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Chapter .
INTRODUCTION

Hispanic Americans represent the most rapidly growing minority in
the United States; indeed in Chicago public séhbols Hiépénic student
enrollment now exceeds Anglo enrollment (Banas, December 31, 1981).
While -increasingly more individuals of Hispanic origin are exerting
power and influence in decision-making arenas, the fact still remains
that in the nation as a whole, the Hispanic studeht 13 more likely to
be enrolled below gradey level, drop out of school, and ;;ore lower on
standardized tests than his/her Anglo counterpart (Brown, Rosen, Hill,
& Olivas, 1980). Re;sons for these conditions are comﬁlex}IHQQever,.it
is clear that most standardized tests of ability and achievement are
Anglocengzic in nature, therefore test results tend to underestimate
the abilities and ignore the strengtﬂs of the culturally different
student (Mercer, 1977, p. 157). The cdnsequence of such test results
has been in parf,‘to deny the Hispanic student equal access to educa-
tion programs. While this denial ma§ take many forms;.One manifesta-
tion may be that of over or underrepresentation of Hispanic students
in special education or gifted/talented programs.

Background of the Problem

Information regarding the enrollment patterns of Hispanic students
in special education and gifted/talented programs has been often incon-
sistent and conflicting. On the one hand, the overwhelming evidence

indicates that Hispanic students have been significantly overrepresented




in special education in general and in programs for the mentally re-
tarded in particular (Mercer, 1971; Bryden, 1974; Oakland & Laosa,

1977; Morris, 1977; Cohen, 1975; The Civil Rights Memorandum, 1970).

Testimony from specific court cases provided further documentation to

support this general assumption (Arreola v. Board of Education, 1968;

Diana v. State Board of Educatiou, 1970; Larry P v. Wilson Riléé, 1972).

National surveys such as the Coleman Report (1§66), and the Civil
Rights Survey (1970) provided data bases for influential educator§'to
speak out at national association meetings and refereed jourmnals,
supporting the overrepresentation theme. For example, Dunn's (1968)
pivotal paper accgsing‘the Special Education comm;nity of labeling a
large number of minority students as "refarded;".who were p:imarilf
children of limited English-speaking ability (p. 5) was echded in

Gerry's report (1973) in which he concluded that Mexican-American

students were4systematically.dverrepresentéd in classes for the mentally

retarded in Southwestern states. And professionals of Hispanic back-
ground repeated the overrepresentation motif (Castanenda, 1976; Carter.
& Segura, 1979; Martinez,,l977; Bernal, 1977). |

| While it would be easy to generalize that Hispanic students are
overrepresented in-special education programs, it would also be mis-
leadiﬁg. In 1979, evidence begaﬁ ﬁo‘emergeuwhich forced educators to
question Ehis assumption. ‘Edward Martin; then U. S. Deputy Education
Commissioner, commented that the Office of Special Education a;d
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS)‘wag not only examining tﬁé“problem 7
of overrepresentation of minority language children in special educa~

tion but more importantly exploring the possibility that such students

. 1s. e
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were underrepresented in specialredeAtion (Educaﬁion of the Handicapped
Newsletter, November 7, l97§, p. 6).
A clear cut case of underrepreséntation of Hispanic students in

special education was detailed in the Education of the Handicapped Law

Report (June 22; 1979). The Massachusetts Division of Special Education,
State Department of Education; alleged that within certain special educa- .- -
tion programs in the Holyoké Public Schools; there existed a pattern of |
assignments for Black and Hispanic stqdents which was spbstantially dis-
proportionate to the distribution of Anglo students.' Data submitted to

the hearing officer, showed that Hispanic students in Holyoke were signi-
ficantly uﬁderenrolled in special education in gengral and in the least
restrictive programs in particular (p. 272).

On‘;he heels of the hearing in Massachusetts, the Office for Civil
Rights submitted a similar allegation against the Philadelphia school}
district. Tbe Education Law Center, in turn, filed a Section 3C% com~
plaiﬁt against the Philadelphia schools. The allegatijn noted that 5.7%
of the 257,942 Philadelphia sphool children were receiving full-time
special education; of that total school enrollﬁen;TQlA,lBB were of
Hispanic background, yet only 3.157Z of these -children were receiving
special education services.

There is no reason to believe that the percentage of

Hispanic children who are in need of Special Education

services is not approximately the same as it is for- the

entire school population (quoted from the Education of
the Handicapped Newsletter, February 27, 1980, p. 4). v o

And contrary to either the overrepresentation-or underrepresentation
conclusion, a Civil Rights Survey (19805, conducted by Killalea Associates;

for the purpose of collecting data from the fifty states regarding the



education status of children in elementary and secondary schools, con-
cluded that even though Hispanic students were significantly under-
enrolled in programs for the gifted or talented, théy were enrclled

11 special education consistent with their representation in the total
school population. The question then of proportionate number of
Hispanic students in special education apparently has three different
answers: overenrollment; underenrollment and, enrollment consistent

with their representation in the total school population.

S

Nondiscriminatory Assessment
‘ \‘\-
In‘éeekiné explanations for the conflicting copclusiqns, two
points became increasingly cléar throughout the review of the literature:
firégiy, that an examinatior of Hispani; en;ollment patterns in'speciél
education and gifted programs.should not gé ;gparated from accommoda-
tions and alternatives made to ensure nondiscriminato%y assessment for

the Hispanic student. 7 M

For the presént study, assessment was defined as the collection of

information for the purposes of making educational decisions about

students. Depending updn the individual state, thié info tion usually
included health, sociocultural, and péychoeducational dat:T} In order to
provide protection {n evalvation prqcéduresrfor the cultur;ily or
raciallv different student"(Public Léw 93:380) numerous modifications
have been suggested in the literature. Some of these modifications in-
clude: the use of pluralistic assessments (ﬁercer, 1977liﬂéfgg;c;5z‘“l

matching (Mishra, 1980); the assesment of the language dominance and

proficiency of the Hispanic student (Oplesch. & Genshaft, 1981; Bernal,

°
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1977); rhe translation of intelligence tests into Spanish (Eaca,.1955;
Morris, 1977); the use of an interpreter or local, ethnic norms for
scoring (Ulibarri, 1978). Other types of tests have been frequently
proposed as important jin the assessment process; such as culture-fair
tests (Anastasi & Cordova; 1953), criterion-referenced measures'(Samuda,
1975; Mowder, 1980), and norverbal portions of more comprehensive tegfs:
More recently, educators hypothesized that decision-making committees
should include profé#sionals of the matched minority of the student in
order to reduce bias at decision~making points (Ysseldyke, 1979).

While there were a plethora of position papers discuSsing the
importance of using selected accommodations for“tﬁé“ﬁigﬁéﬁzz handicapped
student, the investigator was unable to find a research study which set
out specifically to determine”yhat differences if any, the use of any
one or ﬁ;re of these accommodationé made in the enrollment patterns of
Hispanic students in special education or gifted/talented programs. °
For exémplé, if a local school district always used Qriterion-?eferenced
measures, would their enrollment patterns vary from those of a school
district who'néver used criterion~referenced tests? Essentiall& then,
the focus of'the_study evolved ouﬁ of that vital questioﬁ, and centered
on the collectiorn of data for the purpose of describihg;enxollmen: ’
patterns of Hispanic students in special edﬁcation‘ag a whole, and
specifically in progrgﬁs for the educable mentally ;etarded, specifi-
cally learning disabled and gifted. These enrollment data were then
crosstabulated w1£h assessment procedures in an effort to seek rela-

tionships between accommodations and enrollment patterns.

710



The second point which consistently surfaced as the writer sought
expianations for inconsistencies in the representation issue, was that
nf the possible barrier to the accurate collection of da... under the
general term of "Hispanic," therefore, a secondary, vet important part
o; the present survey was the collection of data in such a manner so as
to describe generally, differences and similafities among the three sub-

cultures of Cuban-American, Mexican-American and Puerto Rican students.

