978, p. 4).
Assumptions Underlying the Study
For the purpose of this study, the following assumptions
were made:
1.

School board members', teachers' and administrators' per
ceptions are a valid resource for determining the effects
of the State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate on the
schools.

2.

Three years is a sufficient amount of time for effects of
the competency mandate to be perceived in the schools.
Delimitations of the Study

1.

The findings of this study were limited to selected school
districts within the state of Arizona and results may not
necessarily be the same from schools outside the state.

2.

The study was not concerned with who was involved in de
veloping the program for compliance but what the response
to the State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate was.

3.

Information was gathered from a questionnaire regarding
the school district's program of compliance with the
State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate and not from
on-site visits to the districts.

4.

No students were asked to respond to the questionnaire.
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Definitions of Terms Used
The following definitions applied throughout the study:
1.

Administrator:

one who is responsible for the adminis

tration of a specific institution; in this study, the
principal or head teacher of a K-8 elementary school, a
middle/junior high school or senior high school.
2.

Basic skills:

generally reading, writing, and arithmetic

or computation skills.

May include career, leisure time,

citizenship and/or survival skills.
3.

Competency:

desired student performance representing

demonstrable ability to apply knowledge, understanding
and/or skills assumed to contribute to success in life
role functions (Neill 1978, p. 45).
4.

Competency Based Education (CBE):

a performance-oriented

set of processes that facilitate, measure, record, and
certify the demonstration of explicitly stated and agreed
upon learning outcomes that reflect successful function
ing in life roles (Keefe and Georgiades 1978, p. 95).
5.

Compliance:

the act of consenting or agreeing with, as

in following the State Board mandate to institute compe
tency testing.
6.

Criterion-Referenced Test:

a test developed to yield re

sults that are directly related to specified performance
standards.

19

7.

CUES:

continuous uniform evaluation system of pupil

achievement in relation to measurable performance objec
tives in basic subjects.

The legislated basis for the

State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate.
8.

Mandate:

an authoritative command or order issued to an

other under its jurisdiction, as in the Basic Skills man
date issued by the Arizona State Board of Education to
all Arizona schools.
9.

MOT:

minimal competency testing, another term used to

refer to a competency testing program designed to assess
student competencies in the basic skills areas.
10.

Modified Delphi Technique:

a method for the systematic

solicitation and collation of expert opinions through the
use of two questionnaires (Andaloro 1976, p. 6).
11.

Norm-referenced test:

a standardized test with results

that are interpreted in relation to the scores obtained
by a specified group.
12.

Proficiency:

a high state of attainment, an expertness,

in some knowledge, art, or skill.
13.

School board member:

a citizen elected to serve as a

representative of the citizenry on the governing board of
the school district in which he resides.
14.

Secondary school:

the school division following the ele

mentary school, comprising most often grades nine through
12 or grades seven through 12 (Good 1973, p. 281).
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15.

Teacher:

a person employed in an official capacity for

the purpose of guiding and directing the learning experi
ences of pupils or students in an educational institu
tion, whether public or private (Good 1973, p. 586).
Organization of Remaining Chapters
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature related to
competency programs. It includes literature on educational as
sumptions relating to definitions of basic skills, the setting of
competency goals and objectives, testing and measurement of com
petencies, and the effects of competency programs on minorities,
the handicapped and the law.
The research procedures for this study are discussed in
Chapter 3.

A description of sampling procedures, an explanation

of the Delphi procedure and its application to education, proce
dures used in developing and administering the first and second
questionnaires, and the procedures for analysis of the data are
included.
The findings of the research data are presented in Chapter
4.

Chapter 5 presents an analysis of the data, and Chapter 6

summarizes the findings.

This chapter concludes with recommenda

tions based on the findings of the study.

CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The literature reviewed in this chapter centers around
the underlying assumptions about schooling and human learning
which relate to competency policies.
discussed:

The following areas are

establishing goals of schooling, stating the goals

for purposes of assessment of extent attained, devising tests to
assess performance, and adjusting programs for students less well
prepared for schooling than the average.
Educational Assumptions Underlying
Competency Policies
Of importance when considering competency program poli
cies are the underlying educational assumptions about schooling
and human learning which may not have been adequately defined be
fore such policies are put into effect.

Wise (1978) listed the

following assumptions about schooling which he said seem to un
derlie legislated educational policy.

If these assumptions are

correct, he said, then educational policy may have its intended
consequences.
1.

While many goals for education are imaginable, so
ciety must find a limited set upon which agreement
is possible. The emerging consensus appears to be
that the purpose of schooling is to provide the
student with basic and career skills. Establishing
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limited goals for schools is thought to facilitate
goal attainment.
2.

The goals must be put in a form that will permit
assessment of the extent to which they are attained.
Most effort has been given to defining the basic
skills of reading and arithmetic. Such definition
is thought to facilitate goal attainment.

3.

Tests are then devised to assess performance. When
the scores are available they can be compared with
other scores—districtwide, statewide, or nation
wide. Such comparisons are thought to facilitate,
student, teacher, program, and school evaluation
and improvement.

4.

Some complexity is added by the realization that
some children arrive at school less well prepared
than others. For such children schools will either
adjust expectations downward or provide supplemen
tary educational services (Wise 1978, p. 597).
Wise (1978, p. 597) then continued to add additional as

sumptions underlying those given above:
1.

The child is pliable, at least within the range of
normal aptitude and normal expectations. As noted,
an ambivalent attitude is held toward children who
arrive at school displaying less than normal
aptitude.

2.

The teacher is pliable and will reconstitute his be
havior in the face of legislation, court orders,
regulations, or scientific knowledge about education.

3.

There exists a science of education which yields
treatment that can be applied by teacher to student.

Moreover, underlying the assumption that there is a treatment
that can be applied by teacher to student are the suggestions
that students will respond equally to the treatment, and that
they have the capacity to meet a uniform competency standard.
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Wise (1978, p. 597) continued:

"Missing from this set of

assumptions about education is reference to the process of educa
tion—to how educational practice affects the child.

Thus edu

cational policy is designed to alter the practice of education
without an understanding of how education actually occurs."

It

is as if it is believed that legislating something to occur is
sufficient to cause it to occur.
Each of the first four assumptions is still widely de
bated and as yet unresolved concerning its utility and impact
upon the present educational system.
Assumption #1: Society Must Agree
upon Goals of Schooling
Society, which includes parents, teachers, administrators,
legislators, and other taxpayers, must come to an agreement on
what students need to learn and be competent in as a result of 12
years of schooling.

There is still much discussion and some dis

agreement about exactly what competencies are so important that a
high school diploma can be denied as a result of not having ac
quired them.

In Brickell's (1978, p. 589) list of the seven key

notes on minimum competency testing, deciding which competencies
to measure is of utmost importance before designing a minimum
competency program and is not as easy as it may seem.
Discussion centers around the terms "school skills" and
"life skills."

Brickell (1978, p. 589) defined school skills as

those "needed to succeed later in school" and life skills as

those "needed to succeed later in life." One set of skills indi
cates whether a student is ready for the next course in school,
and the other indicates whether he is ready for the shopping cen
ter.

The distinction is important, Brickell said, because the

focus has an effect on the items used on competency tests, which
ultimately label a student competent or incompetent.

He con

tinued by mentioning that there are basic skills such as reading,
writing, and arithmetic which are used in both school and life.
That is why they are called "basic."

How they are used in school

(in" abstraction, as in setting up a math problem) and how they
are used in life (in balancing a checkbook where the problem has
been set up by the bank and the task is to compute) may required
different tests to determine proficiency.
Spady (1978, pp. 16-17) stated that most competency pro
grams have become no more than a testing and remediation program
focused on basic literacy and mathematical skills.

While these

lay the groundwork for competency in life roles, life skills are
much more complex, involving
1.

coping with .the ever-changing realities of social condi
tions which allows a competent person to adapt in the
face of difficult and shifting circumstances and demands,

2.

creating the quality of experience and success one seeks
in a life role,

3. utilizing many discrete individual capacities which may
either be apparent and easy to measure or subtle or even
invisible to many people,
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4.

realizing the affective capacities which may be the at
tributes that most facilitate life-role success.

"While

knowledge, skills, and concepts are important components
of success in life roles, they do not ensure it (Spady
1978, p. 16)."

Equally important, according to Spady,

are attitudes, feelings, values, expectations, motiva
tion, independence, cooperation, endurance and intuition,
and
5.

understanding that "competencies ultimately require role
performance, not just acquisition of skills or knowledge
of appropriate methods (Spady 1978, p. 17)." Competen
cies are both reflections of what one is and what one
does.

Spady concluded that competencies are indicators of successful
performance in life-role activities and involve the ability to
create effective results in one's life.
Wolf (1978, p. 33) also referred to the complexity of the
educational process by stating that an educated person is a holis
tic concept.

The student learns within a global context composed

of physical, social, emotional, intellectual, and spiritual fac
tors.

An integrated pattern is woven when these factors integrate

with basic subject matter skills taught in school.

An educated

person is composed in the interrelationship of these factors.
Part of society's decision on what goals it wants for its
schools must consider the "tranferability of school learning to
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life and the extent of the school's responsibilities for foster
ing the moral and technical socialization of youngsters (Spady
1978, p. 17)."

If society chooses to foster and assess competen

cy outcomes, the school will have to alter substantially the role
of segmented school subjects.
As it is now, Howell (1978, p. 9) suggested that if mini
mum competency testing is to be a test of school skills, what in
sures the successful solving of life's problems, and if it is to
be a test of life skills, what preparation does a student receive
for such a test in school other than acquiring basic school
skills?

This seems to indicate that in order for competency pro

grams to be complete, schools must reorganize their goals and in
clude life skills where they have been omitted or balance school
skills with life skills to derive maximum benefit from the
program.
However, Faxon (1978, p. 55) stated that even CBE enthu
siasts make no claim that CBE includes new techniques for improv
ing teaching or learning.

CBE programs reorganize school

activities, not necessarily alter the fundamental processes of
teaching and learning.

Vlaanderen (1978, p. 15) agreed that

"there is nothing inherent in MCT that promises new teaching
methods, innovative programs, or new use of technology."

How

ever, some say the visibility given to the objectives will some
how lead to improved classroom instruction (Reilly 1978a, p. 26).
Another view in this controversy concerns distinguishing
between competencies which are necessary for adequate functioning

in life and competencies which are desirable because they in
crease the likelihood of adequate functioning or success in life.
According to Coombs (1979, p. 178), "Acquiring skills necessary
to adequate functioning in life is a more significant good than
acquiring skills that are merely desirable."

Reading, writing,

and mathematical skills are considered basic and, therefore,
necessary for adequate functioning in life.

A difficulty arises,

however, in showing that these skills are indeed necessary be
cause sensible people disagree as to what constitutes adequate
functioning or a successful life.
If we were to take an ordinary conception of an adequate
or successful life, we might find the basic skills unnecessary to
its realization.

Coombs (1979, p. 178) gave an example regarding

the basic skill of reading:
A person who cannot read may be unable to do many
things the average person does, but can we show that he
is unable to have a successful life? I think not. A
talented artist or artisan could likely be selfsupporting, happy and well-informed without being able
to read. Understanding contracts and filling out tax
forms need not be a serious problem for him, for a per
son of average means can afford to get help with such
matters. Had he the inclination, he could even enjoy
novels recorded on tape.
While Coombs submitted that these basic skills may not be neces
sary, he stated that they certainly are desirable.
The question, then, exceeds the determination of which
skills should be measured for competent performance and includes
deciding whether a competency testing program is the best means
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to ensure that students will increase their acquisition of the
basic skills.
Assumption #2: Goals Must Permit
Assessment of Extent Attained
The competency testing emphasis has come on the basis of
widespread interest in curriculum revision, particularly goals
definition. It is agreed that goals and objectives are necessary
to the instructional program.

Disagreement arises concerning the

format used for presenting them, i.e., should they be stated in
general terms listing concepts and teaching approaches or in be
havioral terms defining specific behaviors in terms of student
performance?

Also under discussion and yet to be resolved is the

idea of putting all desired outcomes into measurable terms and
how doing this relates to goals developed for the affective
domain.
Daloz (1978, p. 23) listed three different philosophies
concerning establishing objectives for competency programs:
1.

One group believes that competencies are to be specified
in rigorous detail and operationalized as behavioral
objectives.

2.

Another group does not adhere to a strict behavioral ob
jective format, but they do insist that criteria and
standards be specified in advance by the institution,
even if tViey are not included as a part of the competen
cy statement itself.
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3.

And still others sketch out broad areas of competence and
an evaluation process and leave the details up to the
faculty and students.
Most competency programs believe the curriculum should be

based on descriptions of intended learning outcomes and not on
lists of courses or teaching strategies. Descriptions of these
outcomes are made more specific and defined in terms of actual
student competencies and capacities.

They are made the basis of

operations and decisions regarding student assessment and move
ment through an instructional program. Spady (1978, p. 19)
stated, "To use the term Tcompetency-based1 to describe a major
approach to education is to treat the framing and attainment of
outcomes as the primary base of school operations."

However, we

return to the question of which competencies the outcomes should
be based on, since there is still considerable disagreement on
this question and a sufficient consensus is necessary before
schools can become outcome-based.
Mager led the movement toward defining instructional out
comes in terms of student behaviors.

He (1962, p. 3) believed an

objective tells what the learner should be like as a result of
some learning experience.

Competency programs generally accept

the behavioral format although there is some concern that this ap
proach will limit the scope of instruction.

Bloom, Hastings, and

Madaus (1971) cautioned against attempting to anticipate all possi
ble outcomes of instruction.

They said that teachers may get the
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mistaken impression that only the planned results are important
and evaluate only those outcomes explicitly detailed in advance.
Other important unforeseen outcomes of instruction may be disre
garded and these may be significant ones.
McAshan (1974, p. 3) questioned the belief that knowledge
acquisition is necessarily related to behavior change when he
said:
. . . a goal designed to impart knowledge or under
standing is a different thing entirely from a goal for
changing behavior. Research has never been able to fully
determine the relationship between knowledge and behavior.
Teachers as well as other persons have accumulated knowl
edge from hundreds of hours of course work with sometimes
very little change in behavior.
McAshan said that knowledge can be implied by behavior, but that
knowledge can imply many different types of behavior.

Defining

instructional goals as outcome behaviors may confuse rather than
clarify instructional intents.

Donmoyer (1979, p. 558) referred

to Good, Biddle, and Brophy who showed commitment to measurable
outcomes but nonetheless "acknowledge that behavioral objectives
have limited utility for development of the higher, more complex
levels of cognition." He (1979, p. 558) continued by quoting
Kenneth Stube who said that "even elementary cognitive skills are
probably not susceptible to behavioral specification in principle
and are clearly not susceptible to behavioral specification in
practice."
Whether outcome behaviors are explicitly stated or not,
in most competency programs, objectives are formulated with an

end product in mind.

An "ideal student" or "target role" is

postulated and on the basis of this model, a hierarchy of state
ments is developed. This procedure enables the students to mark
their progress and know when they have met their goals. It makes
evaluation an important part of the competency program, so much
so that some say CBE is essentially an evaluation methodology.
Daloz (1978, p. 24) described the desired end product, a selfreliant learner, which should be used as a model for'competency
programs:
A self-reliant learner is a person who can estab
lish his present competence [knows where he's at]; set
his goals [decide where he wants to go]; develop a learn
ing plan [determine how to get there]; implement the plan
[do it]; and evaluate his progress [show when he has
arrived].
Not all competency programs are so clear on what the end
product of their system should be.

By emphasizing an end pro

duct, however, and not the learning processes along the way to
becoming a self-reliant learner is to treat all students as if
they should become identical end products.

Competency programs

can be a useful tool as a means to developing competence, which
may be valuable and unique for each learner, not competencies,
which can become minimum ends listed as checkmarks on a piece of
paper.

". . .as the child begins to be self-motivated and

starts learning the things he wants to learn for his life goals,
it becomes more and more difficult to standardize his learning
onto a specific set of learning objectives (Faxon 1978, p. 55)."

32

As stated above, students involve themselves in choosing
learning experiences appropriate to their desired goals.

A

danger of some back-to-basics programs is that the teacher will
be assumed to have all the answers and be the sole manipulator of
student progress on his competency continuum with little decision
making left to the student.
seem to want.
selves.

This, however, is not what parents

Many complain that students do not think for them

"There is an obvious contradiction in developing a de

pendent learning environment and still expecting learners to
evolve into independent thinkers (Wolf 1978, p. 34)."
Student involvement in setting goals and determining ob
jectives does not play a major part in competency programs.

How

ever, students selecting from alternative instructional
strategies leading to the same objective, which is a common ele
ment in competency programs, works toward giving the student some
responsibility for his learning (H'ohn and Meinke 1978, p. 211).
This, in turn, can create independent thinkers.
Daloz (1978, pp. 25-26) insisted that students must be
more involved in deciding what should be learned as well as how
to learn it. They remain "passive recipients of someone else's
thinking" if we continue to decide how we will prepare them.
There is a better chance of making life-long learners of students
if we give them responsibility for their learning from the very
beginning of the educational plan.

Classroom experiences can

provide the opportunity for students to reorganize past learning
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and skills.

Learning is a continuous process through life, and

the unique experiences each individual brings to the classroom
have an effect on the direction individual learning takes (Wolf
1978, p. 33).
One would expect course objectives to emphasize the ap
plication of skills and knowledge under a competency based for
mat.

Keefe and Georgiades (1978, p. 104) stated, however, that

there is a fear of losing sight of the affective, areas of the
life experience that cannot be easily reduced to measurable terms.
Schools have a responsibility to consider affective areas, but
they have been de-emphasized because of the difficulty in operationalizing them (Hohn and Meinke 1978, p. 212).

Spady (1978,

p. 17) believed that affective "skills" have as much influence on
a successful life as cognitive knowledge.
MaAshan (1974, pp. 187, 212-213) admitted the difficulty
of developing affective goals.

He has said that once a desirable

goal is chosen, strategies should be developed for its achieve
ment.

It is converted into a performance objective if appropri

ate evaluation is possible. Then, if a meaningful criterion
standard is known, that, too, should be included.

However, if

there is no known criterion standard, as in most affective areas,
the performance outcome and the goal should not be discarded.

A

desirable goal does not become less desirable because of a lack
of an apparent performance outcome.

It is the goal, rather than

the evaluation outcome, that has intrinsic value and which repre
sents the desired end to be achieved.
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McAshan (1974) suggested that since abstract affective
goals, such as attitude, are extremely difficult to determine,
educators must set the goals in specific terms which can be mea
sured by overt performances.

Using a taxonomy, such as that sug

gested by Krathwohl, Bloom, and Masia (1964), as a guide to
writing affective goals helps identify the more specific per
formances that indicate the abstract goal.

Krathwohl et al.

(1964, p. 80) have defined the affective hierarchy in terms which
make goal setting and evaluation clearly possible at the lower,
more specific levels.

The higher level goals are more abstract

and therefore more difficult to measure.