Purposés of ﬁhe Study

The purposes of the study were: (1) to describe the énrollment\
ratterns of Hispanic American students iﬁ special education ;nd gif£Ed/
talented programs in the ciﬁies of New York and Philadelphia and the
states of New Mexico, Texas, Florida, apd Massachusetts; (?) to collect
information regarding the frequency of use'qf specific modifications
and alternztives implemented by Local Education Agencies ﬁo_ensure
nondiscriminatory assessment for tne Hispanic student; (3) to delineate
the composition of decision-making comﬁitteés; (4) to describe the level
of Hispanic parental involvement in their child's educational program
and; (5) to determipe if thgre were relationships among ﬁhe assessment
variables desciribed aad the fespective enrollment patterms of Hispanic
students. Contrary to most previous national surveys in special educa-
tion, this descriptive reseérch was designed, inasmuch as was fgasible,
to maintain separate data on the three Hispanié subcultures of Cuban-

Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Mexican-Americans.

Research Questiouns

1. What is the proportionaﬁe representation of Hispanic students

in special education and gifted programs in the four states of New Mexico,
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Texas, Florida, and Maésachusetts, and the cities of New Yofk?and
Philgdelphia?

A. Do differences in enrollment data vary according to '
whether the Hispanic students are of Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto
Rican descent?

B. How do the findings of the study compare with the
national incidence rate?.

2. With what frequency do Local Education Agencies implement‘the
following modificﬁtions or alternatives in order to provide protection
in evaluation procedures for the Hispanic student?

A. Use of a language dominance or language proficiency test

B. Use of culture-fair tests

C. Use of Crité:ion—referenced measures

D. Use of pluralistic assessment measures

F. Matching of examiner to examinee in ethnicity or lagguage
G. Use of an interpreter during the testirig situation
H. Use of available intelligencg'tests in Spanish
I. Use of local, ethnic norms for scoring
J. Place emphasis on the improvemenit of test-taking siills ’
3. With what f;equengy do decision—making committees include a
proféssioﬁal of Hispanic background? Are there similarities or
differén(es among subcultures? "
. 4. What is thé-relationship betgeen tﬁe frequency of use of

selected nondiscriminatory assessment procedures and the representation
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of Hispanic students in special educétion, and more specifically. in
prugrams for the educable mentally retarded, learning disabled or
gifted/talented?
A. Is there a significant relationship between assessment
and subcultures?
B. Is there a significant relation;hip between the size of

Local Education Agencies and representation in certain education

programs? | ‘

5. What is the level oflparticipation of Hispanic parents in their
child's speciﬁl education program? Are there similarities/difference;
among the three subcultures? |

6. What is the level of involvement of State and Local Agéncies
'in the development of information for Hispanic parents written in
Spanish?

7. What changes in the assessment process for the Hispanic
student are suggested by Administrators of Special Education?

Significance of the Study

Even though public education today is:plagued by declining enroll-
ment, there are growing numbers of Blaék,.Hispanic and Asian students
in the public schools. In many cities minorities are in the majority
(Francis & Anstrom, 198l). These minority students have the right‘to
an equal education opporguniﬁy, including the assurance ofﬂpbndiscriminaﬁ“
tory assessment procedures; To date, there has been a general assumption
that Hispanic students are considerably overenralled in special education.

This assumption was quéstioned_not only by this study, but by a few

<2
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isolated incidents in the Eastern states. A more accurate describtion of
the numbers of Cuban-Amefican, Mexican- Amefican and Puerto Rican stu-
dents enrolled in special education and gifted or taiented programs was
needed.

Public Law 94:142, The Education for All Handicapped Children Act

specifies that all members of minority groups be given protection in
evaluation procédures.l While researchers and educators suggested
specific modifications be made to existing tests or new mea#ures be
developed, that woula minimize or elimiﬁate bias in the evaluation
prccess, little empirical evidence had surfaced to indicate how fre-
qugntly any of ‘the suggested modifications and alternatives were
implemented. And more importantly, what differences, if any, the
use of such procedures made in the number of Hispanic stude;ts receiving
services in special education or gifﬁed/talented programs. _

It has been suggestéd sthat an important barrier to the accurate
collection of information regarding enrollment patterns of Hispénic
students in special education and gifted/talented programs was the

strong inclination of educators and survey experts to group members

‘of Hispanic subcultures together under the assumption that they represent

a homogeneous group. While a plethora of position statements, both from
Hispanic and non-Hispanic authors, testify to the distinctiveness of
these_Subcultures, little empirical evidence had been compiled to
support these statements. A reviewer is perplexed atﬂthe dearth of
studies specifically designed to compare characteristics or abilities

of Hispanic students yho are from one oftéhe major subcultures. This

study assisted in £11ling that gap.

23
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Two»final areas of need that were partially met by the implementa-
tion of the study were the desctiption of the ccmpositionvof decision-
making committees invc .ved in the;special education process, and the
frequency of Hispanic parental involvement in their child's educational
program. Few studies of empirical, comparative nature were uncovered
in these areas.

Limitations of the Study

In all descriptive research, whether.based on a complete census 0T
a sample, there are errors and inaccuracies. The non-sampling.errors
included measurement error such as mistakes occurringiin the question-
naire, ambiguity of terms used, incomplete or inaccurately completed
questionnaires, lack of truthfulness or limited access to;information
on the part of the respondents. Also, mistakes may have been made in
clerical coding, and editing or in the tabulation or programming of
the computer for analysis of data.

The investigation used a complete enumeration design rather tuah
a'sample. Although considerable time, effort and substantial cost uere
expended to develop a complete enumeration frame, omissions’were almost
inevitable. The development of a complete enumeration listing was
limited to the extent that State Education Agencies provided updated .
lists of Administrators of Special Education for their respective states.
Additional limitation and possible chance for error, was in the develop-
ment of a complete enumeration listing of Local Educatiou Agencies in
the participating states, who served 20% or more Hispanic"student'

populations. - This information was obtained from statistical reports
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published by the respective states and numerous éelechone calls for the
pufposes of amending, augmenting or clarifying the published data. 1In "
two instances, certain states, in order to provide the most recent
enrollment information, either read the data over the telephone or in
another incident, submitted microfiche to the investigator, therefore
inaccuracies mgy,have occurred in decoding.

Several factors related to time may have affected thé responses.
The point in time in which the quessionnaire was mailed out to Local
Education Agencies (Septeﬁber 5, 1981) must be considered as during
the "sunrise" of the Réagan administration. The impact of the President's

efforts to balance the budget, realign Federal dollars into block grants,

rescind Federal regulations, repeal the Education for all Handicapped

Children Act (P. L. 94:142) and dismantle the U. S. Department of
Education, are as yet unknown, but most certainly iqfluenﬁed the return
rate and reséonses of the participants. For example, one state in the
sample population had elgcted to refuse Federal dollars under Public
Law 94:142, while one city in the sample was under court-order to |
désegregate and feeling the impact of a teachers' sérike. P;ssiblx,
such evénts in histg;y influenced or limited the accuracy and truthful-
ness of responses. |
The study was limited-by the gbility of thé‘investigatof go examiﬁe
the cuitu:al,_sbcial,‘ethnic and linguiséQ%Adifferences among the three
subgroups of Cuban-Americans, Mexiéan-Americéns and Puerto Ricans. A .

.comprehensive and accurate analysis of these differences require the

.
skills of a sociologist or anthropologist, competencies the investigator

=
a9

does not possess.
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The respondents were requestea to p;ﬁvide an "estimated' percentage
of- Hispanic students Qho were of Cuban, Mexican or PuertojRican back-
ground. Accuracy was therefore dependent not only upon their truthful-
ness, but upon the.abil&ty to assess and be aware of the suﬁculture of
the Hispanic students served. (Specific limitations as related to
response are discussed in Chapter &.)

A final limitation was that there was no attempt to explain or
exploge the psychological or emotional reasons for the responses given
in the questionnaire. In no way did the study seek go understand values
or attitudes of the respondent~, nor was ig designed to state cause and
egfect relationships. The r ults of the study were descriptive and

[

] .
therein limited to the extc "sat the questiomnaire obtained the

~

information sought.

Definitiong of Terms i ;'

Hispanic Americans. A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,

™~

l “.
Central or South American or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless

of "race."

'

) .
Cuban-Americans. A person living in the United States whose ancestry

can be traced to the Island 6f Cuba.