The higher affective

changes are accumulative; the teacher simply does not have her
students for the length of time needed to determine significant
change.
While McAshan and others insisted that the difficulty of
affective measurement does not excuse the deletion of affective
goals from the instructional program, Ebel (1975, p. 85) strongly
suggested that "to the extent that a proposed educational outcome
is intangible—i.e., not clearly defined--it is worthless as a
goal of instruction."

A year later, in 1976, Ebel reiterated

that most of the noncognitive objectives progressive educators
profess are more or less intangible. He (1976, p. 309) stated:
They tend to be the hoped-for by-products of particu
lar activities. These hypothetical by-products often
provide the main justification for that activity. But in
the absence of any dependable means of measuring how much
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of the intended by-product actually resulted from the
activity, its justification remains hypothetical and
questionable.
He was quoted most recently as saying that "all important
educational objectives are measurable and should be measured
but . . . cognitive objectives are most important (Ebel 1979b,
p. 2), and that humanistic educators may serve well the interests
of society with their concern over a child's well-being to the
detriment of urging him to excel, but he thinks not (Ebel 1979a,
P- 3).
Most agree, however, that the affective domain cannot be
ignored in a competency program.
Assumption #3: Tests Are Devised
to Assess Performance
Evaluation of established educational goals and measure
ment of student competence in relation to those goals is the
heart of competency programs for many.

Society is attempting to

agree upon common goals for today's schools, educators are form
ing objectives that specifically define those goals, and every
one, from parent to administrator, is attempting to determine the
most reliable method of evaluating student progress on the com
petency continuum.
While some say that competency programs are essentially
an evaluation methodology, there are others who insist that re
liable and valid assessment techniques, although of great impor
tance, are nonetheless tools and not ends in themselves. They

make it easier to tell what has been learned but do not determine
what should be learned (Daloz 1978, pp. 23-24).

Spady (1978,

p. 21) stated that the danger of poor articulation between as
sessment and instruction can be averted if it is realized that
competency programs are "built around the close integration of
these essential components (a) outcome goals; (b) instructional
experiences that directly reflect those goals; and (c) assessment
devices that represent the operational definition of the goal
itself."
Much of the impetus for competency testing has come from
reports on test score decline.

Munday (1979a, p. 496) stated:

The decline was first called to public attention some
four years ago when the College Entrance Examination
Board released newspaper acticles stating that scores on
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) were failing. It was
also discovered that scores on the ACT, another admissions
test, were declining.
Many believed that a college admissions test designed to
predict success in college was not a good indicator of student
competence, so national standardized achievement test data were
reviewed and the conclusion was drawn that there was indeed a
decline in school achievement in the late 1960's which carried
over to the early 1970's.
Two things happened as a result of this conclusion:
(1) the public began looking for reasons why achievement had de
clined and (2) at the same time called for more academic account
ability, with particular emphasis on the basics.
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Many reasons have been listed for the decline, ranging
from Ebel's (1976, pp. 306-307) blaming humanistic and affective
education to increased youth crime, drug use, and youth suicide
(Rogers and Baron 1976, p. 311).

The most comprehensive list has

been compiled by the College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB) as
reported by Ryor (1977, p. 6). It includes the following reasons
which, admittedly, may be difficult to document but, nonetheless,
may have affected the decline:
1. The period of sharpest decline in scores (1972-1975) and
the years before are referred to as a "decade of distrac
tion." The trauma of events such as a divisive war,
political assassination, burning cities and corruption of
national leadership may have affected the motivation of
the young.
2.

The traditional role of the family was changing, particu
larly an increase in the number of children living in
homes in which two parents were not present.

There is no

definitive evidence supporting this theory but the gener
al consensus is that the effect of these changes on the
young is negative.
3.

Most students by age 16 have spent between 10,000 and
15,000 hours watching television—more time than has been
spent in school.

This activity has distracted students

from homework and other school activities.
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4.

The addition of many elective courses and the reduction
of the number of courses that all students are required
to take may have led to a decrease of emphasis on the
tradition of critical reading and careful writing.

5.

There may be a diminished effort toward attention to
mastery of skills and knowledge and seriousness of pur
pose in the schools, in the home and in society in gen
eral. Illustrating this point is the condoning of
excessive absenteeism, grade inflation, automatic promo
tion from grade to grade, less homework, and easier
textbooks.

6.

There seems to have been a lessening of learning motiva
tion, at least as it appears to be directly or indirectly
related to performance on college entrance examinations.
While all of these events point to drastic changes in so

ciety and schools since 1963, the SAT, which society still refers
to in terms of low student achievement, essentially is unchanged.
Indeed, it was originally designed in 1941 as an unchanging mea
surement to predict student performance in college. It is a test
of more advanced academic ability and not a test of basic skills.
According to William S. Turnbull (1977, p. 13), the purpose of
the SAT is to reflect abilities which have been developed in a
variety of settings rather than to mirror the adequacy of teach
ing and the courses of study in the secondary school.
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Further analysis of declining scores show that not all
areas show a decline (Phi Delta Kappan 1979b, p. 339; Munday
1979b, p. 671), although argument continues to arise concerning
these conclusions (Copperman 1979, pp. 737-738).
Ellis (1978, p. 74) championed the public schools for
adequately dealing with the rapid changes which have occurred in
the past four years and which are expected to occur in the remain
ing 21 years of this century by stating that the schools,
. . . have the image of failing more people than ever
before. But look for a moment at the process. In the
last decade public schools have tested more eyes, more
teeth; done more counseling; held more health exams; fed
more breakfasts and lunches; rearranged safety organiza
tions; had demonstrations where society came together in
a massive conflict of values which ended up integrating
the school populations; and they did it all within the
framework of the same hours and very little more re
sources. Then, the schools were given national standard
ized tests which were devised by people who did not
recognize or accept the rapid rate of growth of informa
tion and all the changing factors affecting the kids, and
the kids did only a little bit worse than ever before.
Hurray for the public schools!
Norm-Referenced Tests.

There is general agreement that

standardized test scores are declining although there is no con
sensus on the reasons why.

Can we assume that this means student

competence has also declined? It is necessary here to determine
what standardized achievement tests are designed to measure and
what information a test score gives us about students.

A stan

dardized test is a norm-referenced test, that is a test which is
"designed to determine an examinee's performance in relationship
to that of a group of individuals who have previously taken the
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test (Popham 1976, p. 593)."

Because an examinee's score is

"referenced" to the performance of a norm group in order to in
terpret it, the test is called a norm-referenced test.

For Bloom

et al. (1971, p. 61), it is summative evaluation or a more gener
al assessment of the degree to which larger outcomes have been at
tained over a period of time.
Goodlad (1979, p. 343) offered this observation on the
norming process which ranks students on a test according to the
normal curve—50% below and 50% above the fiftieth percentile:
My subproposition, stated earlier, is that from one
perspective the conventional achievement norm is an in
adequate criterion of school success and, from another,
it corrupts the educative process. If we are to use stu
dent outcomes as a major measure of school and student
performance--and I assume we will for a long time to
come--then let us at least endeavor to appraise that per
formance in line with the four sets of goals for which
our schools are responsible.
Goodlad suggested that we use tests geared to domains designated
by the school's goals and not tests made up of often-irrelevant
items which are designed to elicit 50% success and 50% failure.
These tests pit students against students but tell us little or
nothing about them or their schools.
Lyman (1963, pp. 1-2) compared test score information
with demonstrated achievement when he stated that "test scores
do not determine future performance; demonstrated achievement is
more conclusive evidence than is a score on a test intended to
predict achievement."

He continued by saying that tests which

are intended to predict achievement do not predict the
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achievement of individuals but the performance of groups.

"They

are far less accurate in individual situations (Lyman 1963,
p. 5)."

Spady (1978, p. 21) stated that the single numerical

score derived from a standardized test tells you the student
scored at the eighth-grade level.

You may still not know what

the particular strengths and weaknesses of a student are.
Rudman (1977, p. 181) believed standardized tests are
prepared with undue care, and that they do have the capability to
determine an individual student's success on specific skills and
concepts.

It is not the tests or scores which withhold valuable

information but the users of the scores who fail to utilize the
information that is there.
Test preparation is a concern for Taylor (1977, pp. 3940) who compared standardized test questions to Mice's Adventures
in Wonderland.

Among other things, he said that questions (1)

contain no reality, (2) are illogical, and (3) are nonsense.

Not

all questions are poorly constructed, but at least 10%, and Taylor
would go as high as 20%, are seriously faulty.

This is sufficient

to obstruct the good performance on a test by some students.

He

questioned what we are actually learning about children who take
these tests if the tests are as poorly constructed as they seem.
Criterion-Referenced Tests.

To counteract the criticism

surrounding the use of normed tests to evaluate individual compe
tencies, many have turned to the use of criterion-referenced
tests, which they say are a more realistic determination of
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competence.

Popham (1976, p. 593) defined a criterion-referenced

test as follows:
A criterion-referenced test . . . permits us to de
termine whether or not an examinee can display a clearly
defined set of behaviors .... The "criterion" to
which an examinee's score is referenced is the delimited
class of skills which the test is designed to measure.
With a well-constructed criterion-referenced test, it is
possible to reference an examinee's performance to a
clearly described set of behaviors so that we can say
with confidence, for example, whether a student does or
does not possess a particular competency.
Kazalunas (1978, p. 60) explained that criterionreferenced tests are used to measure levels of competency, knowl
edge, or mastery and can compare past levels of performance with
present levels.

These tests can also be used as predictors.

For

example, if the child has obtained a high score on two-digit num
bers, he can probably progress to three-digit numbers.

Bloom

et al. (1971, p. 61) called this formative evaluation, or evalu
ation to determine the degree of mastery of a task and to pin
point parts of the task not mastered.
According to Appelbaum (1979, p. 190), advocates of cri
terion referencing prefer this approach because it "more nearly
meets the abstract concept of competency testing--to assure a
certain basic level of mastery of some set of material."
The question answered by criterion referencing is not how
does an individual compare to others but how well does he perform
a specific task or demonstrate knowledge of a particular skill.
Thompson (1979) said it is simpler to ask for a demonstration of
a task to determine competency than to analyze test scores.

He (1979, p. 5) said:
act . . . .

. . require students to perform an

An act . . . is a demonstration of competency, and

the problem for the student is how to perform that demonstra
tion .... Test results sometimes tell more about how well a
student takes tests than about how competent he or she may be in
the area being tested."

Requiring students to demonstrate an act

gives a student more options.

Thompson (1979, p. 5) continued:

While there is only one correct way to answer a test
question, there may be many ways to demonstrate a pro
ficiency. Students must be given multiple options as
they attempt to demonstrate their proficiency. Although
it may seem contradictory, demonstration options may
even include success on a test. For instance, a student
who has achieved a grade equivalent of 12.0 on a stan
dardized reading test should be deemed to have met the
news magazine reading proficiency.
Gaining valid and reliable information about student com
petence from criterion-referenced measures depends upon the clear
articulation of goals and objectives which reflect the knowledge
and skills thought to be basic.

Criterion-referenced measures

are appealing to educators because of their increased descriptive
power.

The more clearly a given test performance can be under

stood, the more apt that performance is to be interpreted proper
ly (Popham 1976, p. 593).
Ebel (1975, p. 85) listed the following problems to be
considered when using this method of evaluation:
1.

selecting and then defending a unique set of ideas and
abilities which each student will be expected to learn,
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2.

defining the level of test performance which indicates
attainment of that particular objective,

3.

repeat testing of those who have not met the minimum
standard on the first attempt,

4.

creating multiple parallel test forms to use in repeat
testing,

5.

reporting only two levels of achievement when there may
exist many achievement levels,

6.

treating an achievement slightly above the criterion as
completely satisfactory while achievement below is com
pletely unsatisfactory, and

7.

producing, distributing, and using detailed reports on
which objectives a student has and has not mastered.
While many speak about using one method of evaluation to

the exclusion of the other, Ebel (1975) said that there are three
different kinds of achievement comparisons.

One measures a per

son's achievement in relation to some standard; another distin
guishes present achievement from past achievement, both
criterion-referenced measures.

Other tests, normed-referenced

tests, offer a comparison of one individual's achievement to an
other's.

Each test type provides an essentially different kind

of information.

For this reason, Bloom et al. (1971, pp. 61-62)

cautioned against using one examination for both summative and
formative purposes.
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A National Academy of Education panel, chaired by Stephen
Bailey (1978, p. 15) discussed the distinctions between normreferenced and criterion-referenced tests.

The panel members

stated that norm referencing and criterion referencing are pro
cesses which can be applied to a test.

Therefore, a test is

either norm or criterion referenced depending on which process
has been applied to it.

Popham (1976, p. 594) saw an advantage

in-adding normative data to a criterion-referenced test.

He be

lieved that the test would not lose clarity, but that useful in
formation might be gained.

In addition to having the information

that 70% of a district's students has mastered the first language
arts competency, educators would also know if 70% were indeed in
dicating sufficient competence in relation to other peer groups.
This additional information does not dictate what level of pro
ficiency constitutes acceptable performance but should help make
decisions regarding the quality of a performance.
In addition to using test results to draw conclusions
about student progress, a discussion group at the Minimum Compe
tency Measurement Conference (1976, p. 7) listed three uses of
competency test results:
1.

to establish a national standard to indicate whether
young people can function in society;

2. to report competencies to decision makers at all levels
so comparisons could be drawn between states, districts,
and schools; and
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3.

to make changes in school systems based on the results.

Furthermore, according to Vlaanderen (1978, p. 14) many legisla
tures are asking whether minimum competency test results could be
used to evaluate and dismiss teachers.
Assumption #4: Schools Will Adjust to
Some Students Less Well Prepared
The fourth and last major assumption states that since
children arrive at school with varying degrees of preparation,
the school will either lower its expectations for these students
or otherwise make program adjustments to provide for their spe
cial needs. It is understood that the majority of children in
this category are ethnic minorities, bilingual, or educationally,
mentally, or physically handicapped.

Also in consideration here

are those gifted children who may be denied the opportunity to go
as far beyond the minimum as they are capable.

The question of

the effects on these children may be-seen as a fairness issue,
but to many, it has become a legal one as well.
Neill (1979, p. 452) summarized statements by lawyer
Merle Steven McClung which listed four legal questions concerning
competency testing now beginning to surface: (1) adequacy of
phase-in period, (2) adequacy of the match between competency
test content and instruction, (3) possible discriminatory effects
on minority students, and (4) questions related to handicapped
students.
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Phase-In Period.

The phase-in period for many competency

programs may not give secondary students sufficient time to cor
rect problems pinpointed by competency testing.

A student may

have spent 10 or 11 years in the school system, being passed from
grade to grade, only to find late in his school career that he
has not met basic competency requirements for graduation.
not certain when notice should be given (first grade?

It is

fourth

grade?) in order to be fair, but it is certain that notice given
late in one's educational program is inadequate (McClung 1978,
p. 397).

There is, however, no legal precedent for giving notice

to students that failing a competency exam could mean they will
not graduate.
Test Content and Instruction.

The question of due pro

cess arises when students are faced with tests which contain ma
terial that has not been a part of the school curriculum. It is
actually a question of curricular validity, which is a measure of
how well test items represent the objectives of the curriculum,
and instructional validity, which is the translation of curricu
lar objectives into topics actually taught in the classroom.
Tests are legally vulnerable in the area of test/
instruction match if an individual's freedom of choice is in
fringed upon by mandating personal and social behaviors, and if
the test goes beyond the basic skills with attempts to measure
social responsibility, good citizenship, self-concept, job pre
paredness, and other "affective" areas. It is not only
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questionable whether these areas can be measured, but also
whether they can be taught (McClung 1978). McClung (1978,
p. 398) continued:
A competency test that measures adult life-role skills
that were never taught in school—and then is used as a
basis for denying a diploma--is arguably so arbitrary as
to violate due process of law. A competency test lacking
curricular or instructional validity might violate sub
stantive due process because then the students are being
penalized even though they cannot personally be faulted
for poor performance on the test.
Minority Discrimination.

There are subtantial numbers of

white middle-class students who cannot meet minimal competency
standards. In spite of this, there is evidence that a dispro
portionate number of black and Hispanic students will be adverse
ly affected by a competency test requirement.

Title VI of the

Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits practices that have the effect
of discrimination against individuals on the grounds of race,
color, or national origin. In the light of Title VI, which af
fects virtually all public schools, unfairness in the administra
tion of a competency test or in the test itself must be examined.
It has been noted that some school districts are imposing
competency testing programs on Hispanic children with no Spanish
translation of the test or no corresponding curricular and in
structional modification.
fect on these children.

This can have a disproportionate ef

However, even competency tests

administered in the child's own language may run the risk of
legal challenge for the items may still be based on middle-class
understandings and, more importantly, may not meet the explicit
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goal of competency requirements which assure that students are
competent in reading, writing, and math, presumably in the lan
guage of the nation (Neill 1979, p. 453).
In Florida, the first federal court challenge to compe
tency testing has been filed (Harris 1978, p. 1).

Ten black

students, all of whom failed a competency test and will be denied
a high school diploma as a result, allege that the life-skills
battery results in a disproportionate number of black students
failing.
They say that 77% of black students who took the math
test failed as compared to only 24% of white students; 26% of
black juniors failed the communications part to only 3% of white
students.

They also claim that they were given inadequate no

tice, only four months, in order to prepare for the test. Also,
when these students entered first grade, they were in segregated
schools which denied them equal educational opportunities.
In September 1979, a U. S. District Court judge postponed
for four more years the use of the Florida minimum competency
test as a requirement for high school graduation (Phi Delta
Kappan 1979a, p. 4).

The judge concluded that the 1978-79 high

school seniors had attended segregated schools in their first
three years of public education, and that the disproportionate
failure rate for blacks resulted from past discrimination.

The

competency test itself, however, was found to be valid and non
discriminatory, either racially or culturally.
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In the opinion of Getz and Glass (1979, p. 184), however,
the contention that past discrimination practices have adversely
affected the performance of blacks does not explain why there is
still a disproportionate number of blacks failing the test when
they have attended the same schools as whites.
It is not felt that minorities should not be required to
meet competency requirements, but that due caution be taken to
see that they are not unfairly discriminated against or illegally
denied a high school diploma. In fact, some feel that minorities
have benefits to derive from competency program requirements
(Vlaanderen 1978, p. 15; Rickover 1979, p. 161). The establish
ment of standards will enable the schools to pay increased atten
tion to a larger number of students in heed of basic skills
instruction, many of whom come from culturally different back
grounds.

Care must be taken, however, that the classrooms do not

end up resegregated.

Washington (1979, p. 326) stated that

"reading and other skills groups stratified by achievement levels
may result in considerable racial resegregation, with many minor
ity students often clustered in the lower level groups."
Handicapped and Slow Learners.

Minimum competency deci

sions affecting handicapped students are tied to the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act, P. L. 94-142.