' Mexican-Americans. A person living in the United States whose .
ancestry can be traced to the Republic of Mexico.:

Puerto Ricans.. - A person who is automatically a citizen of the,

United States whose ancestry can be traced to the Island of Puerto Rico.
ASsessment3> The process of collecting information for the purpose‘ .

of making educational decisions about students.

o
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[ Significant Over or Under Representation. The percentage of

Hispanic students in Special Education and gifted programs is plus
or minus 20% of the Hispanic students in the total school population.
Essentially, a comparison of non-Hispanic to Hispanic enrollments.

Speciali Education. Special education means specially designed

instruction, at no cost to the parent, to meet the unique needs of a
handicapped child, including classroom instruction, instruction in
physical education, home instruction and instruction in hospitals

and institutions.

'Specifichearning Disabiliﬁy. Specific learning disability means

* a disorder in oné or.more of the basic psychological processeé involved
in understanding or in using languége, spoken or written, which may
manifest itself in an imperfect ability to iisten, think, speak, read,
write, spell, or to-do mathematical calculations; The term includes
such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain
dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental asphasia. The term does not
include chilaren who have learning problems which are primarily the
result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation,
of emétionalAdisturbance, or of énvironmental, cultural, or economic

disadvantage.

Administrators of Special Educaticn. Those professionals appointed

by the Local Education Agency who have responsibility for the gdministraf

tion of special education programs:

t
rel
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Handicapped Children. Those children evaluated in accordance with

Public Law 94:142 Rules and Regulations who are mentally retarded, hard
of hearing, deaf, speech impaired, visually handicaﬁped, seriously
emotionally disturbed, orthopedically impaired, other health impaired,
deaf-blind, multi-handicapped or have specific learning disabilities,
and who because of these impairments n<cd Speéial education.and'related
services.

Mentally Retarded. Mentally retarded means significantly sub-

average general intellectual functioning existing concurrently with
deficits in adaptive behavior and manifested during the developmental
period, which adversely affects a child's educational performance.

Gifted or Talented. "Gifted or talented children means children,

and whenever applicable, youth, who are identified at the preschool,
.elementarv or secondary levels as possessing demonstrated or potential
abilities that give evidence of high performance capability in areas
such as intellectual, creative, specific academic, or leadership
ability, or in the pefforming and‘visual artg, and who by reason
thereof, require services or activities not ordinarily provided by

the schooi."

Non~-discriminatory Testing Procedure. Tests and other evaluation
materials must be provided and administered in the child's native
language or other mode of communication and have been validated for

the specific purpose for which they are used.
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Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

. Introduction

The review of the related literature and research is divided into
three sections. The first section surv;ys the available information on
the propdftionate representation of Hispanic students i1 certain special
education and gifted programs and the implications of such placements.
The second section, closely related to the first, describes and criti-
cally evaluates the assessment procedgres utilized to judge the abilities
of Hispanic students. In particular, this section focuses on the modifi-
cations adopted in the ;dministration of the individualized intelligence

test, and alternatives proposed to minimize or eliminate bias in the

assessment process. And finally, the compelling rationale for the+-third -~

section is to demonstrate that the collection of data under the term
"Hispanic" may lead to inaccurate éonclusiéns. The three major Hispanic
subcultures, Mexican-American, Puerto Rican,.apd Cuban-American, are
sufficiently diverse to suggest that information be aggregated and
analyzed under each subgfoup when attempting to answer the research
questions posed in this study. The third section then, is an abbre-
Qiated loék at the major differences among these three subculturesz7¥/f

Hispanic Enrollments

s

A comprehensive review of the literature, inciuding an examination

of govermment documents, publications, surveys and reports, provides
15
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antithetical responses to the question, what is the proportionate repre-
sentation of Hispanic students in special education and gifted programs?
On the one hand, the overwhelming evidence points to the overrepresenta-
tior of these students in special education in general, and in programs
for the educable mentally retarded in particular. On the other hand,
information is beginning to surface which woula indicate that Hispanic
students are underenrolled in special education as a whole and the least
restiictive programs in particular. And, contrary to both these re-
sponses, data from a recent Civil Rights Survey suggestad that Hispanic
students afe proportionately represented in special education classes.
This section will consider these three responses, beginning with over-
repreéenéation. ‘

Overrepresentation

One can generalize, without being simplistic, that the issue of
overrepresentation of Hispanic students in classes for the educable
mentally retarded (EMR) grew out.of three arenas: the seminal research
conducted by ﬁércer, actions in the Nation's courts, and position papers
written by influential educators. oo .

Tﬁe,seriousness of the overrepresentation issue f;fstvsﬁrfaced
through the important, longitudinal study on mental retardation in an
American community, directed by Jane R. Mercer (1965; 1971; 1973; 1975).
The purpose of her research effort was to comprehend the extenf and
nature of mental retardation in Riverside, California. Two contrasting
conceptual frameWorks were used in this study: a clinicél pegspective

[

and a social-system perspective. The pilot and subsequent research

/ A
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covered about four years during the early sixties, and for an ensuing
eight years a group of social scientists at Pacific State Hospital in
California continued to study the process by which communities sort
and label persons as mentally retarded. Mercer (1975) found:

Classification systems based on standardized tests have
systematically labeled a disproportionately large number of

persons from minority groups as intellectually subnormal and

a disproportionately small number as gifted. As a resglc of

this practice, a disproportionately large number of minority

children are assigned to educational programs that limit

upward- mobility, such as classes for the mentally retarded,

the slow learner, and the 'basic' student. (pp. 130-131)

In the original study, 241 formal organizations, both private and
public, were contacted and requested to name all the mentally retarded
persons served by their respective institutions. Characteristics of”
:méntal reCard?tion were also studied, and several hundred interviews
were conducted. Asvé result, it was faund that Anglos who made up
82% of the community population under 50, made up 53% of the retarded
members in the community, while Meiican-Americans comprised 9% of the
under 50 age group, and made up 32% of the reﬁérded members in the
community. And Blacks, who répresented.7Z of the under 50 age group,
made up 11% of the retarded members in the community. (Mercer, 1973,

p. 78). B

Of particular interest to educators is.Mercer's initial indictment
of‘the public school, which grew out of her discovery that morebthan any
other formal organization, the public school laQeled a dispropdrtionateiy
high number of persons aé retarded. * She reacﬁed tg these data by expand-
ing the scope of her study to include an 2xamination of the entire

ot

referral, assessment, and iabeling process practices in the public

- .31
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schools. She found that a representative-number of Hispanic students
were referred; however, following the administration of an intelligence
test, a disproportionately high number of these students were then |
placed in classes for the retarded (p, 220).

A review of the intelligence test scores of several hundred students
revealed that 47% of those students with IQs df 79 and under were Anglos,
while 32.7% with IQs of 79 and under were Mexican-Americans. Contrary to ‘

.what one would normally find in blacément practice, she discovered that
49% fewer Anglo children were in classes for the BMR than would be ex~
pected from their representation in the total school enrollment. And,
that the rate of placement for Mexican-—American students was four times
larger than their representation in the ﬁotal enrollment (1973, pp. 53-79).
These shocking findings were first made public in a paper presented by

« Mercer at the California Association of School Psychologists and Psycho-
metrists (1965).

Now,‘more than 15 years later, it is difficult to put the Riverside
study in perspective. Mercer is, without doubt, the most frequently
quoted sourcelin the overrepresentztion dispute. She is also one of
_the few non—ﬁispanics-whosé work is referenced time after time in publi-
cations written by Hispanic authors. The end result of her research
was to create an unrest in the Mexican—American‘community, ;wakening a
long dormant feeling that Mexican-American children are more often
labeled mentally retarded thanveither Blacks or Anglos. While the
results of her longitﬁdinai'study are significant, and certainly con--

. troversial, the actions taken in the courﬁs wduld éxeft far more

influence on the public schools.
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The first court decision in which intelligence tests figured

prominently was Hobson v. Hansen. 1967 (Jensen, 1979, p. 27). Julius

W. Hobson, on behalf of his tﬁg children enrolled in the Washington, D. C.
public schools, initiated action against Superintendent Dr. Carl F. Hansen
and the school board, in an effort to prove that the tracking system
resulted in a racial imbalance. Upper tracks Qere predominately com-
posed of white students, while the lower track and basic (special) track
were predominately Black. The defendents claimed that ability grouping
was designed to provide differential educational opportunities to

students 6f widely diverse abilities. The resulting racial imbalance,

they argued, was an unavoidable cuincidence. Supported by the Brown v.