Under the provi

sions of this act, all children must have an IEP (individualized
education program) which includes the identification of the
child's present levels of educational performance, short- and

long-term objectives and the special and regular educational ser
vices he is to receive (H. Rutherford Turnbull 1978, p. 525).
The competencies for these students are developed according to
their individual abilities to attain them.

For some, this proce

dure takes the place of minimum competency testing per se.

For

others, it presents a legal problem of denial of due process
since, according to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, handicapped
students must not be excluded from programs in federally assisted
schools solely on the basis of their handicap (Phi Delta Kappan
1978b, p. 646).

The final conclusion seems to be to make deci

sions regarding competency testing for the handicapped on a caseby-case basis.
Dunlap (1979, p. 327) called attention to those students
who are low achievers, the slow learner with an IQ that is low
but not low enough for special education.

These children are

forced to compete with students of all other ability levels and
must meet the standards set for the average child.•
The achievement expectancy level for children with a 70
IQ, for example, is no higher than the high sixth grade.

Even

programs that allow multiple testing or several years of remedia
tion would not be sufficient to enable them to gain a minimum
standard set for average children.

These children need to go to

school through the twelfth grade in order to reach a seventh-,
eighth-, or ninth-grade level.

Educational Testing Service, how

ever, in a recent report, still advises intensive remedial
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efforts for children who fail to meet a minimum standard (Phi
Delta Kappan 1978a, p. 432).

Dunlap (1979, p. 327) said we may

have contributed to the failure of these children in the past,
but we must not now ensure their failure "by imposing standards
that we know they cannot attain."
Wise (1979) agreed that the poor (low achieving) student
may be the biggest loser in the competency movement.

He (1979,

p. 548) stated:
Poor students are the biggest losers. Ther will be
three groups of 20-year-olds soon. There will be those
who have a grade A high school diploma; they will be all
right. There will be high school dropouts, and there
will be the people with the grade B school completion
certificate. I would like to see how the job market will
discriminate between those people who are high school
dropouts and those who are certified incompetents.
Chris Pipho (1979, p. 554), after examination of the many
issues, concluded:
The debate is over. The issue is much larger than mini
mum competency testing. The issue really is public educa
tion—who controls it, what will the teacher teach, and what
can we expect the students to learn? While the problems
seem immense, public support and expectations are high on
this issue. What we do will help win public support or lose
it. I plead for less hyperreaction and more common sense.
Summary
This chapter presented a review of the literature related
to educational assumptions underlying schooling and human learning
particularly important to the development of competency policies.
The following major areas were discussed:

the establishment of

goals of schooling, the stating of those goals for purposes of
assessment of extent attained, the development of tests to assess

53

performance, and the program adjustments needed to provide for
students less well prepared for schooling than the average
student.
There are four major assumptions underlying legislated
competency policies which may not have been adequately defined
before such policies are put into effect.

Educational policy may

have its intended consequences if these assumptions are correct.
The assumptions are:
1.

that among the many goals for education which are imagin
able, there are a limited set upon which society is able
to agree.

It is felt that establishing limited goals for

schools will facilitate goal attainment.
2.

that it is necessary to put the goals into a form that
will permit assessment of the extent to which they are
attained.

This definition is thought to facilitate goal

attainment.
3.

that tests should be devised to assess student perfor
mance.

These tests would enable comparisons of scores

district-wide, state-wide, or nation-wide.

These test

comparisons would facilitate student, teacher, program
and school evaluation and improvement.
4.

that a complexity exists because of the realization that
some children arrive at school less well prepared than
others.

Schools will then have to either adjust expecta

tions downward or provide supplementary educational
services.
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Society must come to an agreement on what students need
to learn and be competent in as a result of 12 years of schooling.
It is difficult to design a minimum competency program before the
required .competencies have been identified.

Discussions center

around the identification of school skills and life skills.

The

distinction is important because the focus has an effect on the
items used on a competency test which ultimately label a student
competent or incompetent.

Life skills are more complex than

school skills and consist of concepts which may be difficult to
recognize and measure.

School skills, on the other hand, are

more readily identifiable but may not be sufficient evidence of a
student's ability to attain success in life.
There are some competencies which are necessary for a suc
cessful life and others which are desirable.

Making this distinc

tion may be difficult because there is difficulty in determining
what a successful life actually is.

There are some people who may

be considered successful who have not mastered the basic skills.
The conclusion seems to be that while the basic skills may not al
ways be necessary to attaining success in life roles, they cer
tainly are desirable and increase the probability of success in
life.
The second area of importance is the presentation of goals
and objectives in a form which permits accurate assessment.

Some

competency programs insist on a strict behavioral definition of
goals, others say standards must be specified in advance but not
necessarily in behavioral terms, and still others outline broad
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areas of competence and leave the details to faculty and the
students.
There is agreement in most competency programs that the
curriculum should be based upon descriptions of learning outcomes
and not upon lists of courses and teaching strategies.
Stating the goals, however, in terms of student behavior
may be misleading.

There is no guarantee that a specific behav

ior indicates knowledge acquisition, as knowledge acquisition may
imply many different types of behavior. It is also questionable
whether behavioral objectives can be utilized for development of
the higher more complex levels of cognition.
A caution in many competency programs is not to establish
a specific end product which all students are encouraged to be
come.

This defeats the educational purpose of creating indepen

dent learners.

While specific goals may be decided upon, giving

students choices of alternate routes to achieving those goals may
give them more responsibility for their learning.

Some advocate

allowing a choice of end goals, also, to give students further
responsibility and independence.
Most agree that not all possible objectives can be iden
tified behaviorally.

Affective objectives are difficult to opera-

tionalize, but this does not mean that they are not important.
Abstract affective goals must be developed following specific
guidelines, beginning with the lower more specific levels which
may indicate growth in the direction of the higher, more abstract
levels.

»
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There is some disagreement on any attempt to include af
fective goals in the school curriculum, but there exists strong
support for the importance of this domain.
The third area concerns developing tests to assess stu
dent performance.

Two types of measures are used, norm-

referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests.

Norm-referenced

measures report student progress in relation to that of a group
which has previously taken the test.

Many suggest it is diffi

cult to determine individual skill competence with a test which
is designed to give group comparisons.
Because of this, criterion referencing has become the
focus of competency testing.

With a criterion-referenced measure,

a student's individual performance, keyed to specific objectives,
is determined.

The question answered by criterion referencing is

not how does an individual compare to others but how well does he
perform a specific task or demonstrate knowledge of a particular
skill.
Problems are reported with the use of this system and in
clude bookkeeping tasks, selecting a unique set of abilities for
students to learn, repeat testing for those who fail to meet com
petencies on the first attempt and creating parallel tests for
this purpose.
Some suggest that norm and criterion referencing are
simply processes applied to a test and not a test definition in
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itself.

There may be advantages in developing normative data for

a criterion-referenced test.
The fourth area concerns students who arrive at school
less well prepared than the average student.

These students may

be ethnic minorities, bilingual, or educationally, mentally, or
physically handicapped, and the gifted.

While asking these stu

dents to meet the same standards as other students may seem un
fair, it may be even more unfair, and in some cases illegal, to
separate them from the average groups, thereby returning to
segregation.
Cautions must be applied in the areas of goal setting and
test construction to ensure that the denial of a high school di
ploma is based on realistic goals and fair test construction.
Court cases have been filed claiming denial of due process as a
result of a disproportionate number of minority students being
denied a high school diploma.

Florida's competency tests have

been found to be valid and nondiscriminatory, but they have been
postponed as a requirement for high school graduation for four
years since the 1978-79 high school seniors spent their first
three years of school in segregated schools.
There may be benefits in the competency programs for mi
nority students.

The increased emphasis on basic skills allows

students, most of them from culturally different backgrounds, to
receive the attention needed in the basic skills areas.
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The last area of concern is those students who arrive at
school less well prepared than the average student.

Decisions

affecting handicapped students must be in agreement with the Edu
cation for All Handicapped Children Act and the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973. It is difficult to establish a universal operating
procedure for children covered by these acts, so the conclusion
seems to be to make decisions regarding competency testing on a
case-by-case basis.
The slow learning student may be the most affected by
competency standards since he is a student with an IQ that is low
but not low enough for special education.
standards set for average students.

He is forced to attain

Since his achievement expec

tancy level may be the seventh-, eighth-, or ninth-grade level,
and he may need 12 years of schooling in order to reach these
levels, he may be unfairly denied a realistic opportunity to de
velop his competencies in relation to his ability.
It is realized that establishing competency programs is a
very complex task.

The problem may be immense and the issue may

now be who controls the schools and not competency standards, as
such.

Educators must act reasonably and with common sense in

order not to lose public support for public education.

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
Introduction
This study, descriptive in nature, was designed to deter
mine the effects of the Arizona State Board of Education Basic
Skills Competency mandate within selected school districts in
Arizona.

To ascertain this information, a modified Delphi tech

nique was used.

This chapter includes a description of the

sampling procedures, a discussion of the Delphi technique, a de
scription of the format of the questionnaires used, and a
description of the procedures followed for analysis of the data.
The Sample
A total of 14 administrators and 14 teachers on the
middle/junior high school and the senior high school levels com
prised the expert panel which was asked to respond to the first
open-ended questionnaire.

The administrators selected were those

known to be interested in and concerned with the requirements set
forth in the State Board Basic Skills Competency mandate.

The

middle/junior high school administrators were selected from the
membership list of the Southern Arizona Middle School/Junior High
School Association.

The senior high school administrators were
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selected by recommendation of the Student Teaching Coordinator
for the Secondary Education Department at The University of Ari
zona.

The administrators selected represented various sized and

geographically located schools in the state.

The 14 teacher re

spondents were selected by volunteer participation from several
University of Arizona graduate classes.

This sample constituted

the initial panel of jurors from which perceptions of the effects
of the competency mandate were solicited.
An alphabetical listing of all the school districts in
Arizona was used for the mailing of the second questionnaire.

A

50% random sample was drawn of the districts, from which a 20%
sampling of high schools, middle/junior high schools, and elemen
tary schools containing seventh and eighth grades were chosen to
receive the questionnaire.

Each district superintendent from the

20% sample was sent a questionnaire to forward to a school board
member of his choosing.

Each school administrator was asked to

respond to a questionnaire and distribute three questionnaires to
teachers in the school. Thus, administrators and teachers were
surveyed in one mailing.

Administrators were also asked to com

plete a form describing the procedures used in their school to
help determine student competencies for promotion or graduation.
The second mailing included 52 school board members, 56 adminis
trators, and 168 teachers.
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The Delphi Technique
The Delphi technique was developed by the Rand Corpora
tion in the early 1960's with its primary purpose use as a fore
casting tool in the military areas.

It is basically a method for

the systematic solicitation and collation of expert opinions.

It

is applicable wherever policies and plans have to be based on in
formed judgment, and thus, to some extent, it is applicable to
virtually any decision making process (Helmer 1966).
The Delphi technique works something like this:

first, a

panel of experts is asked to make anonymous forecasts concerning
a series of items on a questionnaire.

Second, each member re

ceives a composite feedback for the second round of forecasting
which attempts to discover the intensity of agreement or disagree
ment with each of the items.
many times as desired.

This process may be repeated as

The third and final step is formalizing,

in report form, the consensus arrived at by repeated questioning
(Judd 1970, p. 30).
The Delphi technique can be viewed as a series of con
ferences conducted in writing.

Rasp (1973, pp. 29-30) gave three

main characteristics of the technique.

First, each participant

contributes at each step of the questionnaire process.

Second,

while the individual knows his own responses throughout the pro
cess, the inputs of others remain anonymous. Third, the input
gained at one step of the process is shared as part of the next
step.
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This technique eliminates committee activity among the
experts altogether and replaces it with "a carefully designed
program of sequential individual interrogations--usually best
conducted by questionnaires—interspersed with information and
opinion feedback (Helmer 1967, p. 20)."

It is a method that en

ables planners to determine a majority view without imposing the
view of a noisy minority. It "permits gaining the individual
views of all while not submerging the individual views of anyone
(Judd 1970, p. 30)."
Rasp (1974b, p. 32 0) pointed out that presently
. . . the Delphi process is largely supported and
legitimated by assumptions rather than research find
ings . . . two of the key underlying assumptions are:
(a) that if participants agree and, by agreeing, move
closer to a central position or consensus, then the re
sulting data are more believable; (b) that anonymous
responses such as those generated by the Delphi are
more likely to lead to reasonable and objective input
than are the activities of interpersonal conferencing.
One of the greatest problems with this technique is ques
tionnaire construction, particularly the development of the
second questionnaire.

Another limitation cited is the lack of

explanatory power of the choices.

There is no way to know why

one response was selected over another.

Also cited is the fact

that Delphi does not make decisions, it only provides useful in
formation (Rasp 1973, p. 31).

It also appears to take a long

period of time to complete, but in reality, it is usually a
shorter time than by other methods (Judd 1970, p. 34).
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The Delphi can be applied to all phases of educational
planning at the federal, state, local, or individual institution
levels (Helmer 1966).

Weaver (1970, p. 46) stated:

Although Delphi was originally intended as a fore
casting tool, its more promising educational applica
tion seems to be in the following areas: (a) a method
for studying the process of thinking about the future,
(b) a pedagogical tool or teaching tool which forces
people to think about the future in a more complex way
than they•ordinarily would, and (c) a planning tool
which may aid in probing priorities held by members
and constituencies of an organization.
Judd (1971, p. 156) believed that the Delphi approach is
appropriate for many planning problems in all levels of educa
tion.

The Delphi should be used whenever estimates of the future

are involved or wherever consensus on goals and objectives is im
portant.

Its predominate use in education has been to collect

data for establishing targets and goals for specific educational
endeavors; however, this technique also generates data for imple
mentation strategies once the goals have been established.

The

process not only identifies priorities and degree of consensus or
dissent, it also provides the opportunity to calculate how firmly
groups or individuals hold to their original opinions. This
ability to assess tenacity is a significant feature of the Delphi
(Rasp 1974a, p. 42).
According to Uhl (1971, p. 203), a prime value of the
Delphi technique is ". . . that it preserves the virtue of inde
pendent thought but simultaneously permits the participant to tap
the knowledge of others.

In other words, the technique assures

64

that opinions arrived at independently will nevertheless be in
formed opinions."
Another important advantage according to Enzer (1970) is
anonymity.

He (1970, p. 24) stated that:

It is anonymity which enables the Delphi technique to
overcome many psychological barriers to communication,
such as a reluctance to state unpopular views, to dis
agree with one's superiors or associates, or to modify
previously stated positions. . . . The Delphi technique
can be used effectively to bring together many points of
view on complex issues to produce a group position that
may otherwise be undetectable. Anonymity provides the
necessary ingredient for accomplishing this objective,
not just in theory, but in practice.
Rasp (1973, p. 32) believed the Delphi has strength and
utility even in the face of limitations; "it collects and orga
nizes judgments in a systematic fashion.

It gains input.

establishes priorities. It builds consensus.
sent.

It

It organizes dis

In short, it cannot be overlooked as a useful and reliable

decision-making tool."
Format of the Questionnaires
First Questionnaire
The first questionnaire (Appendix B) was open-ended.

The

participants were asked to list (1) the problems encountered by
administrators, teachers, and/or students in implementating the
State Board Basic Skills mandate, (2) the positive effects of the
requirements on administrators, teachers, and/or students, (3) the
effects of the requirements on the school curriculum, and (4) the
anticipated outcomes of such requirements.
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A cover letter (Appendix A), which explained the purpose
of the study, was included with each questionnaire.
Second Questionnaire
Items on the second questionnaire (Appendix B) were for
mulated from the responses submitted on the first questionnaire.
All items mentioned at least twice were combined and developed
into generic statements.

The questionnaires were color coded for

each of the three groups represented, with an additional code for
school level.
The first section consisted of 37 statements which repre
sented the suggested effects of the Basic Skills mandate developed
from the first questionnaire.

The second section asked respon

dents to list the five items they believed would have the most
lasting effect on the function and organization of the schools.
Respondents were asked to respond on a five-point Likert-type
scale regarding their agreement or disagreement with each of the
statements.

Responses on this questionnaire were anonymous.

A distinct cover letter was composed for each group.

The

cover letter for teachers explained the study and gave directions
for completing the questionnaire.

The administrators' cover let

ter also explained the study and gave directions for completing
the questionnaire as well as suggestions for the distribution of
the questionnaire to the teachers. The school board letter ex
plained the study and gave directions for the completion of the
questionnaire.

The letter to district superintendents informed

them of the study and asked them to distribute the questionnaire
to a school board member of their choosing in their district.
Each letter emphasized the importance of their responses in de
termining the competency mandate effects in Arizona schools.
The questionnaires and cover letters were mailed on March
15, with a requested return date of April 1.

A follow-up letter

was sent on April 15 as a reminder to return the completed ques
tionnaire, and a self-addressed card was included to request re
placement questionnaires.
Administrative Questionnaire
Each selected administrator received an administrative
questionnaire (Appendix B) which was sent with the Delphi II
questionnaire.

This questionnaire was a checklist of items de

signed to determine the procedures followed to determine student
competence in compliance with the State Board Basic Skills Com
petency mandate.
The first part of the questionnaire contained a list of
the possible procedures which could be used to determine student
competence.

Respondents were asked to check as many items as

were applicable to their program. ' Space was given for respon
dents to list procedures they use which were not listed.
The second part consisted of a list of the school months,
September through May.

Respondents were asked to check the

months when the competency procedures from Part I were
administered.

67

The third part listed three statements which indicated
what was done for students who failed to meet the school's compe
tency standards.

Respondents were asked to check those that ap

plied to their program.
Analysis of the Data
Responses to the first questionnaire were categorized and
generic statements were developed.

All items mentioned by two or

more respondents were included.
Responses to each of the 37 items in the first part of
the second questionnaire were tabulated and analyzed.

Each item

was analyzed statistically and appears in chart form in Chapter
4.

Statistical measures used were total and group modes for each

item, total and group means and standard deviations for each
item, and an analysis of variance to ascertain significant differ
ences among groups. On items showing a significant difference, a
/
Scheffe test was computed to determine where the differences oc
curred.

The second section was analyzed according to frequency

of response.
The administrative questionnaire was analyzed according
to frequency of response for each of the procedures used to de
termine student competence, for the months when the competency
procedures were administered, and for procedures used for stu
dents who fail to meet the school's competency standard.
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Summary

This chapter discussed the research procedures used in
the study.

Sampling procedures, the format of the questionnaires,

and the analysis of the data were discussed.

Also included was a

description of the Delphi technique and an explanation of its use
in educational research.

CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA
The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of
the Arizona State Board of Education Basic Skills Competency man
date within selected school districts in Arizona as perceived by
school board members, administrators, and teachers.

To ascertain

this information, a modified Delphi technique was used.

This

chapter presents the data from the three questionnaires in table
and narrative form.
Questionnaire I
The first of the two Delphi questionnaires used in this
study was open-ended (see Appendix B).