Board of Education (1954) decision, and evidence presented during the
Hobson court proceedings, Judge J. Skelly Wright declared ability group-
ing or tracking systems to be illegal, and ordered them abolished from
the Washington, D. C. schools.

Less famous, but certainly not less significant is the case of

Arreola v. Board of Education (1968). Unlike the former case, the

court ;oncentrated not on test s;ores, but on the guarantee of procedural
safeguards to parents of retarded children. While the ﬁobson case was
being argued in Washington, the Chairman of the Mexican-Americap Political
Association (MAPA) of Orange County, Caliﬁornia,‘Ray Villa, was testifying
before the California State Advisory Comﬁittee on Education. He deéailed
how Mexican-American students were being 1naccuraﬁely labeled EMR. This
label was determined, according to Mr. Villa, noﬁ because of authentic

retardation, but because of thé studentfs iﬁability to communicate in

N
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the English language (Mercer & Richardson, 1975, p. 489). TIn support of
his accusation, Miguel Montes, a member of the State Board of Education
brought charges be<sre the Santa Ana school board. Attorneys in the

national office for the right of the indigrut, then  filed a suit on

" behalf of certain Mexican-American students in Santa Ana, who had been

placed in EMR classes. Placement, they contended, had occurrer without
parent permission and was based on IQ tests administered in English. The
plaintiffs further cuntended that the EMR programs were dumping grounds
for Mexican-Amurican students. The Arreola.case, settled without a
definitive outcome, became the fouudation for Public Law 93:380 which
ensured procedural safeguards t; parents of any suspected or eligible
handicapped child.

While the local education agencies in California wer; attempting to

implement the Arreola cecision, the landmark case of Diana v. State Board

of Education (1970) v.as introduced. The plaintiffs, nine Mexican-
Americanﬁstudents and their parents, argued that_ﬁheir children had
been placed in EMR classes on the results of an intelligence test :
administered .n English and designed to draw upon experiences from the
Anglo middle-class culture. They‘further claimed that ;he label of EMR

denied them their right to an equal education opportunity. A potent

factor in the presentation of the evidence was the court's successful

effort to show that the label of EMR is not only a stigma to all
students but that it delivers more harm to students erroneously so
labeled than to those who legitimately fall into the categorﬁi Such

a misjudgment violates a student's basic right to "due process' and

.524
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"equal protection'" under the Fourteenth Amendment of the Constitution of
the United States. The case of Diana Martinez was finally settled when
the California Department of Education consented to demand that all
districts report and account for any significant ethnic disproportion
in classes for the retarded, and to develop procedures to ensure that
Mexican-American students would be evaluated ih a nondiscriminatory
manner.

Possibly the most significant case in the area of evaluation and

subsequent labeling of minority children-is the Larry P. v. Wilson Riles

(1972) in which the use of IQ test scores was proﬁibited in the placement
of students into EMR classes. The plaintiffs, six San Francisco Black
students, wished to enjoin the school district from admiﬁiSCering
intelligence tests for purposes of determining eligibility for classes
of the mentally retardéd. They first had to demonstrate that Blacks
were overfepresentéd in such classes, and secondly, to prove that IQ
test results were 2 primary criterion used in the assessment process.
Evidence was presented to show that Black students made up only 257% of
the total énrollment, but constituted 66%Z of the students enrolled in
EMR classes (p. 1307). The defendants argued that the 1Q test was not
the only componeht used in the assessmént process and at any poiat
parents had the right to refuse further agsessment or placement. After

several months of testimony, Judge Peckham (1972) set forth his

decision:

o
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This court is left to conclude, then, that the pre-
requisites to shifting the burden of proof to the defendants
to justify the use of IQ tests are present in this case.
Defendants do not seem to dispute the evidence amassed by
plaintiffs to demonstrate that the IQ tests in fact are
culturally biased. Indeed, defendants have stated that they
are merely awaiting the development of what they expect will
be a minimally biased test. . . . Accordingly, it is hereby
ORDERED that defendants be restrained from placing biack
students in classes for the educable mentally retarded on
the basis of criteria which place primary reliance on the
results of IQ tests as they are currently administered, if
the consequence of use of such criteria is racial imbalance
in the composition of such classes. (p. 1315) :

In 1979, Judge Peckham made permanent the 1972 ban he had imposed on the
use of standardized intelligence tests for placement into classes for the
retarded. |
Unlike the decision of Judge Peckman, a fellow colleague and U. S.
District Court Judge, John Grady of Chicago, issued the opposite opinion,
stating that IQ tests are not culturally biagea and would rarely result
“

in misplacement of students in EMR classes (Education for the Handicapped,

July 16, 1980). He reasoned that intelligence tests, when administered
by qualified psychologists, would not be discriminatory for the appro-
priate placement of students in classes for the retarded. Thus, the
matter remains unsettled and the dispute continues.

If social scientists generally agree that mental ability is normally
distributed in the population, even though this ability may not be mani-
fested in achievement, developed skills, or occupational success (Jensen,
1979, p. 95) when a disproportionately high number of minority students
are élaced in classes for the retarded, the question of test bias is

raised. Thus, influenced by the Mercer study and supported by'court

decisions, prominent educators expressed their positions on the over-

representation issue in numerous- publications.
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Controversial and occasionally iconoclastic, Dunn (1968) attacked
the established belief that self~contained specilal education classes
were justifiable. His undisguised fndignation regarding the labeling
processes and segregation of minorities into slower tracks of educatlon
is apparent:

In my best judgement, about 60-80 percent of the pupils
taught by special education teachers are children from low
status background, including Afro-Americans, American Indians,
Mexican and Puerto Rican Americans: those from nonstandard
English speaking, broken, disorganized, and inadequate homes;
and children from other non-middle class environments. It
is my thesis that we must stop labeling these deprived children
as mentally retarded. Furthermore, we must stop segregating
them by placing them into our allegedly special programs.
(1968, p. 3) .

And Mercer, partly responsible for and cognizant of the changing

mood of the councry, published scholariy articlég and spoke at many
prestigious association meetings, citing the data that she had compiled
during her longitudinal resegrch conducted in Riverside.

More restrained than Mercer, but certainly not less significant, is
the position paper written by Gerry (1973).* He based his information
upon the research conducted by the Civil Rights Commission, who reported
that in five Southwestein states, Mexican—Americans and Blacks were
systematically overfepr;;ented in classes for the mentally retarded.

.Resting on the Civil Rights study and the Coleman comprehensive
report, Samuda (1975) focused on problems in the assessment process

for minority students: '

*From Oakland and Phillips "Cultural Myopia."
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ine ove :representation of minority students in the lowest
abllity clagses of elementary and secondary schools is an ob-
servanle and easily documented fact. The classes for slow
learness, the educable mentally retarded and the mentally
retarded house significantly greater proportions of black and
Hispanic students than white students. (p. 113) ‘

Other prominent Hispanic educators and psychologists such as
Castaneda (1976), Carter and Segura (1979), Gonzalez (1974), and
Martinez (1977) repeated the overrepresentation theme, while Olemedo

(1976) accused the American Psychological Association of insensitivity

!

Lo the prﬁblem (p. 11).
Bernal (1977) seems mild in comparison to Dunn (1968) but he most

eloquently speaks for the Hispanic as he discusses the stage-ofrthe-art

in the assessment procedures presently implemented_for minority groups:

Chicanos and Hispanics have become victims of test abuse
and test misuse . . . furthermore whereas IQ and related tests
have served to diagnose disproportionately large numbers of |
Chicano childven into mentally retarded or language and learn—
ing disability categories, these instruments have not been
especially helpful in identifying children at the other end
of the ability spectrum, the gifted. (p. 71)

> ’ ' ) »
Is there then no information to refute the overwhelming evidence
I

that Hispanic students are overrepresented in 5pecia1 education in general

and in classes for the EMR in particular?

Proportionate Representation

While it would be convenient to conclude that“Hispanic students are
overrepresented in speciai educatibn, it would also be misleading.
According to a Civil Rights Survey (April, 1980)AHispanic students are
proportionaﬁely represented in special educatioﬁ classes. The Office

° \

for Civil Rights contracted with Killalea Associates to conduct a survey

which summarizes the current status of enrollment in the nation's
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elementary and secondary schools on the basis of race, ethnlcity, sex or
handicapping conditions. Data from thiy survey were also compiled by
Brown et al. (1980) in an effort to highlight education of Hispanic
students.