Respondents were asked to

list (1) the problems encountered by administrators, teachers, and
students in implementing the State Board Basic Skills Competency
mandate, (2) the positive effects of the requirements on adminis
trators, teachers, and students, (3) the effects of the require
ments on the school curriculum, and (4) the anticipated outcomes
of such requirements.
A total of 28 questionnaires was sent to selected teachers
and administrators on the elementary, middle/junior high school
and senior high school levels.

Fourteen teachers returned the
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questionnaire for a 100% return, and 12 administrators returned
the questionnaire for an 86% return.

All items mentioned by two or more respondents were cate
gorized. Items mentioned only once or those in which the respon
dent's meaning was unclear were discarded.

After the initial

screening and categorizing process, the items were combined into
37 statements concerning school budget, teacher attitude, teacher
classroom behavior and processes, student attitude, student work
and study habits, school testing program, curriculum objectives,
teacher preparation for basic skills teaching, addition or reas
signment of school personnel, and course additions and deletions.
Questionnaire II
The second questionnaire used in this study was composed
from the responses to the first open-ended questionnaire.

Thirty-

seven items were developed from the generic statements organized
from the first questionnaire.

Respondents were asked to indicate

on a Likert-type scale their agreement or disagreement with each
of the statements.

Delphi Questionnaire II is shown in

Appendix B.
Questionnaire II was sent to 52 school board members, 56
administrators, and 168 teachers.
was sent.

A total of 276 questionnaires

Of the 52 questionnaires sent to school board members,

20 were returned for a 38% return; of the 56 sent to administra
tors, 28 were returned for a 50% return; and of the 168 sent to
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teachers, 70 were returned for a 42% return.

Of the 276 ques

tionnaires sent, 118 were returned for a 43% total return.

The replies to all items in Parts I and II were key
punched on IBM cards and were analyzed statistically by computer.
Statistical measures used were:

modes for each item by group,

frequency distributions by group and for the combined groups,
means and standard deviations for each item by group and for the
combined groups, and an analysis of variance.

Part II of the

questionnaire is reported by frequency of response.
An analysis of variance was done to determine how well
the three groups were in consensus on rating each item.

To de

termine where the significant differences between groups were,
/

the Scheffe test was computed for each item showing a significant
difference at the .05 level.
The data will be presented first according to the re
sponses of each group; summary data for the combined groups will
then be presented.
Table 1 gives modal responses for each group with the
item responses reported in percentages.

The ranking of items by

descending mean values is shown in Table 2 for Group I, school
board members; in Table 4 for Group 2, administrators; in Table 6
for Group 3, teachers; and in Table 8 for the combined groups.
Part II of the questionnaire is reported by frequency of
response and is discussed according to the responses of each
group and the combined groups.

The ranking of items by frequency
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Table 1.

Item

Individual Group Item Modal Responses, Part I,
Questionnaire II

Group
1 School Board
2 Administrator
3 Teacher

Item Responses in Percentages
1
3
5
2
4

Modal
Response

1

1
2
3

.0 21.1 15.8 57.9
5.3
.0
7.4 29.6 55.6
7.4
8.8 19.1 22.1 38.2 11.8

4
4
4

2

1
2
3

.0
5.0 30.0 55.0 10.0
.0
7.1 71.4 17.9
3.6
2.9 17.6 ' 14.7 47.1 17.6

4
4
4

3

1
2
3

.0 15.8 26.3 36.8 21.1
3.6 32.1 21.4 32.1 10.7
11.6 30.4 21.7 29.0
7.2

4
2/4
2

4

1
2
3

.0
5.0 35.0 30.0 30.0
.0 14.3 14.3 60.7 10.7
1.5 17.6 14.7 50.0 16.2

3
4
4

5

1
2
3

.0 15.0
.0 14.3
4.3 18.8

5.0 70.0 10.0
.0 57.1 28.6
5.8 47.8 23.2

4
4
4

6

1
2
3

20.0 15.0 30.0 35.0
.0
3.6 42.9 14.3 28.6 10.7
5.9
14.7 17.6 39.7 22.1

4
2
3

7

1
2
3

.0 35.0 20.0 40.0
5.0
.0
7.1 25.0 57.1 10.7
4.4 25.0 19.1 38.3 13.2

4
4
4

8

1
2
3

5.0 25.0 35.0 30.0
5.0
.0 17.9 35.7 46.4
.0
8.7 30.4 24.6 23.2 13.0

3
4
2

9

1
2
3

.0
.0
4.5

.0 15.0 80.0
5.0
3.6 14.3 67.9 14.3
9.0 22.4 44.8 19.4

4
4
4

10

1
2
3

5.0 10.0 20.0 50.0 15.0
3.6 21.4 17.9 42.9 14.3
7.5 26.9 25.4 34.3
6.0

4
4
4
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Table 1, Continued, Individual Group Item Modal Responses,
Part I, Questionnaire II

Item

Group
1 School Board
2 Administrator
3 Teacher

Item Responses in Percentages
3
1
4
2
5

Modal
Response

11

1
2
3

.0 20.0 10.0 60.0 10.0
3.6 21.4 17.9 35.7 21.4
8.7 44.9 13.0
8.7 24.6

4
4
4

12

1
2
3

.0 10.0 40.0 35.0 15.0
7.1 17.9 10.7 46.4 17.9
4.5 24.2 10.6 50.0 10.6

3
4
4

13

1
2
3

.0 10.0 90.0
.0
.0
.0
3.6 14.3 75.0
7.1
1.4 15.9 17.4 52.2 13.0

4
4
4

14

1
2
3

.0 35.0 15.0 40.0 10.0
3.6 28.6 14.3 32.1 21.4
2.9 18.8 17.4 29.0 31.9

4
4
5

15

1
2
3

16

1
2
3

17

1
2
3

10.5
3.6
10.3

42.1 42.1
5.3
21.4 35.7 32.1
26.5 23.5 36.8

.0
7.1
2.9

2/3
3
4

18

1
2
3

.0 50.0 35.0 15.0
4.0 40.0 36.0 20.0
12.3 16.9 32.3 35.4

.0
.0
3.1

2
2
4

19

1
2
3

.0 40.0 30.0 30.0
7.1 32.1 32.1 28.6
16.4 19.4 22.4 35.8

.0
.0
6.0

2
2/3
4

20

1
2
3

.0 26.3 36.8 36.8
3.6 46.4 25.0 25.0
11.8 33.8 27.9 25.0

.0
.0
1.5

.0
5.3 10.5 63.2 21.1
3.6
.0 60.7 '28.6
7.1
1.5 11.8 13.2 52.9 20.6

.0 15.8 10.5
.0 21.4 14.3
5.9 17.6 13.2

63.2 10.5
53.6 10.7
50.0 13.2

3/4
2
2
4
4
4

4
4
4
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Table 1, Continued, Individual Group Item Modal Responses,
Part I, Questionnaire II

Item

Group
1 School Board
2 Administrator Item Responses in Percentages
1
3 Teacher
2
3
4
5

Modal
Response

21

1
2
3

.0 15.0
5.0 80.0
.0
3.6 10.7 67.9 14.3
3.6
4.3 18.8
4.3 63.8
8.7

4
4
4

22

1
2
3

.0 10.0 15.0 70.0
5.0
.0
7.1 10.7 67.9 14.3
8.7 10.1 58.0 21.7
1.4

4
4
4

23

1
2
3

10.0 55.0 20.0 15.0
10.7 60.7 14.3 14.3
17.4 33.3 21.7 18.8

.0
.0
8.7

2
2
2

24

1
2
3

.0 55.0 15.0 30.0
3.6 42.9 21.4 28.6
11.8 42.6 20.6 17.6

.0
3.6
7.4

2
2
2

25

1
2
3

.0
5.3 21.1 73.7
.0
.0
7.1 21.4 67.9
3.6
.0 14.5 18.8 52.2 14.5

4
4
4

26

1
2
3

.0
5.0 10.0 75.0 10.0
3.6 10.7 14.3 64.3
7.1
4.3 17.4 11.6 49.3 17.4

4
4
4

27

1
2
3

28

1
2
3

29

1
2
3

30

1
2
3

.0 30.0 50.0 20.0
.0 28.6 57.1 10.7
15.9 29.0 26.1 23.2

.0
3.6
5.8

5.0 20.0 25.0 40.0 10.0
.0 32.1 17.9 46.4
3.6
1.4 31.9 17.4 31.9 17.4
5.3
3.6
14.5

42.1 36.8 10.5
42.9 25.0 28.6
36.2 15.9 20.3

3
3
2
4
4
2/4

5.3
.0
13.0

2
2
2

.0 10.0 35.0 55.0
.0
7.1 14.3 67.9
3.6
7.1
.0 14.5 13.0 56.5 15.9

4
4
4
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Table 1, Continued, Individual Group Item Modal Responses,
Part I, Questionnaire II

Item

Group
1 School Board
2 Administrator Item Responses in Percentages
5
3 Teacher
1
3
4
2
.0 25.0 10.0 55.0 10.0
.0 21.4 17.9 53.6
7.1
4.4 20.6 19.1 44.1 11.8

Modal
Response

31

1
2
3

32

1
2
3

5.0 35.0 40.0 15.0
3.6 32.1 32.1 28.6
13.0 30.4 29.0 21.7

5.0
3.6
5.8

3
2/3
2

33

1
2
3

.0 15.0 40.0 45.0
.0 21.4 32.1 39.3
8.7 20.3 23.2 42.0

.0
7.1
5.8

4
4
4

34

1
2
3

.0 10.0 40.0 40.0 10.0
.0 11.1 25.9 55.6
7.4
4.4 13.2 41.2 33.8
7.4

35

1
2
3

.0
.0
4.4

5.0 10.0 75.0 10.0
3.7 11.1 74.1 11.1
7.4 22.1 58.8
7.4

4
4
4

36

1
2
3

.0
5.0 40.0 45.0 10.0
.0 26.9 26.9 42.3
3.8
5.9
2.9 20.6 27.9 42.6

4
4
4

37

1
2
3

5.0 85.0 10.0
.0
.0
3.7
7.4 70.4 11.1
7.4
.0 13.4 16.4 53.7 16.4

4
4
4

4
4
4

3/4
4
3
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of response and percentage responding is shown in Table 3 for
Group 1, school board members; in Table 5 for Group 2, adminis
trators; in Table 7 for Group 3, teachers; and in Table 9 for the
combined groups.

A summary table, Table 10, gives the means and

standard deviations for each group and for the combined groups.
School Board Members (Group 1)
School board members gave Item 37, referring to increased
emphasis on basic skills in the elementary grades, a mean of
4.05. Item 16, concerning more students being referred for spe
cial education and/or other remedial evaluation, received a mean
of 4.00.

These were the only two items with a mean higher than

4.0 for this.group (see Tables 2 and 10).
There were four items with means of 3.90.

These were

Item 9 (new evaluation systems being designed to evaluate student
competencies), Item 13 (a more close examination of reading and
concept levels of textbooks), Item 26 (a more thorough examina
tion of the curriculum), and Item 35 (the elementary school be
coming more concerned with establishing minimum competency
standards.
There were 10 items with a mean of 3.05 or below.

Item 8

(teachers asking for more in-service and/or university prepara
tion for teaching basic skills) had a mean of 3.05. Items with
a mean lower than 3.0 were: Item 19, mean 2.90 (it is teachers
and their teaching abilities that are being evaluated); Item 27,
mean 2.90 (students feeling more pride in their work); Item 6,
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Table 2.

Descending Mean Value Ranking of Items by School Board
Members, Part I, Questionnaire II

Standard
Deviation

Item

Mean

1

37

4.05

.39

2

• 16

4.00

.75

3

9

3.90

.45

4

13

3.90

.31

5

26

3.90

.64

6

35

3.90

.64

7

4

3.85

.93

8

5

3.75

.85

9

2

3.70

.73

10

22

3.70

.73

11

20

3.68

.89

12

25

3.68

.58

13

21

3.65

.75

14

3

3.63

1.01

15

10

3.60

1.05

16

11

3.60

.94

17

36

3.60

.75

18

12

3.55

.89

19

31

3.50

1.00

20

34

3.50

.83

21

1

3.47

.90

22

30

3.45

.69

Rank
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Table 2, Continued

Rank

Item

Mean

Standard
Deviation

23

28

3.30

1.08

24

33

3.30

.73

25

14

3.25

1.07

26

7

3.15

.99

27

15

3.11

.81

28

8

3.05

1.00

29

19

2.90

.85

30

27

2.90

.72

31

6

2.80

1.15

32

32

2.80

.95

33

24

2.75

.91

34

18

2.65

.75

35

29

2.55

1.10

36

17

2.42

.77

37

23

2.40

.88

mean 2.80 (school budget change through increase or reallocation
of funds); Item 32, mean 2.80 (students concentrating more on
development of work and study habits); Item 24, mean 2.75 (electives being decreased for some and being replaced by remedial or
basic skills classes); Item 18, mean 2.65 (secondary teachers
more willing to view teaching of basic skills as part of their
responsibility); Item 29, mean 2.55 (teacher expectancy of stu
dent performance has lowered to conform to minimal standards);
Item 17, mean 2.42 (teachers giving more individual help, usually
before or after school); and Item 23, mean 2.40 (competency re
quirements having very little effect in the schools).
There were six items with a mean higher than 3.9, 21
items with a mean between 3.0 and 3.9, and 10 items with a mean
of 3.05 or below.
Modal Response.

None of the items in the first part re

ceived a modal response of 5 (see Table 1). Twenty-four items
received a modal response of 4.

Five items received a modal re

sponse of 3 and five items received a modal response of 2.
were no modal responses lower than 2.

There

There were two items that

received two modal responses of 3/4, and one item which received
two modal responses of 2/3.
Frequency Response.

In the second part of the question

naire, respondents were asked to identify the five items they be
lieved would have the most lasting effect on the function and
organization of the schools.

Table 3 lists the items in
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Ranking of Items by Frequency of Response by School
Board Members, Part II, Questionnaire II

Item

Frequency

Percentage

37

8

40

2

20

6

30

3

26

6

30

4

30

6

30

5

1

5

25

6

15

5

25

7

9

4

20

8

22

4

20

9

31

4

20

10

33

4

20

11

12

3

15

12

14

3

15

13

16

3

15

14

29

3

15

15

34

3

15

16

3

2

10

17

4

2

10

18

5

2

10

19

8

2

10

20

19

2

10

21

24

2

10

22

32

2

10

Continued

Item

Frequency

23

36

2

24

6

1

5

25

11

1

5

26

13

1

5

27

18

1

5

28

25

1

5

29

27

1

5

30

35

1

5

31

2

0

0

32

7

0

0

33

10

0

0

34

17

0

0

35

21

0

0

36

23

0

0

37

28

0

0
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descending order of frequency, showing how many respondents chose
each item and the percentage of respondents making that choice.
A total of 20 school board members responded to this section.
Because several items received an equal number of re
sponses, there are 10 items which make up the list of the five
most frequently chosen items.

These items represent the choices

of at least one-fifth of Group 1. The items chosen most fre
quently were:

Item 3 7, 40% (basic skills receiving more emphasis

in the elementary

grades); Item 20, 30% (parents receiving more

frequent and more informative reports on their children's prog
ress); Item 26, 30% (curriculum being more thoroughly evaluated);
Item 30, 30% (more time spent teaching basic skills).

The two

items chosen by 2 5% of the respondents were Item 1 (classroom in
struction becoming more individualized) and Item 15 (all subject
areas, not just basics, establishing minimum competency
standards).
Four items were chosen by 20% of the respondents.
were:

These

Item 9 (new evaluation systems being designed to evaluate

student competencies), Item 22 (teachers more aware of student
basic skill needs), Item 31 (more coordination between grade lev
els and among subject areas in establishing minimum standards),
and Item 33 (teachers becoming better prepared and better orga
nized to teach basic skills).
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Administrators (Group 2)

Item 2, concerning more reading materials at various
reading levels being used, and Item 16, referring to more stu
dents being referred for special education and/or other remedial
evaluation, received a mean of 4.04 in the administrator group.
Item 5, concerning more remedial classes being added to the cur
riculum, received a mean of 4.0.

These were the only items with

a mean above 4.0 (see Tables 4 and 10).
Two items received a mean of 3.93.

These were Item 9

(new evaluation systems being designed to evaluate student compe
tencies) and Item 35 (the elementary school becoming more con
cerned with establishing minimum competency standards).
There were nine items with a mean of 3.0 or below.

These

were Item 6, mean 3.0 (school budget change through increase or
reallocation of funds); Item 32, mean 2.96 (students concentrat
ing more on development of work and study habits); Item 27, mean
2.89 (students feeling more pride in their work); Item 24, mean
2.86 (electives being decreased for some and being replaced by
remedial or basic skills classes); Item 19, mean 2.82 (it is
teachers and their teaching abilities that are being evaluated);
Item 29, mean 2.79 (teacher expectancy of student performance has
lowered to conform to minimum standards); Item 18, mean 2.72
(secondary teachers more willing to view teaching of basic skills
as part of their responsibility); Item 15, mean 2.71 (all subject
areas, not just basics, establishing minimum competency standards);
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Descending Mean Value Ranking of Items by Administra
tors, Part I, Questionnaire II

Standard
Deviation

Item

Mean

2

4.04

.64

2

16

4.04

.96

3

5

4.00

.94

4

9

3.93

.66

5

35

3.93

.62

6

22

3.89

.74

7

13

3.86

.59

8

21

3.86

.85

9

37

3.74

.98

10

7

3.71

.76

11

4

3.68

.86

12

25

3.68

.67

13

30

3.68

.86

14

1

3.63

.74

15

26

3.61

.92

16

34

3.59

.80

17

20

3.54

.96

18

11

3.50

1.17

19

12

3.50

.89

20

31

3.46

.92

21

10

3.43

1.10

22

14

3.39

1.07
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Table 4, Continued

Standard
Deviation

Rank

Item

Mean

23

33

3.32

.90

24

8

3.29

.76

25

36

3.23

.91

26

28

3.21

.96

27

17

3.18

.98

28

3

3.14

1.11

29

6

3.00

1.15

30

32

2.96

.96

31

27

2.89

.74

32

24

2.86

1.01

33

19

2.82

.94

34

29

2.79

.92

35

18

2.72

.84

36

15

2.71

.90

37

23

2.32

.86
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and Item 23, mean 2.32 (competency requirements having very lit
tle effect in the schools).

There were five items with a mean higher than 3.9, 23
items with a mean between 3.0 and 3.9, and nine items with a mean
of 3.0 or lower.
Modal Response.

None of the items in the first part re

ceived a modal response of 5 (see Table 2).
received a modal response of 4.

Twenty-six items

There were two items which re

ceived a modal response of 3 and six items which received a modal
response of 2.

Two items received a bimodal response of 2/3, and

one item received a bimodal response of 2/4.

There were no items

with a modal response lower than 2.
Frequency Response.

The second part of the questionnaire

asked respondents to list the five items they believed would have
the most lasting effect on the function and organization of the
schools.

Table 5 lists the items in descending order of fre

quency, showing how many respondents chose each item and the per
centage of respondents making that choice.

A total of 28

administrators responded to this section.
Nine items were chosen by at least one-fifth of Group 2.
The top five choices are represented by eight items because sev
eral of these items received an equal number of responses.

The

ninth item is included because it was chosen by at least onefifth of the group.

The nine items, listed in descending order

of frequency, were:

Item 37, 32% (basic skills receiving more
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Table 5.

Ranking of Items by Frequency of Response by Administrators, Part II, Questionnaire II
Item

Frequency

Percentage

1

37

9

32

2

1

8

29

3

26

8

29

4

31

8

' 29

7

25

Rank

5

5 .

6

16

7

25

7

22

7

25

8

30

7

25

9

33

6

21

10

2

5

18

11

9

5

18

12

14

5

18

- 13

20

5

18

14

36

5

18

15

34

4

14

16

6

3

11

17

11

3

11

18

13

3

11

19

15

3

11

20

21

3

11

21

32

3

11

22

35

3

11
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5, Continued

Item

Frequency

Percent

23

3

2

7

24

12

2

7

25

18

2

7

26

28

2

7

27

4

1

4

28

10

1

4

29

23

1

4

30

25

1

4

31

29

1

4

32

7

0

0

33

8

0

0

34

17

0

0

35

19

0

0

36

24

0

0

37

27

0

0
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emphasis in the elementary grades); Item 1, 29% (classroom in
struction becoming more individualized); Item 26, 29% (curricu
lum being more thoroughly evaluated); Item 31, 29% (more
coordination between grade levels and among subject areas in es
tablishing minimum standards); Item 5, 25% (more remedial classes
added to the curriculum); Item 16, 25% (more students being re
ferred for special education and/or other remedial evaluation);
Item 22, 25% (teachers more aware of student basic skill needs);
Item 30, 2 5% (more time being spent teaching basic skills); and
Item 33, 21% (teachers becoming better prepared and better orga
nized to teach basic skills).
Teachers (Group 3)
There were no items with a mean above 4.0 for the teacher
group (see Tables 6 and 10). Item 22, referring to teachers be
ing more aware of student basic skill needs, received the highest
mean of 3.9.

Three items were grouped together with means between

3.7 and 3.8.

These were Item 16, mean 3.79 (more students being

referred for special education and/or other remedial evaluation);
Item 30, mean 3.74 (more time being spent teaching basic skills);
and Item 37, mean 3.73 (increased emphasis on basic skills in the
elementary grades).
There were two items with means grouped around 3.0.
These were Item 8, mean 3.01 (teachers asking for more in-service
and/or university preparation for teaching basic skills) and
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Table 6.

Rank

Descending Mean Value Ranking of Items by Teachers,
Part I, Questionnaire II

Standard
Deviation

Item

Mean

1

22

3.90

.89

2

16

3.79

.96

3

30

3.74

.90

4

37

3.73

.90

5

14

3.68

1.19

6

5

3.67

1.16

7

25

3.67

.90

8

9

3.66

1.04

Q

4

3.62

1.01

10

2

3.59

1.07

11

13

3.59

.96

12

26

3.58

1.10

13

35

3.57

.90

14

21

3.54

1.04

15

20

3.47

1.11

16

12

3.38

1.11

17

31

3.38

1.08

18

28

3.32

1.14

19

7

3.31

1.12

20

11

3.29

1.23

21

36

3.28

.96

22

34

3.26

.94
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Table 6, Continued

Rank

Item

Mean

Standard
Deviation

23

1

3.25

1.16

24

33

3.16

1.09

25

8

3.01

1.19

2b

18

3.00

1.08

27

10

2.96

1.18

28

17

2.96

. 1.09

29

3

2.90

1.17

30

6

2.87

1.11

31

19

2.87

.1.29

32

29

2.81

1.29

33

32

2.77

1.11

34

27

2.74

1.16

35

15

2.71

1.02

36

23

2.68

1.22

37

24

2.62

1.16
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Item 18, mean 3.0 (secondary teachers more willing to view teach
ing of basic skills as part of their responsibility).

Eleven items received means below 3.0.

These were:

Item

10, mean 2.96 (number of electives some students may take being
reduced); Item 17, mean 2.96 (teachers giving more individual
help, usually before or after school); Item 3, mean 2.90 (methods
of reporting student performance changing fr6m grades to itemized
proficiency reports); Item 6, mean 2.87 (school budget change
through increase or reallocation of funds); Item 19, mean 2.87
(it is teachers and their teaching abilities that are being
evaluated); Item 29, mean 2.81 (teacher expectancy of student
performance has lowered to conform to minimum standards); Item
32, mean 2.77 (students concentrating more on development of
work and study habits); Item 27, mean 2.74 (students feeling more
pride in their work); Item 15, mean 2.71 (all subject areas, not
just basics, establishing minimum competency standards); Item 23,
mean 2.68 (competency requirements having very little effect in
the schools); and Item 24, mean 2.62 (electives being decreased
for some and being replaced by remedial or basic skills classes).
There were no items with a mean above 4.0, one item with
a mean of 3.9, three items with means grouped between 3.7 and
3.8, 22 items with means between 3.0 and 3.7 with two items
grouped around 3.0, and 11 items with means below 3.0.
Modal Response.

One item received a modal response of 5

(see Table 1). This was Item 14, referring to an excessive
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amount of time being spent administering and scoring tests and
recording data.

Twenty-five items received a modal response of

4, two items received a modal response of 3, and eight items re
ceived a modal response of 2.

Item 28, concerning the increased

use of standardized tests, received a bimodal response of 2/4.
There were no items with a modal response lower than 2.
Frequency Response.

The second part of the question

naire asked respondents to list the five items they believed
would have the most lasting effect on the function and organiza
tion of the schools.

Table 7 lists the items in descending order

of frequency, showing how many respondents chose each item and
the percentage of respondents making that choice.

There were 70

teachers responding to this section.
Five items were chosen by at least one-fifth of Group 3.
These items were:

Item 37, 34% (basic skills receiving more em

phasis in the elementary grades); Item 30, 24% (more time being
spent teaching basic skills); Item 4, 23% (increased use of
criterion-referenced tests); Item 22, 23% (teachers more aware of
student basic skill needs); and Item 33, 23% (teachers becoming
better prepared and better organized to teach basic skills).
Item 31 (more coordination between grade levels and among subject
areas in establishing minimum standards), chosen by 19% of the
respondents, was grouped with the above items.

Ranking of Items by Frequency of Response by Teachers,
Part II, Questionnaire II

Item

Frequency

Percentage

37

24

34

2

30

17

24

3

4

16

23

4

22

16

23

5

33

16

23

6

31

13

19

7

1

11

16

8

5

11

16

9

20

11

16

10

34

11

16

11

18

10

14

12

35

10

14

13

12

9

13

14

13

9

13

15

16

9

13

15

19

9

13

17

26

9

13

18

2

8

11

19

6

8

11

20

14

8

11

21

25

8

11

22

36

8

11
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7, Continued

Item

Frequency

Percentage

23

11

7

10

24

9

6

9

25

15

6

9

26

29

6

9

27

3

5

7

28

7

5

7

29

10

5

7

30

21

5

7

31

28

5

7

32

8

4

6

33

27

4

6

34

17

2

3

35

23

2

3

36

24

2

3

37

32

2

3
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Combined Groups
There were no items with a mean above 4.0 for the com
bined groups (see Tables 8 and 10).
means between 3.8 and 3.9.

There were two items with

These were Item 16, mean 3.89 (more

students being referred for special education and/or other re
medial evaluation) and Item 22, mean 3.86 (teachers being more
aware of student basic skill needs).
There were two items with means grouped around 3.0.
These were Item 8, mean 3.09 (teachers asking for more in-service
and/or university preparation for teaching basic skills) and Item
3, mean 3.08 (methods of reporting student performance changing
from grades to itemized proficiency reports).
Ten items received a mean below 3.0.

These were Item 17,

mean 2.92 (teachers giving more individual help, usually before
or after school); Item 6, mean 2.89 (school budget change through
increase or reallocation of funds); Item 18, mean 2.87 (secondary
teachers more willing to view teaching of basic skills as part of
their responsibility); Item 19, mean 2.86 (it is teachers and their
teaching abilities that are being evaluated); Item 32, mean 2.82
(students concentrating more on development of work and study
habits); Item 27, mean 2.80 (students feeling more pride in their
work); Item 15, mean 2.77 (all subject areas, not just basics,
establishing minimum competency standards); Item 29, mean 2.76
(teacher expectancy of student performance has lowered to conform
to minimum standards); Item 24, mean 2.70 (electaves being
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Table 8.

Descending Mean Value Ranking of Items by Combined
Groups, Part I, Questionnaire II
Standard
Deviation

Rank

Item

Mean

1

16

3.89

.92

2

22

3.86

.83

3

37

3.79

.86

4

9

3.77

.88

5

5

3.76

1.06

6

2

3.72

.94

7

13

3.71

.81

8

35

3.71

.81

9

30

3.68

.86

10

4

3.67

.96

11

25

3.67

.80

12

26

3.64

1.00

13

21

3.63

.95

14

14

3.54

1.19

15

20

3.52

1.04

16

12

3.44

1.09

17

31

3.42

1.02

18

11

3.39

1.17

19

1

3.38

1.04

20

7

3.38

1.04

21

34

3.38

.89

22

36

3.32

.92
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Table 8, Continued

Rank

Item

Mean

Standard
Deviation

23

28

3.29

1.08

24

33

3.22

.99

25

10

3.18

1.16

26

8

3.09

1.07

27

3

3.08

1.15

28

17

2.92

1.04

29

6

2.89

1.12

30

18

2.87

.98

31

19

2.86

1.14

32

32

2.82

1.05

33

27

2.80

1.00

34

15

2.77

.96

35

29

2.76

1.17

36

24

2.70

1.08

37

23

2.55

1.09
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decreased for some and being replaced by remedial or basic skills
classes) and Item 23, mean 2.55 (competency requirements having
very little effect in the schools).
There were no items with a mean above 4.0.
were grouped together between 3.8 and 3.9.

Two items

There were 2 5 items

with a mean between 3.0 and 3.8 with two items grouped around
3.0, and 10 items with a mean below 3.0.
Frequency Response. In the second part of the question
naire, the respondents were asked to identify the five items they
believed would have the most lasting effect on the function and
organization of the schools.

Table 9 lists the items in descend

ing order of frequency, showing how many respondents chose each
item and the percentage of respondents making that choice.

There

was a total of 118 respondents in the combined groups.
Six items were chosen by at least one-fifth of the com
bined groups.

An additional two items, chosen by 19% of the re

spondents, were grouped closely to the six items.
frequently chosen items were:

The five most

Item 37, 35% (basic skills receiv

ing more emphasis in the elementary grades); Item 30, 25% (more
time spent teaching basic skills); Item 22, 23% (teachers more
aware of student basic skill needs); Item 33, 22% (teachers be
coming better prepared and better organized to teach basic
skills); and Item 31, 21% (more coordination between grade levels
and among subject areas in establishing minimum standards).

100
Table 9.

Ranking of Items by Frequency of Response by Combined
Groups, Part II, Questionnaire II

Rank

Item

Frequency

Percentage

1

37

41

35

2

30

30

25

3

22

27

23

4

33

26

22

5

31

25

21

6

1

24

20

7

26

23

19

8

20

22

19

9

5

20

17

10

4

19

16

11

16

19

16

12

34

18

15

13

14

16

14

14

9

15

13

15

36

15

13

16

12

14

12

17

15

14

12

18

35

14

12

19

2

13

11

20

13

13

11

21

18

13

11

22

6

12

10
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Continued

Item

Frequency

Percentage

23

11

11

9

24

19

11

9

25

25

10

8

26

29

10

8

27

3

9

8

28

21

8

7

29

28

7

6

30

32

7

6

31

8

6

5

32

10

6

5

33

7

5

4

34

27

5

4

35

24

4

3

36

23

3

3

37

17

2

2
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Item 1 (classroom instruction becoming more individual
ized) was chosen by 20% of the respondents.

Item 26 (curriculum

being more thoroughly evaluated) and Item 2 0 (parents receiving
more frequent and more informative reports on their children's
progress) were chosen by 19% of the respondents.
Analysis of Variance
An analysis of variance was done to determine how well
the three groups were in consensus on rating each item.

To de

termine where the significant differences between groups were, a
*

Scheffe test was computed for each item showing a significant
difference at the .05 level.
Three items showed significant differences at the .05
level.

These were Item 3 (methods of reporting student perfor

mance changing from grades to itemized proficiency reports), Item
10 (number of electives some students may take being reduced),
and Item 17 (teachers giving more individual help, usually before
or after school).
Item 3 had a F-ratio of 3.199.

The means on this item

ranged from a low of 2.90 assigned by teachers to a high of 3.63
assigned by school board members.

The Scheffe test showed that

there was a significant difference in the rating of the item by
teachers compared to school board members.

There was no other

significant difference between groups on this item.
Item 10 had an F-ratio of 3.340.

The means ranged from a

low of 2.96 assigned by teachers to a high of 3.60 assigned by
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school board members.

The Scheffe test showed that there was no

significant difference in the rating of the item by teachers com
pared to school board members.

There was no other significant

difference between groups on this item.
Item 17 had an F-ratio of 3.240.

The means ranged from a

low of 2.42 assigned by school board members to a high of 3.18 as•
signed by administrators. The Scheffe test showed that there was
a significant difference in the rating of the item by school
board members as compared to both teachers and administrators.
The F-ratio is basically an indicator of how well the
three groups were in consensus on rating each item.

The lower

the F-ratio, the closer the three groups were in agreement on how
they ranked the item.

Summary Table 10 reports the F-ratios for

each item.
Administrative Questionnaire
The Administrative Questionnaire (see Appendix B) was
sent to all of the selected principals and head teachers who re
ceived the Delphi II Questionnaire.

The questionnaire was a

checklist formulated to determine what general procedures are
used in order to determine student competence, in which month or
months of the school year the procedures are administered, and
whether remedial activities or classes are available if a student
fails to meet the school's competency standards.
The Administrative Questionnaire was sent to 56 adminis
trators.

Of the 56 sent, 29 were returned for a 52% return.

Table 10. Group Means, Standard Deviations, F-Ratios F-Probabilities, and Total Group
Means
Total
Group
Mean

School Board

fldministrators

Teachers

F-Ratio

FProbability

1 Mean
S.D.

3.47
.90

3.63
.74

3.25
1.16

1.39

.25

3.38

2

Mean
S.D.

3.70
.73

4.04
.64

3.59
1.07

2.30

.10

3.72

3

Mean
S.D.

3.63
1.01

3.14
1.11

2.90
1.17

3.20

.04

3.08

4 Mean
S.D.

3.85
.93

3.68
.86

3.62
1.01

.45

.64

3.67

5

Mean
S.D.

3.75
.85

4.00
.94

3.67
1.16

.98

.38

3.76

6

Mean
S.D.

2.80
1.15

3.00
1.15

2.87
1.11

.21

.81

2.89

7

Mean
S.D.

3.15
.99

3.71
.76

3.31
1.12

2.16

.12

3.38

8

Mean
S.D.

3.05
1.00

3.29
.76

3.01
1.19

.65

.53

3.09

9

Mean
S.D.

3.90
.45

3.93
.66

3.66
1.04

1.23

.30

3.77

Item

Table 10, Continued, Group Means, Standard Deviations, F-Ratios, F-Probabilities, and
Total Group Means
Total
Group
Mean

School Board

Administra
tors

Teachers

10 Mean
S.D.

3.60
1.05

3.43
1.10

2.96
1.18

3.34

.04

3.18

11

Mean
S.D.

3.60
.94

3.50
1.17

3.29
1.23

.70

.50

3.39

12

Mean
S.D.

3.55
.89

3.50
1.20

3.38
1.11

.25

.78

3.44

13

Mean
S.D.

3.90
.31

3.86
.59

3.59
.96

1.74

.18

3.71

14 Mean
S.D.

3.25
1.07

3.39
1.23

3.68
1.19

1.31

.27

3.54

15

Mean
S.D.

3.11
.81

2.71
.90

2.71
1.02

1.35

.26

2.77

16

Mean
S.D.

4.00
.75

4.04
.96

3.79
.96

.84

.43

3.89

17

Mean
S.D.

2.42
.77

3.18
.98

2.96
1.09

3.24

.04

2.92

18

Mean
S.D.

2.65
.75

2.72
.84

3.00
1.08

1.38

.26

2.87

Item

F-Ratio

FProbability

Table 10, Continued, Group Means, Standard Deviations, F-Ratios, F-Probabilities, and
Total Group Means

Item

School Board

Administrators

Teachers

F-Ratio

FProbability

Total
Group
Mean

19

Mean
S.D.

2.90
.85

2.82
.94

2.87
1.29

.03-

.97

2.86

20

Mean
S.D.

3.68
.89

3.54
.96

3.47
1.11

.31

.73

3.52

21

Mean
S.D.

3.65
.75

3.86
.85

3.54
1.04

1.14

.32

3.63

22

Mean
S.D.

3.70
.73

3.89
.74

3.90
.89

.46

.63

3.86

23

Mean
S.D.

2.40
.88

2.32
.86

2.68
1.22

1.30

.28

2.55

24 Mean
S.D.

2.75
.91

2.86
1.01

2.62
1.16

.48

.62

2.70

25

Mean
S.D.

3.68
.58

3.68
.67

3.67
.90

.004

1.00

3.67

26

Mean
S.D.

3.90
.64

3.61
.92

3.58
1.10

.82

.44

3.64

27 Mean
S.D.

2.90
.72

2.89
.74

2.74
1.16

.34

.71

2.80

Table 10, Continued, Group Means, Standard Deviations, F-Ratios, F-Probabilities, and
Total Group Means

Item

School Board

Administra
tors

Teachers

F-Ratio

FProbability

Total
Group
Mean

28

Mean
S.D.

3.30
1.08

3.21
.96

3.32
1.14

.09

.91

3.29

29

Mean
S.D.

2.55
1.10

2.79
.92

2.81
1.29

.39

.68

2.76

30

Mean
S.D.

3.45
.69

3.68
.86

3.74
.90

.88

.42

3.68

31

Mean
S.D.

3.50
1.00

3.46
.92

3.38
1.08

.13

.88

3.42

32

Mean
S.D.

2.80
.95

2.96
.96

2.77
1.11

.35

.71

2.82

33

Mean
S.D.

3.30
.73

3.32
.90

3.16
1.09

.34

.72

3.22

34

Mean
S.D.

3.50
.83

3.59
.80

3.26
.94

1.52

.22

3.38

35

Mean
S.D.

3.90
.64

3.93
.62

3.57
.90

2.51

.09

3.71

36

Mean
S.D.

3.60
.75

3.23
.91

3.28
.96

1.12

.33

3.32

Table 10, Continued, Group Means, Standard Deviations, F-Ratios, F-Probabilities, and
Total Group Means

School Board

Item
37

Mean
S.D.