The survey provided tabulation on twelve topics, including a.seccinn
reporting the participation of minority groups in special education and |
gifted programs. The results were based on responses to queQC1onna1res
and represented collected data from more than 6000 s;hool districts,
randomly selected as a»samplg of the approximately 11,500 districts that
enroll at least 300 pupils. The information made it éossible to relate
the proportion of students enrolled in special educacioﬁ programs to
their representation in the total school enrollment.

In the nation ;s a whole, for ihstance, Hispanic students repr;sent
7% of the total enrollment and make up 6% of the total special education
enrollment. Hispanic students represent 57 of the educable mentally
retarded students, 7% of the trainable mentally retarded, 6% of the
seriously emotionally disturbéd, 8% of specific legrning disabled and
6% of the sgeech enrollment and cdpprise 5% qf the gifted.en;ollment..
In sum,'che’Office for Civil Rights concluded cpét the number of Hispanic
students enrolled in special education was consistent with their total
school enrollment in the nation. On the othgr hapq, if one examines data
collectgd on individual ssétes representative oﬁgthe Cuban-Americans
(Florida), Mexican—Americans (New Mexico,:ﬁnd Texas), and Puerto Ricans
(New York), a differént set of inferences may be drawn. Worthy of note.
is that in each state the enrollment of Hispanic students 1niprog;ams for
thevéducable:mentally retarded is diminish;ng. An hypgthesis for this

shift is presented by the following reséérchers.
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Carter and Segura (1979, p. 168) suggest that the change in propor-
tionace representatlion Ls merely a relabeling process. And Tucker (1980)
explained the trend as merely a relabeling from EMR to learning disabled.
He sampled several school districts in the Southwestern states from the
years of 1970-1977. Six questions acted as the bases [or his study.
Through the responses he concluded that there had been a rapid growth in
all of special education; however, from 1970 on, Hispanic students had
little increase in programs for the EMR, but a considerable increase in
programs for the learning disabled. He summarized his study with the
serious accusation that the old label of EMR has simply shifted to the
new, more soclally acceptable label of learning disabilities.

Underrepresentation

v The possibilitf tha; Hispanic students have been underrepregented’
in special education programs has, until recently, not been addressed.
Tﬁat these students were significantly underenrolled in special educati&n
as a whole and in the less restrictive programs ip particular became the
central issue in a hearing in an Eastern state.

Masséchusq;ts alleged in Massachusetts Division of Special Education

v ‘
v. Holyoke Public Schools, 1979 (Education for the Handicapped Law

Report, 1979), that within particular special education "mdaels" used in

Holyoke Public Schools, a disproportionate pattern of assignments existed

for Black and- Hispanic students. Hispanic studenté were significantly

(range plus or ﬁinus 207 s;riance) underenrolled in special education in
2

general and specifically underenrolled iﬁ Model 502.2 progfams in parti- .

cular; yet significantly_qverenrolled in Model 502.3 énd 4 programs. . By

10



_court further noted the following:

27

law, Massachusetts does not label categorically, but these models
generally refer to resource special education classes and self-
contained special education classes, respectively. The former
usually serves learning disabled students and the latter often serves

edncable'mentally retarded or emotionally disturbed students. The

Hispanic students constituted 21.7% of the total school
population but made up only 12% of the special education
program. White students constituted 73.67% of .the total school
population and made up 81% of the special education program.

Holyoke took the position that the special education referral assessment,

and placement processes were properly administered therein there was no

. reason to suggest that malpractices were occurring.‘_They further claimed

that the appropriate?énperts evaluated each student and placed him/her in
special education through the development of_the individualized education
program ' (p. 279). Holyoke was unable to present_a compelling case
for the statistical disproportion, therefore it was found that the
Holyoke school‘district had denied Black and Hispanic students e&ual
educational opportunity. The'Hearing Officer ordered that Holyoke should
submit a_remedial plan to eliminate such denial, effective for the 1979~
1980 school year (p. 281). |

The second underrepresentation instaﬁge occurred in Pennsylvania.
The Education Law Center in Philadelphia filed a Section 504. complaint
in July‘l978, indicating that Philadelphia Public Schools. had failed to
identify, evaluate, and serve Hispanic students in special education

programs. In February of l980 Health, Education, and Welfare s Office

for Civil Rights remitted a letter to the Education Law Center supporting

\
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the Center's complaint. The Office for Civil Rights required that
Philadelphia Public Schools develop adequate diagnostic procedures-
’ ‘

for evaluation, placement,and programming for the Hispanic student whé

needs special education services (Education for the Handicapped, February

27, 1980).

Although conclusions regarding proportionate representation of
Hispanics in special education classes are equivocal, there is general
;greement that Hispaﬁics are underrepreéented in programs for the gifted
and talented. Meréer (1973; 1977) found that few Mexican—American stu-
dents were labeled gifted. Her research indicated that the méjor prob;em
was one of identification instruments and procedures. Bernal (1979),

another respected researcher and test developer in the area of Hispanic

- gifted, found that only one in three gifted Hispanic students were

identified by the traditional identification processes. Hispanic students
are usually unable to reflect their giftedness in test scores.

The implications of under or overrepresentation in special education

and gifted programs are-serious indeed, and both extremes severely limit

the access of Hispanic students to an equal education oppdrtunity.

Implications

In order.to be eligible for special education services, all studeﬁts
must go through assessment procedures which are multi~-disciplinary in
nature. Subsequent to a full evaluatiom, a review of the assessment
components is performed by a multi-disciplinary team wﬁo then determines
whether the student is eligible or not eligible for special education.

An Individualized Education Program (IEP) is then developed in a
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committee which includes the parents. What then is potentially harmful
about these evaluation procedures and subsequent labeling processes?

The courts have shown that the stigma. of the label 'retardation"
inaccurately given to a student,c%uses‘more harm than to the student who
legitimately falls into the category. For many minority students the
results of stan@erdized tests do not reflect aecurately their learning
potential.. When_these‘inaccuracies are trenslated into labels, there
is a violation of the 'equal protection" and'"doe'process" clause. In
effect, the student is denied an equai education opportunity.

There are, however, less serious consequences; but equally de-

humanizing. Some of these were noted by Judge Wfight in his decision

of Hobson v. Hansen (1968). Teachers, hehwarned, may underestimate
real potential and consign students to a natered down curriculum.
Labels may increase the danger of the self-fulfilling prophecy and
ultimately lower the self-esteem of the student. And, Williams (1971)
admonished that standardized tests serve to keep minority students from
social mobility, denying.them equal education and foxces them to remain

N ) " "\\j
at a low socio—economic status all their lives. N

Finally, if one accepts the axiom that ability is equally distri-
buted among groups; one expects to find an equal‘distribution of students
regardless of race or ethnicity in educational programs. One finds,
however, that this is not the case for the Hispanicnstudent:' Al'though
information regarding tne numbers of Hispanic students in certain
special education and gifted programs is often inconsistent and con-

flicting, there are, however, several general yet tentative conclusions

to be drawn.
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Mexican-Americans are overrepresented in programs for the educable
mentally retarded and underrepresented in programs for the gifted and
talented. Unlike Mexican-American students, Puerto-Rican students are
proportionately represented in programs for the gifted (in New York
state), while they are underrepresented in programs for the léarning
disabled. Cuban-American students in Florida ére gross;y underrepré—

sented in programs for the gifted and talented (Civil Rights Survey,

April, 1980, pp. 110 and 117). As a group, Hispanic students are more
likely to be enrolled below grade level, drop out of school more fre-

quently than either Blacks or Anglos,band score below the norming group

on standardized tests (Educatiﬁn of the Handicappoed, May 21, 1980).
Evidence points -to the general conclusion that current aséessﬁent
procedures underestimate the ability and academic potential of the
Hispanic student. The crucial question, therefore, and one that cannot
be separated from the representation discussion, is what solutions have
professionals proposed in order to ensure nondiscriminatory assessmené

for the Hispanic student?
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Section Two

Modifications and Alternatives

Over the years psychologists, educators, and test developers have
suggested varidus modificaéions and altermatives to 2nsure that assess-
ment procedures are not racially or culturally discriminatory. Among
these procedures haﬁe been translatiqn, renorming, adding poihts to
obtained scores, ethnicity matching of the examiner/examinee, and teach-
ing the minority;student how to take a test. 1In additio;; during the
past decade. several new measures have been developed,;such as culture-
free and culture-fair tests, criterion—referenceq me#éures, and plural-
istic assessments. Possiblyiathe most drastic modificatidn suggested
is the elimination of standardized testing with ail minority groups.
More recently, educators are giving attention to the decision-making
orientation of professionals during the special education process and
finally, the critiqal importance of determining the language dominance
of the Hispanic student prior to any assesstr .at. The first modification
discussed, and the one that produced the iﬁs: startling results, was tﬁat
of tranmslation. |
iranslation

Language is the principal avenue for the transmigsion of knowledge.
It is obvious that if an intelligence.test is administered>to a sﬁudent
who does not understand theAlanguagEmin whiéh it is administered, an
invalid test score will result. In one stunning example of this premise,

Diana, an eight-year old Me#ican—American.student, increased her IQ
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performance score by 40 points when the same test was administered to
her in Spanish by a Mexican-American psychologist. Morris (1977) found
that when 47 Mexican-American students enrolled in educable mentally
retarded classes were administered an IQ test in Spanish, their average
score increased by 13 points. In an interview, a Philadelphia puycholo-
gist reinforced this finding:
In my clinic, the average underestimation of IQ for the

Puerto-Rican kid is 20 points . . . when we test in Spanish

there's a 20 point leap immediately, 20 points higher than

when he's tested in English.

Puerto Ricans in the Continental
- U.S., 1976, p. 99

Partly dué §o the significan;.géins often achieved, direct translatién
of intelligeﬁég tests into Spanish appeared at one time to eliminate
bias. There afeg hqwever, Garibus reasonsbwhy mere translation may not
minimize or elimiﬁate bias.

The use of trénslation'carries the implicit assumptioﬁ that the
student speaks one language well or exclusively. As Bernal (1977)
pointed out, most Hispanic children mix the two languages. Because
translatioﬁ usually involves a formal, stagdard dialect, a student may
score below her/his ;eal potentiai in either language.

As early as'1934, Sanchez questioqed the use of trégslation.to
eliminate bias. He suggested that equivalent words seldom exist in
two languages. His coqmenté were prescient in that later, wvore
scientific methods of translarion wquid find item difficulty a serious
issue. Roca (1955) docunented the difiiculties he and his associates
in the Department of Education in Puerto Rico enccuntered in their

efforts to develop a Spanish version of the Wecpsler Intelligence
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Scale for Children (WISC, 1949). A primary problem surfaced as trans-
lators searched for words of similar frequency in both languages in
order to insure item level difficulty. For example, the question
"What do you call this finger?" to which the response is "thumb" is
more difficult when translated into Spanish. A second‘problem, but
equally significant, involves the cultural content. Items such as
"Who wrote Romeo and Juliet?" had to be changed‘to'"Who wrote Don
Quijbte?ﬁ

Mefceru(l977) critizes translation simply because it destroys the
applicability of using exigtiné norms, while Drenth (1972) simply ‘states

that one cannot make use of the "same"

test in two cultures. -Chandler
~and Plakos (1970) found that when the Spanish version of the WISC,
developed in Puerto Rico, was administered to a Mexican-American
student, she/he often obtained a poorer test score in Spanisﬁ than when
éiven the Anglo-specific ﬁnglish version. Test administrators often .
assume that homogeneity exiéts among the Hispanic populétions. Thié
assumption of langﬁ#ge uniformity and cultural similarity is unfounded.
Mexican-American Spanish diffe;s'éonsiderably in vocabulary and pronﬁnf
ciation from Cuban;American or Puerto Rican Spa@i#h. For éxample, the
word "kite'" may be translated a§ cometa, huila, valantin, papalote, or
chiringa, depending on the countfy of Arigin.‘ The word "tqstone" refers
to a quarter or a half dollar for the Mexican-American, while to the

Puerto Rican, it refers to a squashed section of a fried banana

(DeAvila, 1976, p. 94).
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The wise use of the translation modification is heavily dependent
upon the level of language proficiency of the Hispanic student. Oplesch
(1980) found that Puerto Rican students enrolled in an Ohio elementary
school, did not attain lower scores (as was hypothesized) when tested
on~the WISC-R in English than when they were evaluated on the Escala
de Inteligencia Wechsler Para Ninos. However; the fuerto Rican students
- achieved significantly higher scores on the performance scale than on the
verbal scales, regardless of language. )

While the translation of standardiéed measur:os into Spanish has -
considerable surface appeal, in reality because item level.difficulty
is changed and cultural differences are largely ignored, mere transla-
tion will not eliminate bias in the assessment process. In searching
for other alternatives, some test developers have suggested the concept

of simple renorming or adding points to obtained scores.

Renorming and Adding Points

Some critics claim that intelligence and other standardized tests -
should be based on local norms. Ulibarri (1978) states that "most of
the administrators and educators who have had extensive experience in
teaching bilingual—bicultural children know the:futility:of comparing
local test results with-the national norms . . . it is possiole to
deyelop local norms that fit the situation" (p. 49). In partial,
agreement with Ulibarri, Oakland and Matsuaek (1976) Lelieve that the
availability of both national<and localized norms_provides far better
accuracy on the minority group test scores (p. 56).

In contrast to either Ulibarri or Oakland, Jensen (1979) believes

that no real problems are resolved by using local norms. "It would be
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much lik; having to contend with different currencies and exchange rates
in going.from one country to another. 1If tests are biased for some
groups, in the population, the bias should be recognized rather than
obscured by ﬁaving separate norms for that group (p. 95). Bermal (1977)
labels renorming and adding points both '"malpractices', in that '"renorm-
ing" appears to make theAteét better ;nd it does not. '"Adding points"
to the obtained scores of the Hispanic student is a procedure devéloped
to rectify certain abuses in the application of intelligence tests to
minority persons. This procedure is basically a way of haking low,test.

scores more palpable but it does néthing to increase a test's ability.

Ethnicity Matching

Many studies have been cdnducted‘fégarding the matching of race and
examiner effects on the test performance of.Black and white‘subjects
(Oakland aﬁd Matsuzek, 1976, p. 50), while féw studieé have been con-
fined to this topic with the Hispanic subjec;. One exception is“the
weLl—designed research done by~Mishfa (1980). A tﬁtal of four examiners,'
_two Anglos and two Mexican-Amesi;ans, administered" two verbal subtests
of the WISC and the colored form of the Raveﬁ’; Progressive-M;%rices to -
96 Mexican-American students. ‘Mishra found ‘that even thougﬁ on two of
the three‘subtests. the Mexican~Americans perfofmance waé uﬁaffectedaby

.examiner}s maéched ethnicity,AMexican—Americans scéged significantiy
higher on the verbal tests‘onjthe WISC when administered by a Mexican-
american examiner. Like M;sﬁra, Garcia and Zimmerman (l972)-foﬁnd‘in

a "bar pressing' test admini;tered to Mexican-Amgric;ns, the match in

ethnicity was a much stronger determiner of high levels of performance

than whether Spanish or English was used.
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The complex interaction of examiner and examinee in the testing |
situation makes it difficult to control all factors and to examine only
the ethnicity matching variable. In contrast, research designed to
increase test scores of Hispanic and Black students through test—
training techniques provided quite: unambiguous data.

Training Hispanic Students to Take Tests

All tests are culture-bound and depend on a number of skills that

they do not wish to measure. Van der Flier (1972) concluded that test-
.taking skills must be overlearned before the unwanted test-skill variance
is eliminated'With Spanish populations. Some skills can be taught
directly, such as discrimination between colors or how to use the
machine scored answer sheet. ' The importance of the testee's familiarity
with the type of test iuestions, the kind of logic used, and the element':
of being timed i; important tor the culturally different student (éerry,:
'1973). In his dissertation, Bermal (1971)\demonstrated that feedback
regarding'test performance significantly improved the Mexican-American
test scores.? More recently, Bernal (1977£:p. 75) presented a convincing:
argument for the development of. techniques which motivate the Hispanicf
student to'engage the testing task. Hevcites the following as iﬁportant:;
1. Rapport building, including the use of the lanénage
dialect spoken by the students in informal settings, and an

explanation of the\purpose of the test. . ?