4.05
.39

Administra
tors
3.74
.98

Teachers

F-Ratio

FProbability

3.73
.90

1.13

.33

Total
Group
Mean
3.79
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The results of the questionnaire were analyzed according
to frequency of response to determine which of the listed proce
dures were used most often, which were the most common months of
the school year for administration of the procedures, and whether
the majority of selected schools responding offer remedial activ
ities or classes for students who fail to meet the competency
standards.

A summary of this information appears in Tables 11,

12, and 13.
All of the respondents reported using several procedures
for determining student competence.

The most frequently used

procedures and the percentage of respondents using them, were
staff decision to promote or graduate, 86%; standardized tests,
79%; and teacher prepared tests, 79%. The staff members most
often called upon, to make the staff decision was the staff member
of the appropriate subject area, 76%; and the principal, 62%.
This information appears in Table 11.
Most of the responding schools offer students several op
portunities to participate in the competency procedures (see
Table 12).

The most common months for administering these proce

dures were April, 59%; September, 55%; May, 55%; March, 52%; and
January, 48%. Twenty-four percent of the responding schools of
fer some form of competency evaluation every month of the school
year, 10% of the schools offer the evaluation only once in a
school year, and 17% offer the evaluation twice a year.
Seventy-two percent of the responding schools require
remedial activities or classes for students who fail to meet the
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Table 11.

Frequency of Response and Percentage Responding—
Procedures Used to Determine Competency

Procedure

Frequency

Percentage

Standardized Tests

23

79

Teacher-Prepared Tests

23

79

Criterion-Referenced Tests

15

52

12
3

41
10

9

31

Checklists of Skills

14

48

Staff Decisions

25

86

18
5
22
4

62
17
76
14

2

7

Teacher-Made
Published
Basal Reader Tests

Principal
Counselor
Staff Member of Appropriate Subject Area
Staff Committee
Other
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Table 12.

Month

Frequency of Response and Percentage Responding—
Months Competency Procedures Administered
Frequency

Percentage

September

16

55

October

12

41

November

10

34

December

9

31

January

14

48

February

11

38

March

15

52

April

17

59

May

16

55
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competency standards; 24% say these activities or classes are op
tional.

Only .07% of the schools do not have any activities or

classes available at this time.

Table 13 summarizes this

information.
Summary
The findings of this study were presented in three sec
tions.

The first section reported the findings on Questionnaire

I, the second section reported the data from Questionnaire II,
and the third section reported the data from the Administrative
Questionnaire.
The responses to Delphi Questionnaire I were classified
into 11 general areas. These were school budget, teacher atti
tude, teacher classroom behavior, teacher processes in the classroom5 student attitude, student work and study habits, school
testing program, curriculum objectives, teacher preparation for
basic skills teaching, addition or reassignment of school person
nel, and course additions and deletions.
The 37 items in Part I of Questionnaire II reflected spe
cific responses from the 11 general areas of Questionnaire I. On
the second questionnaire, school board members rated two items
with a mean of 4.0 or above.

The highest rating was given to

Item 37 (increased emphasis on basic skills in the elementary
grades). Item 37 received 40% of the responses indicating it
would have the most lasting effect on the organization and func
tion of the schools.

No items received a modal response of 5.
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Table 13.

Frequency of Response and Percentage Responding—
Procedures Available if Student Fails Competency
Standards

Procedure

Frequency

Percentage

Remedial Activities or Classes Required

21

72

Remedial Activities or Classes Optional

7

24

No Remedial Activities or Classes
Available at This Time

2

.07

Administrators rated three items with a mean of 4.0 or
above.

Item 2 (more reading materials at various reading levels

being used) and Item 16 (more students being referred for special
education and/or other remedial evaluation) received the highest
mean of 4.04. Item 37 (increased emphasis on basic skills in the
elementary grades) received 32% of the responses on Part II con
cerning the items which would have the most lasting effects on
the function and organization of the schools.

No items received

a modal response of 5.
Teachers rated no items in Part I with a mean of 4.0 or
above.

Item 22 (teachers being more aware of student basic skill

needs) received the highest mean of 3.9.

Item 37 (increased em

phasis on basic skills in the elementary grades) received 34% of
the responses in Part II concerning the items which would have
the most lasting effects on the function and organization of the
schools.

One item, Item 14 (excessive amount of time being spent
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administering and scoring tests and recording data), received a
modal response of 5.
There were no items with a mean above 4.0 for the com
bined groups.

Item 16 (more students being referred for special

education and/or other remedial evaluation) received the highest
mean of 3.89.

Thirty-five percent of the respondents chose Item

37 (increased emphasis on basic skills in the elementary grades)
as the item which would have the most lasting effect on the func
tion and organization of the schools.
An analysis of variance showed three items with signifi•*

cant differences at the .05 level.

The Scheffe test was computed

for each of these items to determine the significant differences
between groups.
Administrators were asked to complete an Administrative
Questionnaire to determine what general procedures are used in
order to determine student competence, in which month or months
of the school year the procedures are administered, and whether
remedial activities or classes are available if a student fails
to meet the school's competency standards.
Eighty-six percent of the respondents indicated that the
most frequently used procedure to determine student competence
was staff decision to promote or graduate with 76% indicating the
staff member of the appropriate subject area the most called upon
to make the decision.

April was indicated by 59% as the month

when competency tests are administered.

Twenty-four percent of
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the schools offer some form of competency evaluation every month
of the school year, and 10% offer the evaluation procedures only
once a year.
Seventy-two percent of the respondents require remedial
activities or classes for students who fail to meet the competen
cy standards.

CHAPTER 5
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
This study was conducted in order to determine the effects
of the Arizona State Board of Education Basic Skills Competency
mandate within selected school districts in Arizona as perceived
by school board members, administrators and teachers.

A modified

two-stage Delphi, using two questionnaires, was used to collect
the data.
This chapter presents an analysis of the data with discus
sion organized around the objectives.
tionnaire is presented first.

The Administrative Ques

Part I of Delphi Questionnaire II

is then discussed, followed by the presentation of Part II of the
second questionnaire.
Administrative Questionnaire
The Administrative Questionnaire was sent to the princi
pals and head teachers of the ^elected schools in order to deter
mine what general procedures are used in order to determine
student competence, in which month or months of the school year
the procedures are administered, and whether remedial activities
or classes are available if a student fails to meet the school's
competency standards.
116

117

Procedures Used to Determine
Competence
Fears were voiced by many educators, parents, and stu
dents that one test would be used to determine a student's com
petence and, therefore, his eligibility for a promotion
certificate or a high school diploma.

From the results received

in this survey, all of the responding schools use several, mea
sures of competence before advancing a student.

The fact that a

majority of the respondents reported that the decision to promote
lies with a staff member, either the principal or the teacher of
the appropriate.subject area, should allay fears of decisions be
ing made solely on the basis of a test.

Four respondents indi

cated that parents and/or students are also included in competency
evaluations in their schools.
Tests, however, both teacher-made and standardized, are
also used to aid decision making.

Since all districts reported

using more than just one procedure, and these two types of tests
were highly rated, it seems that competency decisions are being
made using both test scores and staff analysis of student
performance.
More than 50% of the respondents indicated that at least
four of the six procedures listed are used to make student compe
tency decisions.

The use of several procedures in varying combi

nations may help explain the great variability found in the
teachers' responses in Part I of Questionnaire II. There
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apparently is not one standard procedure commonly used to deter
mine student competence.
When Procedures Are Administered
Another concern at the outset of competency programs was
that the competency procedures would be administered toward the
end of the school year.

This would leave little time for remedia

tion of deficiencies and would, perhaps, violate a student's due
process, particularly if the procedures were administered only at
the end of the eighth grade or senior year of high school.
Respondents indicated that the most frequent months for
the administration of the competency procedures were in the
spring, April, May, and March, respectively.

One fall month,

September, was listed as frequently as May.
Perhaps the respondents were listing the spring months as
the time when the formal competency procedures for final recom
mendation are concluded, and that these months are not the only
months when the procedures receive any attention. It does seem
likely, however, that a small number of students are being denied
time for remediation, since two of the responding schools offer
the procedures only during one spring month.
Four schools mentioned the use of criterion-referenced
tests as an ongoing procedure after completion of units of study,
and seven schools marked every month as a time for evaluation of
competence. It appears that many students are given more than

119

one opportunity to pass a competency evaluation at different
times throughout the school year.
Availability of Remediation
Identifying student skill needs becomes a moot point of
information if there are no remedial activities or classes avail
able for those who need further skill development.

The majority

of the responding schools indicated, that some form of remediation
exists for students who fail to meet competency standards.

Most

of the remediation is required, although seven schools indicated
that remediation is optional.

One school decides on the basis of

the degree of the deficiency.

Another school noted that its

students may take advantage of a public library tutorial program
for remediation.

Only two schools have no remedial help avail

able at this time.
Thus, it can be said that for the majority of students
who need remediation in order to bring their skill deficiencies
into agreement with school competency standards, there is some
form of remediation available.
Delphi Questionnaire II, Part I
The 37 items on Part I of Questionnaire II were developed
from the responses of the panel of experts who answered Delphi
Questionnaire I. The respondents on this questionnaire were
school board members, administrators, and teachers in the selected
school districts.

12 0

On all but three of the items, the analysis shows more
variation in the responses of the teachers than in the responses
of either school board members or administrators.

On the other

hand, school board members' responses indicated less variation
than the other two groups.

This is not surprising since teachers

are more closely associated with the specific activities related
to carrying out competency procedures.

As seen from the Adminis

trative Questionnaire, there is no one standard procedure for
determining competence, so a teacher may be involved in several
variations of competency evaluation.
The lack of uniformity of competency procedures does not
make the procedures less worthwhile, but may lead to the assump
tion that each school is doing what it feels necessary for its
particular situation. It does, however, lead to a lack of con
sistency in the item responses, particularly on the part of the
teachers, because the reference point used to answer the items
may have been different for each respondent.
The variability in responses on the majority of items not
withstanding, there are some general trends seen as a result of
this survey.

The 37 items are classified into 11 general areas

as stated in the second objective.

The following discussion is

presented in the order as listed in the second objective, with
each item discussed under its general area.
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Budget
Generally, whenever a new program is put into effect,
various effects of that program on the budget are anticipated.
At the outset of competency programs, fears were voiced thatschool funding would need to be increased or reallocated, partic
ularly for support of additional remedial teachers, materials,
and test administration.
The three groups surveyed in this study showed great
variability in their responses on this item.

School board mem

bers agreed, administrators disagreed, and teachers were unde
cided about whether the school budget has changed through an
increase or reallocation of funds due to competency programs.
The inconclusive results on this item seem to be inconsistent
with the perceptions that more remedial classes and more remedial
personnel are being added to school programs.
Teacher Attitude
Several items related to teacher attitude were included
in this survey.

As a result of increased implementation of com

petency programs, both in a greater number of schools and across
grade levels, it seems certain that teachers will become more
aware of individual student basic skill needs.
The data support this conclusion.

The three groups

closely agreed that teachers are more aware of the basic skill
needs of individual students.

But, when asked whether secondary

school teachers are more willing to view the teaching of basic
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skills as part of their responsibility, school board members and
administrators showed a modal response of 2 (disagree).

Although

the difference in responses was not significant, teachers showed
a modal response of 4 (agree) on this item, indicating that there
are secondary teachers who are willing to accept this responsi
bility.

Generally, it seems that increased awareness of student

basic skill needs has not yet led to general acceptance of the
responsibility for the teaching of these skills at the secondary
school'level.
It was indicated on the first questionnaire that it is
teachers and their teaching abilities which are the real target
of competency evaluations.

Surprisingly, this attitude was not

strongly substantiated by the data presented here, although
teachers gave a modal response of 4 (agree).

School board mem

bers gave a modal response of 2 (disagree) with the least amount
of variability in the response.

For administrators, the modal

response was divided equally between 2 (disagree) and 3
(undecided).
Many educators fear that concentrating on minimum stan
dards will result in lower teacher expectancy of student perfor
mance.

In other words, the minimums will become maximums, and

students will no longer be expected to perform above that estab
lished minimum standard.

The three groups surveyed were in

agreement that this has not occurred.

It appears that teachers

have not lowered their expectations of student performance as a
result of competency minimum standards.
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Teacher Behavior and Classroom
Organization
A hoped-for by-product of competency programs has been a
focus on individualization and personalization of instruction.
It is assumed that in an individualized program, teachers respond
to student skill needs by emphasizing remedial as well as develop
mental instruction.

Teachers also carefully document each stu

dent's individual progress.
The three groups were not in close agreement on the ques
tion of classroom instruction becoming more individualized, al
though the differences among groups were not significant.
Generally, all felt that there was some movement toward more in
dividualized instruction.
All three groups did closely agree, however, that teach
ers are emphasizing the remediation of skill deficiencies as well
as spending more time teaching the basic skills.

It may seem in

consistent to show that basic skill teaching and emphasis on re
mediation seem to be increasing in the classroom while results
are inconclusive regarding the individualization of instruction.
The inconsistency may result from the many interpretations given
to the term "individualized instruction."

Definitions range from

complete diagnosis and documentation of student strengths and
weaknesses to simply the presence of multi-level materials in the
classroom.
School board members were undecided about whether indi
vidual classroom performance, attendance, and behavior were being
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more carefuly documented by teachers.

There was much variation

in the responses of teachers and administrators, but both groups
awarded this item a modal response of 4 (agree).

There is a ten

dency toward closer documentation of student progress; the re
sults do not show that the practice is widespread.
When asked whether teachers are now giving more individ
ual help to students before or after school hours, school board
members responded with a bimodal response of 2 (disagree) and 3
(undecided).

Administrators were generally undecided about this

item, while teachers felt that they were giving more help outside
of school hours.

The differences between the school board member

group and the administrator and teacher groups were significant.
The implication is that teachers, with little fanfare, are spend
ing more before and after school planning time giving help to
students.
Classroom Processes
Classroom processes refers to changes in classroom proce
dures, not emphasizing teaching and classroom organization, but
focusing on the examination of texts and reading levels of ma
terials, on the reporting student progress, and on the referral
of students for remedial evaluation.
School board members were in close agreement that the
reading and concept levels of textbooks are being more closely
examined, with 90% of the respondents recording "agree."
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Seventy-five percent of the administrators agree, while only 52%
of the teachers think that this is happening.

Overall, the dif

ferences between the groups were not significant, but the dis
tribution again emphasizes the extreme variability of teacher
responses.

In conclusion, it is perceived that textbooks are

being more closely examined.
As teachers begin to focus more of their classroom activ
ities on remediation, the need for a variety of materials at dif
ferent reading levels becomes apparent.

According to this

survey, the three groups felt that a variety of reading materials
at various reading levels are available in the classroom.

Al

though the difference between groups was not significant, more
administrators felt that these materials are being used than did
either school board members or teachers.
A practice which seems to follow the establishment of a
minimum competency program is the reporting of student progress
by a checklist of skills mastered or an itemized list of goals
met instead of a number or letter grade.

All three groups varied

greatly in their responses to this item, with more school board
members believing this is a practice than teachers. The differ
ence between these two groups was significant.

Administrators

gave this item a bimodal response of 2 (disagree) and 4 (agree).
Whether this is actually a practice being followed at present
would depend on the degree to which a district's competency pro
gram is being implemented.

This may account for the variability

in the responses to this item.

126

Another item related to classroom procedures is the re
ferral of students for special education or other remedial evalu
ation.

The data support the conclusion that more students are

being referred for special evaluations, with all three groups
agreeing.

Teachers apparently feel more responsibility for early

identification of student deficiencies.

As a result, they may be

relying on specialists - for a more detailed evaluation of student
progress.

A positive aspect of competency programs may be earli

er detection of deficiencies of those students who have been
overlooked in a regular classroom for a longer period of time.
Competency programs have commanded widespread interest
and involvement among all persons with special interests in the
schools.

With this interest has come greater responsibility on

the part of school personnel, not only to identify specific skill
needs of the students, but to explain to parents more specifical
ly and more often the actual progress being made by their chil
dren.

The three groups concurred that parents are receiving more

frequent and more informative reports on their children's
progress.
Student Attitude
Meny educators believe that students will exhibit more
pride in their work as a result of having a more explicit ex
planation of the goals they are to attain and of having immediate
feedback on their progress toward that goal.

The data from the

three groups did not show increased student pride as a result of
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their involvement in a competency program.

While school board

members and administrators were generally undecided on this is
sue, the teacher group showed a modal response of 2 (disagree).
The general tendency is that students are not feeling more pride
in their work.
Implementing a competency program involves many tasks,
i.e., setting goals, identifying specific skills, creating activ
ities and tests for those skills with appropriate criteria for
success or failure, and establishing a recordkeeping system.
Perhaps in the flurry of efforts to organize these tasks, teach
ers have not yet been able to give each student the individual
attention and support which is believed to foster a sense of
pride in what one is doing.
Student Work and Study Habits
Some educators feel that students in a competency program
will increase their desire to develop more efficient work and
study habits, will use remedial instruction to make a determined
effort to raise their level of abilities, and as a result, will
show academic improvement, particularly in reading.
The groups either disagreed or were undecided that stu
dents are concentrating more on the development of work and study
habits.

So far, the hoped-for result of more student concern for

better work habits has not been realized.

The three groups

agreed, however, that students are using remedial classes to make
a determined effort to raise their level of abilities, although
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the distribution of responses, particularly for school board
members and teachers, tended to show that this is not true for
many schools.
At the time of this survey, it was not known how many
promotion certificates or diplomas had been denied students.
There is, of course, the possibility that as competency programs
become more refined, and the denial of promotion or graduation
becomes a distinct possibility, students will concentrate more on
the development of those habits and skills which will lead to
their success in the program.
Administrators tended to feel that the reading level of
the student population has been improved, while school board mem
bers evenly divided their responses between 3 (undecided) and 4
(agree).

Teachers generally were undecided, although many agreed

that the level has been raised.

The results are inconclusive

whether the reading level of the student population has been im
proved.

Recent information suggests that at least a three-year

period of time must pass before the effects of new educational
programs are seen on standardized test results (Lawton 1980).
Perhaps a sufficient amount of time has not yet passed for formal
indication of reading improvement to be recorded.
Testing Program
The measurement of student competence is a major issue in
competency programs.

A student's success or failure may well

rest in the type of measure designed to evaluate his competence.
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Many educators fear the increased use of standardized or normreferenced measures, feeling that measuring an individual's prog
ress against a group norm does not yield a fair assessment of
individual skills, particularly for those students on the lower
and higher ends of the normal curve.
Others hope that the use of criterion-referenced measures
will increase, measuring an individual's progress against an
established set of objectives.

This system would hopefully ac

count for individual strengths and weaknesses.
Still others feel that new systems of evaluation should
be designed to evaluate student competence, systems which would
not depend entirely on test scores.

Teachers, in particular,

worry about the excessive amount of time they feel it would take
to administer, score, and record test scores.
The results of this survey showed that the use of stan
dardized tests may have increased since competency programs have
been established.

Teachers awarded this item a bimodel response

of 2 (disagree) and 4 (agree); school board members and adminis
trators recorded a modal response of 4 (agree).