2. Administering tests in small, easily supervised
groups. :
\ U |
3. gCoachiftg on the mechanics of test taking, guessing,
’ : \

etc.
L
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4. Explaining.the testing direction~ rhoroughly in the
language dialect of the students and er.ceoraging questions
to clarify points.

5. Warmup, including pract c¢u ca items similar to those
to be encountered on the test r. subiest; group discussion of
why each member of the group selected a particular response,
and feedback. . (p. 75)
The lack of test sophisticatidn and poor emotional adjustment to the
school testing situation were among the reasons cited by Anastasi and

- 1
Cordova' (1953) for the overall low scores of Puerto Ricans on the

Cattell‘Culture Frgg Intelligénce Test. \Their most conspiciohs finding
was the sigpificant practice effect.. The researchers suggested that ﬁhe
increase in_test—taki;g skills and a clearer understanding of the direc-
tions and the purpose of rhe test caufed the increased scores.

g . - While the efto..: o inérea;e the‘testftaking skills of Spanish—iv
spe;king students- have received little attegtion in the litérature;
researchers' attempts to develop culture-fair tests have enjoyed a

rather long history and have been well publicized.

Culture-Free and Culture-Fair Tests.

The_movément to construct a culﬁure—free-test began with the pro-
posal by Cattef% in 1940 to seek a ﬁeasure that would be-free of cultural"
referrents so that the results wﬁuld reveal fhe true ability of an |
individuél. Implicit in this search was the belief that native intelli-
gence cduld be separéted from cultural factors. The quest for items and
expefiences which were free from cultural bindings soon proved futile,
aﬁd the culture~ "free'" test movemenﬁ shifted to the development of a

culture "fair" test (Samuda, 1975, p. 133).

3!
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Culture-fair tests deemphasize factors such as verbal ability, test
wiseness, and speed f;cility and in turn emphasizi those experiences,
knowledge, and skills common to all cultures. Some well-known culture-
fair tests are the Leiter International Performance Scale, Raven's
Progressive Matrices, and the Cattell's Culture-~Fair Inteiligence Test.
In a scholarly»critique of these and other sucﬁ tests, Lawler (1978)
noted that several tests, in particular the Raven's Progressive Matrices,
require formal literate skills learned only in a school situation. He
agreed with Ysseldyke's later research (1979, p. 152) in that there is
also an absence of cross-cultural and predictive validity. Inasmuch as,
there is no test which can be universally épplied to all persons, thef |
construction of culture-fair tests is declining (Oakland and Matuzek,
1976, p. 62). In conﬁrast, the development.of criterion-referenced
measures continues to offer promise for the implementation of nondis-
criminatory assessment with the Hispanic student. |

Criterion—Referencgﬂ Tests

- Criterion-referenced testing represents the wave of
future. . . . could help to revolutionize the teaching-
learning process and assist educators and social scientists
in taking one giant step for mankind. -

, . Samuda, 1975, p. 152
Norm-referenced tests reference the individual's score back to the
group norm, while criterion-referenced tests reference- the individual's

‘score back to an absolute criterion. The purpose of the former is to

i
compare a student's functioning with a group, whereas criterion-

referenced tests are task specific and compare the child only to her/

his own performance and absolute standard. These measures have two
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useful purposes in evaluation; first,. to assess the student's entry
- levels prior to instruction and to evaluate the performance following
instruction (Stephemns, 1977, p. 233).

The use of criterion-referenced measures with Hispanic students is
heartily endorsed by Mowder (1980). She designed a ''dual-approach"
model for nondiscriminatory assessment and Sugéested that as the first

“gtep a comprehensive gulti-cultural assessment should be conducted.
Subsequently, as a second level of assesSment,'she recgmmends the use
of the criterionjreferenced,peasures to delineate and articulate the
goals and objectives for the Individualized Education Program (IEP).
In a less eﬁthusiastic vqiﬁ, Duffey et al. (198;) suggest that while |
criterion-referenced tests are_usefu; in the instructional Setting,
educétors ﬁeéd to understand the often high cost in human and fiscal
resources reqﬁirad to implement a mastery systeﬁ (p. 430), nor do
these measures resolve the issue of cultural biases inherenﬁ in the
conteﬁt of many tests (Condon et al., 1979, p. 150). Finally, a
caveat by Burry (1979) suggested that even though criteriOn—referenééa.
tests provide more accurate educational data, there is little informa-
tion available on the use of these measures with the Hispaﬁié étudent.'

Pluralistic Assessment

Pluralistic assessment is based on the view that the
American society is characterized by cultural and structural
pluralism . ., . a multi-cultural approach to assessment will.
open up educational opportunities for Chicano children and
redress the problem of overlabeling them as mentally retarded
and underlabeling them as gifted.

’ ' ‘Mercer, 1977, pp. 157 and 159
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Mercer and associates developed the System of Multicultural
Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) as a>outgrowth of her.research in
Riverside, California. The SOMPA uses existing tests but Pluralistic
norms. Predicated on three assessment models the instrume:t is de-
signed as follows: .

1. Medical Model: Fundamentally asks,"Is the child physically

normally?"

2. Social System Model: Fundamentally asks, "Does the child's

behavior meet social expectations in the school, the family, and peer

group of which he/she is a part?" i i

3. Pluralistic Model: . Socioqulturally éensitive vérsion of the
general intelligence model; and ésks, "How~1intelligent is the child?"
"What potential for learning d;es the child hage?ﬂ .

The student received two IQ scores,.a traditional one and a plural-
_istié adjusted score or Estimated Learning Potenial (EL?). To arrive at
the ELP one needs to administer the Sociocultural Scales and the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children, Revised.(WISC-R): otherktests such as
the Pﬁyéical Dexterity, Bender Visual MbtorvGegtalt Téét, Weight by
ﬁeigﬁk, Visual Acuity, AuditoryfAcuity, and Health History Inventories,
and the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children. Mercer is not without
her critics. Goodman (1979), Browmn (1979), and Ciariéior(l§7§) é@ntend
that the SOMPA,.evenathéugh translated into Sﬁanish and normed on Mexican-
Americans in California, does not assist in glarific;tion of the meaning
of "retardation“ with the culturally different, nor will it increase pre-

diction of actual school success for the minority group(s).

94

a




Goodman's concern is that human behavior is much too complex, too
multi-dimensional, and erratic for one test to provide a significantly
different direction. Mowder (1980) concedes that although by using the
SOMPA sociocultural factors are controlled, .the test does noéxassist in
planning an educational program. Duffy et al. (198l1) comment that such
procedures cannot take into account the heterogeneityvof any one ethnic
group, while retaining predictive validity with the majority culture
(p. 429).

Although Mercer notes that administration of the SOMPA is not
difficult, indeed '"does not require extensive retraining of existing
personnel” (1979, p. 116), personal interviews with Ohio and Virginia
school psychologists revealed that administration might take up to 12
hours. Calculations and conversions are furche~ time consuming, even
though Mercer (p. 116) contends that conversions necessary to arrive
at the estimated learming potential require only about three minutes.
The significance of the pluralistic measure is that by using a mul;iple
normative framework, a more accurate description of the strengths and
weaknesses of the Hispanic student may result. Not satisfied with any
‘of the modifications or alternatives to tests, some critics have re-
quested that a moritorium be placed on the standardized testing of
minority students.

Should Intelligence Testing be Banned?

An angry Williams (1971) proposed that standardized testing proce-
dures of Black and Hispanic children should be abolished, until valid,

nondiscriminatory tests are developed. In defense of his position, he

A
A
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noted that existing tests are demeaning to the culturally and linguis-
tically different child because they inevitably hold up the Anglo as
the normal group, and that such a comparison is bound to find any non-
Anglo student "deficient" in some way. Morris (1977) in support of
Witliams, arrived at his conclusion to ban tests through a survey that
he conducted for the purpose of collecting daﬁa on what modifications
and alternatives had been implemented in order to minimize bias with
the Hispanic'student in the Southwestern states. He found that very
little was being done to eliminate bias and from these data issued his
demand for a moratorium.