The Administra

tive Questionnaire reported that more than one method is used for
determining student competence.

While the use of standardized

tests may have increased somewhat, they are not being used as a
sole measure of student competence.

It may be that districts are

using standardized scores in order to substantiate their own
evaluations.
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The groups also agreed that the use of criterionreferenced tests has increased, and that new evaluation systems
are being designed in order to evaluate student competence.
Administrators and school board members agreed that an
excessive amount of teacher time is being spent in administering
and scoring tests and recording data.

An almost equal number

disagreed, reflecting a great deal of variation in the responses
of these groups.

Teachers, however, recorded a modal response of

5 (strongly agree), the only such modal response in the survey.
Competency programs, by definition, must reflect a knowledge of
each individual student's skill progress in order to determine
competence.

Much of the responsibility for evaluating, record

ing and reporting skills progress belongs to the classroom teach
er who works with the students daily.

It is not surprising that

teachers strongly felt that they spend an undue amount of time
taking care of student skills records.
Curriculum Objectives
The impact of competency programs on the curriculum is
often evidenced by the establishment of minimum standards and an
emphasis on basic skills.

Some educators feel that all areas of

the curriculum are being concerned with minimum standards, that
there is more coordination between grade levels and among subject
areas in the setting of minimum standards, and that, in general,
the school curriculum is being more thoroughly evaluated.
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Administrators and teachers did not agree that all sub
ject areas of the curriculum, not just the basics, are beginning
to establish minimum standards.

School board members awarded

this item a bimodal response of 3 (undecided) and 4 (agree).

It

was generally anticipated that the practice of establishing mini
mum standards would become routine for any subject area taught in
the schools.

It appears that school board members believe this

is happening faster than it actually is.

Setting minimum stan

dards is still a relatively new approach for the basic subject
areas. It may take several more years of successful utilization
of minimum standards in the basics before this becomes a wide
spread practice for all subject areas.
The question of coordinating the setting of minimum stan
dards between grade levels and among subject areas has become a
reality in competency programs as seen by all three groups.

Per

haps not all subject areas are establishing minimum standards,
but those that are, are doing so in coordination with other grade
levels and subject areas.
The curriculum in years past was generally based on gen
eral goals and objectives.

In addition, suggested materials and

activities were listed as a teaching guide for teachers. This
curriculum design is no longer acceptable in the light of the
identification of the specific basic skills needed for success in
school and the establishment of a minimum standard to be met in
order to ensure that success.

Therefore, it is expected that as
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a result of the establishment of a competency program, the school
curriculum would undergo a thorough evaluation.

All three groups

agreed that the school curriculum is being more thoroughly
evaluated.
Most competency programs focus on meeting set standards
for graduation from high school.

Some, as in Arizona, also set a

standard for eighth-grade promotion.

Others are competency based

in that standards must be met every year for grade-to-grade ad
vancement. It is felt by many educators that the elementary
school would become more concerned with establishing minimum
standards, and that there would be more emphasis on basic skills
teaching in the elementary grades.

All three groups agreed that

the elementary school is, indeed, becoming more concerned with
the establishment of minimum standards.

The elementary grades

are also beginning to place more emphasis on basic skills
teaching.
Another reflection of the effect of competency programs
on curriculum objectives is whether remediation is available for
students who are deficient in their basic skills development.
The three groups agreed that students are receiving the remedial
help they need.

This coincides with the agreement of the three

groups that more remedial classes are being added to the curric
ulum, that more remedial personnel are being added to the staff,
and that teachers are emphasizing the remediation of skill defi
ciencies.

In any program designed to identify strengths and
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weaknesses, there must be available the means for remediating the
weaknesses.

It would seem that one perceived effect of competen

cy programs in Arizona is the availability of remediation for the
students who need it.
Teacher Preparation
Because educators generally feel that there is more em
phasis on the teaching of basic skills, they reason that teachers
would ask for more in-service programs and/or university prepara
tion for teaching the basics, and that teachers would be better
prepared to teach the basic skills in their classes.
The three groups were not in close accord on the issue of
teachers asking for more preparation for teaching the basics.
School board members were generally undecided, but the responses
varied greatly.

Administrators agreed that teachers were making

more requests, showing less variability than the other groups,
and teachers awarded the item a modal response of 2 (disagree).
Perhaps administrators are receiving some requests and comments
on the need for more in-service or university classes on teaching
the basics, while school board members would not be in as close
contact with teachers to receive this information.

Teachers may

be basing their responses on how many in-service meetings and
university basic skills classes have been made available to them
since competency programs began.

Perhaps no more are offered;

therefore, they believe teachers are not making more requests for
them.

The results on this item are inconclusive regarding
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teachers asking for more in-service and/or university preparation
for teaching basic skills.
The three groups were in close accord regarding teachers
becoming better prepared and better organized to teach the basic
skills.

Perhaps teachers are preparing themselves, not through

in-service or university class requests, but through more infor
mal preparation done either alone or in conjunction with teaching
colleagues.
School Personnel
It has been concluded that remediation of student skill
deficiencies has become a priority in the competency programs
surveyed in this study.

All groups showed agreement that addi

tional remedial personnel are being added to the staff, and that
more resources, including teachers and materials, are being de
voted to remedial classes.

As .discussed earlier, once student

deficiencies are recognized through skills testing and evalua
tions, the next logical step is to offer remedial classes or
activities to remedy the deficiencies.

The Administrative Ques

tionnaire lends support to the results of the items showing in
creased remedial efforts, reporting that 96% of the schools
responding said remedial activities or classes are available for
students failing to meet a minimum standard.

It seems inconsis

tent, however, that this survey indicates an increase in emphasis
on remediation while reporting inconclusive results concerning a
change in the budget due to an increase or reallocation of funds.
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Course Additions and Deletions
While it is agreed that if a student is showing deficien
cies in skill development, he should be offered remediation of
those deficiencies, it is feared that remediation will replace
the opportunity for exploring other subject areas through electives.

Some educators fear a lack of emphasis on the arts, and

others see the slower student having to report for remedial
classes in exchange for attending elective classes.
The three groups agreed that more remedial classes are
being added to the curriculum.

The groups disagreed, however,

chat enrichment classes such as art and music are being decreased
and replaced by remedial or basic skills classes.

On yet an

other item, they agreed that for some students, the number of
electives they may take is being reduced.
The conclusions on these items may seem inconsistent, un
til the variety of remedial programs available are explored.
Some remedial classes replace a required class such as English or
math and do not fill an elective slot.

Other remedial classes

are resource classes where students attend several times a week,
usually missing a regular class on a rotating schedule so the
same class is not missed more than once a week.

Other remedial

classes may be held in the regular classroom, focusing more on
remedial-type activities rather than on creating a total remedial
classroom. These types of classes may account for the fact that
enrichment classes have not had to be decreased.

There are still
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enough time slots in the school day for enrichment and elective
classes.
For some students, however, there are not enough time
slots to allow electives in their schedules.

Perhaps the re

sponses refer to those students who are remedial in more than one
area.

For all groups, the responses varied greatly so not all

students are affected by a reduction in the number of electives
they may take.
A summary item was included in the survey to determine
the perceptions of school board members, administrators, and
teachers regarding the general effects of competency requirements
in the schools.

Several respondents to Delphi Questionnaire I

stated that the competency requirements are having little effect
in the schools.

Many reason that after all the talking is done

and the statements of intent written, the schools will continue
as they have been.
The three groups disagreed that the requirements have had
very little effect in the schools, although over one-fourth of
the teachers agreed that there has been little effect in their
schools.
The results of this survey showed that some areas have
been affected more than others, and that almost everyone con
cerned with the education of children has been affected in one
way or another.

For example, teachers have become more aware of

the basic skills, they are emphasizing the remediation of basic
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skills more now than before competency requirements, parents are
receiving more frequent and more informative reports on their
children's progress, new evaluation systems are being designed to
report student progress, and the school curriculum is being more
thoroughly evaluated.

The degree of the effect is shown in the

great variability in the responses on many items, particularly
for teachers.

Some competency programs are more extensive than

others, and some have been implemented more completely than
others.

There may be some schools which prefer to wait for the

attention to wane so, perhaps, they will not have to perform any
drastic changes in their program.
One thing seems certain:

the competency requirements are

affecting the schools to some degree.

However, it may take sev

eral more years of implementation and study to determine precise
ly what long term effects competency programs will have on
Arizona's schools.
Delphi Questionnaire II, Part II
In the second part of Questionnaire II, the respondents
were asked to identify the five items they believed would have
the most lasting effect on the function and organization of the
schools.
All of the groups chose Item 37, referring to basic
skills receiving more emphasis in the elementary grades, as hav
ing the most lasting effect on the schools.

It is not assumed

that basic skills have not been taught in the elementary schools
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prior to competency programs; it is assumed that identifying more
specific objectives and creating individual student skills lists
will emphasize the need for increased reinforcement of basic
skills learning.
According to the combined groups frequency-of-response
table (Table 9), four additional items were seen as having a farreaching effect on the schools.

Teachers spending more time

teaching basic skills is included on this list, as is teachers
becoming more aware of student basic skill needs.

These two ba

sic skills items were also included in the top five choices by
the individual teachers and administrators groups.

School board

members listed more time teaching basic skills among their top
five, and even though teachers becoming more aware of student
basic skills needs was not included in the top five, it was a
highly rated item.
Also included in the combined groups' top five choices
for the most lasting effect on the schools was the item referring
to teachers becoming better prepared and better organized to
teach basic skills.
five choices.

This item was also included in the teachers'

Administrators and school board members did not

include this item in the top five choices; however, the item was
chosen by at least one-fifth of each group.
The last item on the list of five most lasting effects
was that there is more coordination between grade levels and
among subject areas in the setting of minimum competency
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standards.

The administrator group included this in its top

five, and at least one-fifth of the school board members and
teachers included this item on their list.
The school board member group included several items
among its top five choices which were not listed by the combined
groups.

This group felt that classroom instruction would become

more individualized, an item that showed great variability in the
responses on Part I of the questionnaire.

Perhaps the group felt

that this is an important part of competency programs which is yet
to be fully implemented.
School board members also included the curriculum being
more thoroughly evaluated, parents receiving more frequent and
more informative reports on their children's progress, and all
subject areas, not just the basics, establishing minimum compe
tency standards.

This last item was one chosen by all three

groups as not being evident in their schools at this time.

This

group does see it developing, however, into one of the most last
ing effects of competency programs.
The administrator group also included several items among
the top five which did not appear on the combined group's list.
For this group, more remedial classes being added to the curricu
lum, more students being referred for special education and/or
other remedial evaluation, the curriculum being more thoroughly
evaluated, and classroom instruction becoming more individualized
were chosen as having a long-term effect on the schools.
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The teacher group included only one item on its list that
did not appear among the top five of the combined groups.

This

item referred to the increased use of criterion-referenced tests,
an item not highly rated by either of the other two groups.
Teachers, perhaps, are in a better position to evaluate a prac
tice which describes their own approach to classroom evaluation.
In general, the groups were in agreement on which compe
tency practices would have the most lasting effects on the func
tion and organization of the schools.
The written comments made on the questionnaires reflected
concern about several areas related to the success of a competen
cy program.

Most of the comments were recorded by teachers, but

administrators and school board members were represented by writ
ten comments, also.
Basically, the comments reflected concern about student
accepting discipline and developing the self-discipline necessary
for success in school. They need to develop a more positive at
titude toward learning and be motivated to succeed. It was ob
served that students are more worried, frustrated, and nervous,
and that there seems to be more talk about dropping out of school.
It was mentioned that parent support is necessary, particularly
in the area of discipline and creating a positive attitude toward
learning.
The comments reflected concern that teachers are over
burdened with recordkeeping, and that they need aides to help
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administer a competency program correctly.

Some teachers are

spending time only on those tasks related to the competency pro
gram. It was noted that the teacher is the key element to the
success of a competency program.
The comments also reflected a concern that, as of yet,
the elementary grades are not as involved in competency programs
as either the junior high school or high school.
In conclusion, the comments reflected a belief that the
schools' educational program has improved since the mandate, but
that care must be taken not to credit or blame the mandate for
all the things that are happening in schools today.
Summary
This chapter presented an analysis of the data from the
Administrative Questionnaire and Parts I and II of Delphi Ques
tionnaire II.
The Administrative Questionnaire showed that all respond
ing schools use more than one evaluation procedure to determine
student competence.

The use of tests as well as a reliance on

staff decisions to determine competency tend to allay fears that
competency decisions would be made on the basis of test results
only.
A small number of students may be denied sufficient time
for remediation because two of the responding schools administer
competency tests only during one spring month.

However, 11

schools mentioned ongoing evaluation throughout the school year,
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so it appears that the majority of students have more than one
opportunity to pass a competency evaluation throughout the year.
For the majority of students, there are remedial classes
or activities available to help bring their skill deficiencies
into agreement with their school's competency standards.
In Part I of the second questionnaire, it was noted that
the responses for the teacher group showed great variability,
possibly due to uneven implementation of competency programs.
The item responses did show general trends however, reflecting
changes in various aspects of the schools as a result of compe
tency programs.
Part II of the second questionnaire summarized the items
chosen as having the most lasting effect on the function and or
ganization of the schools.

Basic skills receiving more emphasis

in the elementary grades was indicated by all the groups as an
effect that would have the most lasting consequences on the
schools.
Written comments on the returned questionnaires indicated
a concern for students developing self-discipline and a more
positive attitude toward learning, for parents lending support to
the efforts of the schools, and for teachers receiving support in
their efforts to implement competency programs in the classroom.
In general, the comments reflected a belief that the schools have
improved since the mandate, but that not all things happening in
the schools should be blamed on or credited to the competency
mandate.

CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This descriptive study was undertaken for the purpose of
attempting to determine the effects of the Arizona State Board of
Education Basic Skills Competency mandate within selected school
districts in Arizona.

The study was based on the assumptions

that school board members', teachers', and administrators' per
ceptions are a valid resource for determining the effects of the
State Board competency mandate, and that three years is a suffi
cient amount of time for effects of the competency mandate to be
perceived in the schools.
The objectives of the study were to identify the proce
dures selected school districts developed in compliance with this
mandate and to determine the effects of the mandate on the school
budget, teacher attitude, teacher classroom behavior, teacher
processes in the classroom, student attitude, student work and
study habits, the school testing program, curriculum objectives,
teacher preparation for basic skills teaching, the addition or
reassignment of school personnel, and course additions and
deletions.
A modified Delphi technique, using two questionnaires,
was used to collect the data. The first questionnaire was
143

144

open-ended and asked the selected jury to list (1) the problems
encountered by administrators, teachers, and/or students in im
plementing the State Board competency mandate, (2) the positive
effects of the requirements on administrators, teachers, and/or
students, (3) the effects of the requirements on the school cur
riculum, and (4) the anticipated outcomes of such requirements.
Items for the. second questionnaire were formulated from
the responses submitted on the first questionnaire. The respon
dents were asked to respond on a Likert-type scale registering
their agreement or disagreement with the 37 items. They were
also asked to indicate which five of the 37 items would have the
most lasting effect on the function and organization of the
schools.
The information from the second questionnaire was punched
on cards and analyzed by computer.

Means, standard deviations,

modes, and frequency distributions were determined.

An analysis

of variance was also done to determine differences in how the
groups viewed each item.

The Scheffe test was computed for each

item showing a significant difference at the .05 level.
An administrative questionnaire was sent to all selected
principals and head teachers to help determine the procedures
used for determining student competence, when the procedures are
administered and whether remedial activities or classes are avail
able for students who fail to meet the competency standards.
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The findings of this study are organized around the ob
jectives, first presenting the conclusions drawn from the Admin
istrative Questionnaire.

This is followed by a summary of the 37

items in Part I of Questionnaire II and the conclusions from Part
II of the second questionnaire.

The chapter closes with recommen

dations based on the findings of this study.
Summary of the Findings
Administrative Questionnaire
1.

All of the responding districts use several measures of
competency before advancing a student.

2.

The procedures used most often were staff decision to
promote or graduate, with the teacher of the appropriate
subject area the staff person most likely to make the
decision, and standarized and teacher-prepared tests.

3.

Most students have several opportunities to pass a compe
tency evaluation throughout the school year.

4.

For most students, there are remedial classes or activi
ties available if they fail the competency procedures.

Delphi Questionnaire II, Part I
1. There is no strong indication that competency programs
have increased the school budget.
2.

Teachers are more aware of individual student basic skill
needs.
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3.

Generally, secondary school teachers are not yet willing
to view the teaching of basic skills as part of their
responsibility.

4.

While some teachers may feel that it is teachers and
their teaching abilities which are the real target of
competency evaluations, this attitude is not substanti
ated by the data.

5.

The three groups agreed that teachers have not lowered
their expectations of student performance as a result of
competency minimum standards.

6.

There is some movement toward classroom instruction be
coming more individualized.

7.

The three groups agreed that teachers are emphasizing the
remediation of skill deficiencies.

8.

Teachers are spending more time teaching the basic skills.

9.

There is a tendency toward more careful documentation of
individual classroom performance, attendance, and
behavior.

10.

The results are inconclusive whether teachers are giving
more help to students, usually before or after school,
although teachers tended to feel that they were.

11.

Generally, the reading and concept levels of textbooks
are being more closely examined.

12.

All three groups agreed that a variety of reading materi
als at various reading levels are available in the
classroom.
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13. In general, it seems that methods of reporting student
performances are changing from grades to itemized profi
ciency reports.
14.

The data supported the conclusion that more students are
being referred for special education and/or other remedi
al evaluation.

15.

The three groups concurred that parents are receiving
more frequent and more informative reports on their chil
dren's progress.

16.

The general tendency of the responses was that students
are not feeling more pride in their work.

17.

Students do not seem to be concentrating more on the de
velopment of work and study habits.

18.

The three groups agreed that students are using remedial
classes to make a determined effort to raise their level
of abilities.

19.

The results were inconclusive whether the reading level
of the student population has been improved, although the
responses showed a tendency towards agreement that levels
have been raised.

20. In general, the use of standardized tests has increased.
21.

The groups agreed that the use of criterion-referenced
tests has increased since the competency mandate went
into effect.
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22.

All agreed, teachers strongly, that an excessive amount
of teacher time is being spent in administering and scor
ing tests and recording data.

23.

The groups agreed that new evaluation systems are being
designed to evaluate student competencies.

24.

The results are inconclusive whether all subjects, not
just the basics, are beginning'to establish minimum
standards.

25.

The three groups agreed that there is more coordination
between grade levels and among subject areas in the set
ting of minimum competency standards.

26.

The groups agreed that the school curriculum is being
more thoroughly evaluated.

27.

The elementary school is becoming more concerned with es
tablishing minimum competency standards.

28.

Basic skills are receiving more emphasis in the elemen
tary grades.

29.

The groups agreed that students are receiving the remedi
al help they need.

30.

The groups showed no conclusive evidence that teachers
are asking for more in-service and/or university prepara
tion for teaching basic skills.

31.

The three groups agreed that teachers are becoming better
prepared and better organized to teach the basic skills.
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32.

As seen by all groups, more remedial personnel are being
added to the staff.

33.

More resources, including teachers and materials, are be
ing devoted to remedial classes.

34.

All groups agreed that more remedial classes are being
added to the curriculum.

35.

The groups disagreed that enrichment classes such as art
and music are being decreased and replaced by remedial or
basic skills classes.

36.

For some students, the number of electives they may take
is being reduced.

37.

The three groups disagreed that the competency require
ments are having very little effect in the schools.

Delphi Questionnaire II, Part II
The following effects were seen by the combined groups as
having the most lasting effect on the function and organization
of the schools:
1.

The basic skills are receiving more emphasis in the ele
mentary grades.

2.

Teachers are spending more time teaching basic skills.

3.

Teachers are becoming more aware of student basic skill
needs.

4.

Teachers are becoming better prepared and better organized
to teach basic skills.
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5.

There is more coordination between grade levels and among
subject areas in the setting of minimum competency
standards.
Recommendations Based on the Study
As a result of the findings of this study, it is recom

mended that:
1.

Schools continue to utilize several different procedures
to evaluate student competence instead of relying on a
single measure.

2.

Students be given more than one opportunity during the
school year to meet the school's required minimum stan
dards for promotion or graduation.

3.

Remedial activities and/or classes be made available for
those students who fail to meet a school's minimum compe
tency standards.

4.

Teachers continue to become more aware of student basic
skill needs.

5.

Secondary teachers begin to view the teaching of basic
skills as a part of their responsibility.

They can to

this by emphasizing the developmental nature of reading,
writing, and mathematic skills through their content
areas.
6.

Remediation continue to be emphasized in the classroom.
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7.

Teachers continue to emphasize the teaching of basic
skills, not through isolated activities, but through the
content they are teaching.

8.

Districts assist teachers in the recordkeeping tasks de
manded by the skills analysis approach in competency pro
grams.

Competency program implementation will be

hindered by teachers who feel they spend an excessive
amount of time administering and scoring tests and re
cording data.
9.

Individualized and personalized instruction be provided
for students.

10.

Reading and concept levels of textbooks be more closely
examined.

Teachers should become more aware of methods

of analyzing the levels of the classroom materials they
use.
11.

Reading materials at different reading levels be avail
able in all classrooms.

12.

Districts continue to examine the use of itemized profi
ciency reports based on content objectives in lieu of
assigning grades.

They should also continue to stay

abreast of other new evaluation systems being designed as
a result of competency programs.
13.

Teachers utilize the special education and/or other re
medial evaluation reports to help remediate the remedial
student in the regular classroom.
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14

Parents continue to receive frequent and informative re
ports on their children's progress.

15

Students become a more integral participant in their com
petency program.

Perhaps this will help them develop

pride in their accomplishments.
16

Emphasis be placed on the development of student work and
study habits.

17

Standardized tests be used cautiously and prudently in
examining individual student competencies.

18

The use of criterion-referenced tests continue to be
developed.

19

All areas of the curriculum begin to develop competency
standards for successful completion of courses.

20

Subject areas and grade levels continue to coordinate
their efforts to develop minimum competency standards.

21.

Districts continue to support a continuous, thorough cur
riculum evaluation.

22..

The elementary school emphasize the teaching and rein
forcement of the basic skills.

23,

The elementary school develop a system of competency
standards for all subject areas.

24.

Teachers seek methods of becoming more proficient at
teaching the basic skills in their content areas.

25.

Remedial resources such as teachers and materials not be
come an isolated part of the school program.

Dialogue
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between the special teacher and the classroom teacher
must be maintained for maximum benefit to the child.
26.

Students, regardless of the severity or the number of de
ficiencies, be given an opportunity to participate in the
school's elective program.
Determining the effects of a mandate after three years of

implementation must be seen as an intermediate step in the over
all evaluation of competency programs. • Competency programs are
not a simple addition to an existing school program; they are, in
all their various forms, a restructuring of a school's total ap
proach to educating children.

Competency programs are best im

plemented in graduated steps according to a predetermined
schedule, in order to allow all concerned to adapt their roles to
the diverse changes demanded of them.
Above all, communication among the public, the school
board, administrators, teachers, and students must be maintained
in order to allow for a continual evaluation of their competency
program.

APPENDIX A
COVER LETTERS
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON,

ARIZONA

85721

COLLEGE OP EDUCATION
DEfAKTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION

F ebruary 1, 1979

Oear Educators
rive years ago, the Arizona State Legislature developed
ARS 15-102.26 which requires a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CuESJ of pupil achievement in Dasic subjects. The
Arizona State Board of Education further defined this statute
into a mandate which requires that a student attain at least
a sixth grade competency level before being promoted from
eighth grade and a ninth grade competency level before being
graduated from high school, in the areas of reading, computational
and written communicative skills. This policy became effective
January 1, 1976.
Currently, a doctoral study is being conducted at the
University of Arizona to assess the effects of the State ooard
8asic Skills competency mandate in selected Arizona school
districts. The study is in two parts. The first part, an
opsn-ended questionnaire, seeks your input and asks you to
respond briefly to questions concerning the effects of the
competency mandate on administrators, teachers, students, and
the school curriculum. It also asks you to anticipate what
the outcomes of such requirements might be. Your responses
will be arranged and included in a second questionnaire. The
second questionnaire will ask you to rate the various effects
from 1 to 5 according to your agreement or disagreement with
the items.
U)e ask you to please fill out the questionnaire and return
it to us in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. The
return of the questionnaire indicates your voluntary participation!
you may withdraw from the study at any time. Your name is
requested only for the purposes of sending out the second
questionnaire and will not be used in any reports of data.
If there are any questions, please contact fllary Lou Gammon,
the director of the study, at 384-2090. we are grateful for
your time and expertise.
Sincerely,

Richard C. Krebs,' Professor
Department of Secondary Education

Director of study
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON,

ARIZONA

85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEMHTMIVT OF SICONDAXY EDUCATION

February 1. 1979

Dear Educator!
Five yaars ago, the Arizona State Legislature developed
ARS 15-102.26 which requires a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CUES) of pupil achievement in basic subjects. The
Arizona State Board of Education further defined this statute
into e mandate which requires that a student attain at least a
sixth gradB competency before being promoted from eighth grade
and a ninth grade competency before being graduated from high
school, in the areas of reading, computational and written
communicative skills. This policy became effective January 1, 1976.
Currently, a doctoral study is being conducted at the university
of Arizona to assess the effects of the State 6oard oasic Skills
competency mandate in selected Arizona school districts. The
study is in two parts. The first part uias an open-ended
questionnaire which asked for the effects of the mandate on
administrators, teachers, students, and the school curriculum.
The responses from the first questionnaire were organized into
the second questionnaire which is enclosed. The items represent
a summarization of those submitted by many persons who completed
the first questionnaire. These items generate a consensus on
what administrators, teachers, Bnd school board members perceive
as effects of the mandated competency requirements, ule would
appreciate your reaction to all of the items on the list.
Ule ask that you please fill out the enclosed questionnaire, Indicating
your agreement or disagreement that the items listed have been
an effect of the competency mandate. Further instructions are
given with the questionnaire.
Ule appreciate your interest and help in this survey. Please
return the completed questionnaire to us in the enclosed selfaddressed, stamped envelope, hopefully by April 1, 1979,
Sincerely,

Director of Study

Richard C. Krebs, Professor
Secondary education

THE UNIVERSITY OP ARIZONA
T U C S O N ,

A l l Z O N A

rouici or education
MM*TMINT or UCONDAir

1)721

KDUCATIOM

February 1, 1979

Dear Administrators
Five years ago, the Arizona state Legislature developed
ARS 15-102.26 which requires a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CUES) of pupil achievement in baaic subjects. The
Arizona State Board of Education further defined this statute
into a mandate which requires that a student attain at least a
sixth grade competency before being promoted froa eighth grade
and a ninth grade competency before being graduated from high
school, in the areas of reading, computational and written
coBBunicative sXills. This policy became effective January 1* 1976,
Currently# a doctoral atudy is being conducted at the University
of Arizona to assess the effects of the State Board Basic Skills
competency sandate in selected Arizona school districts. The
study is in tvo parts. The first part was an open-ended
questionnaire which asked for the effects of the mandate on
administratora, teachers, students, and the school curriculum.
The responses froa the first questionnaire were organized into
the second questionnaire vhich is enclosed. The itens represent
• summarization of thoss submitted by many persons who completed
the first qusstionnaire. These items generate a consensus on
what administrators* teachers, and school board msmbers perceive
as effects of ths mandated competency requirementa. He would
appreciate your reaction to all of the items on the list.
We ask that you please fill out the yellow questionnaire. Indicating
your agreement or disagreement that the items listed have been
an effect of the competency mandate. Further instructions are
given with the questionnaire*
There is also enclosed an informational questionnairs requesting
a description of procedures you use to determine student competency
levels for promotion or graduation. Please complete and include
this with the return of the yellow questionnaire.
We ask also that you choose three teschers from your staff*
representing three different grade levels* if possible* and have
them complete the enclosed white questionnaires and return them
in the envelopes also enclosed.
We appreciate your interest and help in this survey. Please
return the completed questionnaires to us in the enclosed selfaddressed i stamped envelope* hopefully by April 1* 1979.
Sincerely*

Director of study

JtlcKsel McCormick, Executive Director
Arizona School Administrators* inc.

BiCnaxd'cVKret»/pro7essor
Secondary Education

Howard w. Leigh^^state Chairman
North Central Association

~
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON,

ARIZONA

8372]

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF 5ECONDAAY EDUCATION

Dear Superintendent!
Five years ago, the Arizona State Legislature developed
ARS 15-102.26 which requires a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CUES) of pupil achievement in basic subjects. The
Arizona State Board of Education further defined this statute
into a mandate which requires that a student attain at least a
sixth grade competency before being promoted from eighth grade
and a ninth grade competency before being graduated from high
school! in the areas of reading, computational and written
communicative skills. This policy became effective January 1, 1976.
Currently, a doctoral study is being conducted at the University
of Arizona to assess the effects of the State Board Basic Skills
competency mandate in selected Arizona school districts. The
study is in two parts. The first part was an open-ended
questionnaire which asked for the effects of the mandate on
administrators, teachers, students, and the school curriculum.
The responses from the first questionnaire were organized into
the second questionnaire which is enclosed. The items represent
a summarization of those submitted by many persons who completed
the first questionnaire. These items generate a consensus on
what administrators, teachers, and school board members perceive
as effects of the mandated competency requirements.
We would appreciate your help in forwarding this blue questionnaire
to one school board member of your choosing in your district.
It would be most beneficial to the educational and lay communities
to assess the impact of competency requirements on the school,
and input from school board members would represent a vital point
of view.
We appreciate your interest and help in this survey. A selfaddressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for a convenient return
of the questionnaire.
Sincerely,

North
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
TUCSON,

ARIZONA

85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION

February 1, 1979

Dear School board ffemberi
Five years ago, the Arizona state Legislature developed
ARS 15-1L2.26 which requires a continuous uniform evaluation
system (CuCaJ of pupil achievement in basic subjects. The
Arizona State board of Education further defined this statute
into a mandate which requires that a student attain at least a
sixth grade competency before being promoted from eionth grace
and a ninth crade competency before being graduated from high
school, in the areas of reading, computational and written
communicative skills. This policy became effective January 1, 1976.
Currently, a doctoral study is being conducted at the university
of arizona to assess the effects of the State ooard oasic skills
competency mandate in selected Arizona scnocl districts.
ine
study is in tu-o parts. The first part was an open-ended
Questionnaire u'hicn asked for the effects of the mandate on
aC^-inistratcrs, teachers, students, anc the school curriculum,
The responses from the first questidnnaire were organized into
the second
which is enclosed. The items represent
a summarization of those submitted by many persons who completes
the first questionnaire. These items generate a consensus on
what administrators, teachers, and school board memoers perceive
as effects of the mandated competency requirements, we woulo
appreciate your reaction to all of the items on the list.

Questionnaire

Ale feel that you, as a school board member, can give us vital
input concerning how the public views the effects of the competency
mandate in their school system, we ask that you please fill out
the blue questionnaire, indicating your agreement or disagreement
that the items listed have been an effect of the competency mandate.
Instructions are explained further on the questionnaire.
Vour help and interest in this survey is greatly appreciated, m
self-addressed, stamped envelope is enclosed for your convenience
In returning the completed questionnaire, hopefully by April 1, 1979.
Sincerely*

fr

.ary LoO Gammon
Director of Study

Department of Secondary Education

L o u l IIo K l e i n z , L x e c u W w e u i r e c
Arizona school soard association

Howard
North Central association

THE UNIVERSITY
TUCSON.

ARIZONA

OF ARIZONA

85721

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION

April 5, 1979

Dear
JJe are continuing our attempts to determine the effects
in Arizona schools of MRS 15-102.26 ^CUELa; and the State
Board Basic Skills Competency mandate. In order to
gather information regarding the effects of these
competency requirements, Delphi Questionnaire II was
sent to selected districts' administrators! teachers,
and school board members.
If you have not yet completed your questionnaire or
distributed the questionnaire to either teachers or a
school board member as indicated, will you please do
so and have it returned by April 20. If you need an
extra questionnaire, please return the enclosed postcard
and one will be sent to you.
Thank you for your interest and support. If you need
assistance or have further questions, please call
Wary Lou Gammon at 384-2090.
Sincerely,

i
Director of Study

APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRES
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DELPHI QUCSTIUNNMIRE I
*Name

Position

School

District

Subject (s),

Grade Level

1.

What problems has the competency requirement or sixth grade or
ninth grade ability level caused Tor administrators, tBachers,
and students?

2.

What positive effects has this requirement had on administrators,
teachers, and students?

3.

What effects has the requirement had on the school curriculum?

4.

Looking into the future, what do you anticipate may be some of
the outcomes of attempts to develop and document academic competencies?

•Notei Names and addresses are requested only for the purpose of sending
out the second questionnaire and mill not be used in any reports of data.

DELPHI QUESTIONNAIRE II
PI BSSB indicate your agreamBnt or disagreement that tha
items listed below have besn an affact of the Arizona State
Board Basic Skills competency mandate. Do this by circling the
appropriate number beside the item. The scale or importance
is 1 (disagreement) to 5 (agreement) as followsi
1
2
3
4
5

-

strongly dlsagrae
disagree
undecided
agree
strongly agree

12 3 4 5

1.

Classroom instruction is becoming more individualized.

12 3 4 5

2.

more reading materials at various reading levels are
being used.

12 3 4 5

3.

methods of reporting student performance are changing
from grades to itemized proficiency reports.

12 3 4 5

4.

The use of criterion-referenced tests has increased.

1 2 34 5

5.

IDore remedial classes are being added to the
curriculum.

12 3 4 5

6.

The school budget has changed through an increase
or reallocation of funds.

12 3 4 5

7.

Students are using remedial classes to make a
determined effort to raise their level of abilities.

12 3 4 5

8.

Teachers are asking for more insarvica and/or
university preparation for teaching basic skills.

1 2 3 4 5

9.

Neui evaluation systams are being designed to evaluate
student competencies.

12 3 4 5

10.

The number of alectlves some studorits may take is
being reduced.

12 3 4 5

11.

Additional remedial personnel are being added to
the staff.

12 3 4 5

12.

Student classroom performance, attendance and behavior
are more carefully documented,

12 3 4 5

13,

Raading and concept levels of textbooks used in the
classroom are being mora closely examined.

12 3 4 5

14.

An excessive amount of time is being spent in
administering and scoring tests and recording data.
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12 3 4 5

15.

All subject areas, not Just the basics, are nou>
establishing minimum competency standards.

12 3 4 5

16.

more students are being referred for special education
and/or other remedial evaluation.

12 3 4 5

17.

Teachers are giving more individual help, usually
before or after school.

12 3 4 5

18.

Secondary school toachers are more willing to view
the teaching of basic skills as a part of their
responsibility.

12 3 4 5

19.

It is teachers and their teaching abilities that are
being evaluated.

12 3 4 5

20.

Parents are receiving more frequent and more informative
reports on their children's progress.

1 2 3 4 5

21.

Clore resources, both teachers and materials, are being
devoted to remedial classes.

12 3 4 5

22.

Teachers are mors aware of student basic skill needs.

12 3 4 5

23.

The competency requirements ere having very little
effect in the schools.

12 3 4 5

24.

Electlves, including enrichment classes such as art
or music, are being decreased and replaced by remedial
or basic skills classes.

12 3 4 5

25.

Teachers are emphasizing remediation of skill
deficiencies.

12 3 4 5

26.

The curriculum is being more thoroughly evaluated.

12 3 4 5

27.

Students are feeling more pride in their work.

12 3 4 5

28.

The use of standardized tests has increased.

12 3 4 5

29.

Teacher expectancy of atudent performance has lowered
to confora to minimal competency standards.

12 3 4 5

30. fflore time is now being spent teaching basic skills.

12 3 4 5

31.

There is more coordination between grade levels and
among subject areas in the setting of minimum
competency standards.

12 3 4 5

32.

Students are concentrating more on thB development
of work and study habits.

12 3 4 5

33.

Teachers are becoming better prepared and better
organized to teach basic skills.
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12 3 4 5

34.

Ths reading level of the student population has
been improved.

12 3 4 5

35.

The elementary school is becoming more concerned
nlth establishing minimum competency standards..

1 2 3 4 5

36.

Students ara receiving the remedial help they nee'd,

12 3 4 5

37.

Basic skills are receiving more emphasis in the
elementary grades.

From the above items, list the Five (5) that you believe will
have the mo9t lasting effect on the function and organization of
the schools. Record the number of the item in the blank space below.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

U/s w e l c o m e a d d i t i o n a l c o m m e n t s o r o b s e r v a t i o n s .

Use the space below.

If you aiould like a copy of the results of the survey, please check
here Q
NAfflE
SCHOOL

, and give name end school.
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ADMINISTRATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE
Competency Prooram Procedures

I.

Which of the follouilng procedures do you use to help determine
student competencies For promotion or graduation? Check as many
responses as are appropriate. '

_____

1.

Standardized tests
Name of test or tests

2.

Teacher prepared tests

3.

Criterion-referenced tests
_____ teacher made
published, either complete test or single items

11.

i,

Basal reader tests
Name of basal series

5.

Checklists of skills

6.

Staff decision to promote or graduate
Who decides?
____ principal
_____ counselor
staff member of appropriate subject area
_____ staff committee
other (please state)

7.

Other procedures you use (please explain)

Uhen are the above checked procedures administered?
many as are appropriate.
___^ September

_____ December

___ larch

___ October

_____ January

_____ April

_____ November
III.

ChBck as

February

"lay

If a student falls to meet the competency standards, (Check the
appropriate response)
___ i remedial activities or classes are required.
_____ remedial activities or classes are optional.
there are no remedial activities or classes available at
this time.
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