Unlike eicher Morris or Williams, Cleary et al. (1975) feared taat
a ban might cause a more insidious bias. They point out that the abolish-
ment of standardized tests would not result in an improvement of assess-
ment but would only make the processvmore subjective. In agreement,
Meeker and Meeker (1973) conclude that to administer IQ téests no longer
is to deny teacheré important information. Tests are more impersonal
contends Jensen (1979), yet more individualized and objective . than
teacher made gssessment (p. 49). Can a test be biased? vStrictly
speaking, according to Drenth (1972), it cannot, but only indicates
differences among students. What can be biaseqj he cautions, is
the way the test results are used in making educaﬁibn decisions.

Decision-Making

In the recent literature regarding decision-making in nondiscrimin-
atory testing, Professor and Director of the Institute for Research on

Learning Disabilities, James E. Ysseldyke's name often appears (1979).

\\
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Nondiscriminatory assessment entails several factors in
complex interaction. As I\noted earlier, our real concern
should be with bias in the decision-making process and with
abuse in the use of assessment data to make decisions about
students. Abuse can occur in many different ways. First,
abuse can result from the use of tests for purposes other than
those for which they were designed. It can also result from
comparisons of students to-others who differ systematically
in several characteristics. Third, abuse occurs- when techni-
cally inadequate tests are used to collect data about students.
It also occurs when investigators go beyond their data to infer
or predict later academic difficulty. Bias on the basis of
naturally occurring pupil characteristics occurs throughout
the assessment process. Teachers differentially view-_objec-
tive child behavior when children are assigned deviancy labels. (p.l5!

In essence when decisions are to be made regarding a member of a lin-
guistically different group, then a member of the same group should
participate in the decision points. At the very least, the multi-
disciplinary team should include participants who are aware of and
familiar with the minority student's culture.

A possible trend in the search for fair assessment procedures is
best demonstrated by Ysseldyke and.others in their unflagging efforts
to create an awareness in professionals of the critical points in the
decision-making process. They believe that "Protection in Evaluation
Procedures'" (Public Law 94:142)\infers a much broader concern than
solely test fairness. The Broader\issue is to address hdw test informa-
tion and other data were used to maké‘decisions about pupils (Ysseldyke
and Regan, 1980, p. 465).

It is difficult if not injudicious to specify a fixed approach to
nondiscriminatory assessment for the Hispanic student, Clearly, no
single measure, no one method nor standard modification Will ensure

the valid assessment of a minority child's educational potential. Yet,

one concludes that the primary concern and the first stap in the
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assessment process 1s to determine the dominant language of the Hispanic
student (Oplesch & Genshaft, 198l1). This determination then sets the
stage for the profeséional(s) to make the proper selections of available
tests and the necessarynmodificatiohs'to ensure nonbias. From this
compr;hensive data base, all decisions regarding the educational program
for the Hispanic student must be made with caﬁtion and with an under-‘
standing of and appreciation for ;Be student's culture and language.

An important barrier to the accurate understanding of the Hispanic
student is the proclivity éf prominent educators to group members of
the three major Hispanic subcultu;es together under the erroneous assump-
tion that they represent a homogeneous group, and that the results of one
investigation on one subculture may be generalized to all other Hispanic
subcultures. The third and final section then, is an abbreviated explora-
tion of the differences in educational achievement, acculturation levels,

value preferences and socioeconomi¢ status among the Cuban-Americans,

Puerto Ricans and Mexican-Americans.
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Section Three

Cuban—-Americans, Mexican-Americans and Puerto Ricans

There are presently 14,605,883 persons of Hispanic origin in the

United States (Roaroke Times and World News, April 17, 1981). Of this

total, Mexican-Americans account for 60%, Puerto Ricans 157, and Cuban-
Americans 7%. The remaining 19% includes Central or South Aﬁgricans and
other persons of Hispanic origin (Brown et al., 1980, p. 6).  For mzny
years numerous methods have been suggested to identify Hispanic Americans.
Since 1973, the U. S. Office for Civil Rights relied primarily on "visual
identification” for its collection of data. After 1978, however, the
method of "self-identification' has been used. The T. S. Census Bureau
reported that_the Hispanic population increased by 1% iz the pzst cen
years, while the number of Black Americrns rose only 17%. If present
growth rate continues, Hispanic persons will soon becom¢ the largest
minority in the United States (Falc;n, 1980). |

Each state in the Union has some Hispanic reéidents, however,_more'
than 75% of all Hispanics live in the five states of Florida, New Mexico,
New York, Texas, and Califormia. Mexican-Americ#ns live primarily in the
Southwestern stactes, large numbqrs of Cuban-Americags reside in Florida,
while Puerto Ricans coiucentrate in the industrial Nbrthwest; in particular
New York City. Contrary tc gereral opinion, most Hispanic famivlies dc not
live in rural areas, with more than 857 residing in metropol” "an sections

of the country (Brown et al., 1980).
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Mot surprisingly, there has been considerable diiiiculty in settling
vpon a term ov phrase which not only accurately describes persons of
Spanish origin, but is not offensive to the minority cultures. Such
terwns as Spavish-speaking (Rodriguez, 1970), of Spanish—origin‘(Arce,
1976), Spanish surname, Hispanos and Latinos (del Olmo, 1981) appear
in the literature. More recently, the Federal Interagency Committee
on Eduraiion adopted the term "Hispanic' (Brown et al., 1980, p. 2).
Frank del Olmo (1981) of the LA Times-Washington Post caustically
assailed the new term:

In all my years of living and working in Latino

communities, I have never heard a Latino refer to himself

as Hispanic. . . . in fact, if there 1s one positive thing

about the emergence of 'Hispanic,' it's that both Chicanos

and Mexican-Americans finally agree on something: They

don't like to be called Hispanics. (p. F-3). i

His criticism reflects the concern that the use of one term to
identify persons of such diverse culturés promotes the implicit assump-
tion that they represent a homogeneous group. ‘The intent of this
S3ccion is to demonstrate that such is not the case.
Education

There are clear differences in educational achievement among Mexican-
Americans, Cuban-Americans, and Puerto Ricans. Persons of Cuban origin
have a significantly higher educational level than persons of either
Mexican or Puerto Rican backgrounds. In 1976, 26% of the Cuban-Americans
were enrolled in college as compared to 1l% of the Mexican-Americans and
10% of the Puerto Ricans (Brdwn et al., 1980, p. 198)..

This writer has suggested that misleading conclusions have been

~drawn from the analysis of data collected under the general term of
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"Hispanic."” One of the more startling examples of this claim is in the

area of Hispanic high school non-completion rates. The Education of the

Handicapped Biweekly Newsletter (April 23, 1980) published the non-

completion rate for Hispanics as 38%, while Mackey and Beebe (1977, p. 50)
noted that 87%Z of the Puerto Rican studeﬁts over 25 years of agé had not
completed high school. In Chicago, 70% of the Puerto Rican students had
dropped out (Schaefer, 1979, p. 315), while in Philadelphia, 657% of the
Puerto Ricans left school before completion (Vasquez, 1974, p. 22). 1In
striking dissimilarity, The U. S. Bureau of Census reported that 257% of
Hispanic Americans were not enrolled in school and had not completed high
school (Brown et al., 1980, p. 100).

A second example of misinterpretation surfaced out of the information
collected through 4 Civil Rights Survey (1980). As previously discussed
they concluded that Hispanic students are enrolled in special education
programs in equal proportion to their total school enrollment.' Yet, a
careful examination of the information collected on the individual states
of New York, Florida, and New Mexico gives rise to differentzconclusions.

In ﬁew York (predominately'Pue:to Rican), Hispanic studénts repre-
sentjll% of the total enrollment,.13% of all pupils enrolled in programs
for educable mentally retarded, and 18% of trainable mentally retarded
(TMR) ; whereas Hispanic students made up only 5% of the total learning
disabled stddents.

In New Mexico (predominately Mexican-American), Hispanic stydenﬁs
represent 427 of the total enrollment, S%Z of all pupils ehrollediin
programs for the EMR, 51% of all TMR students and“48% of ;heglearéing

disabled students.
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In Florida (predominately Cuban-American), Hispanic students repre-
sent 7% of the total enrollment, 4% of all pupils enrolled in programs
for EMR, 7% of the TMR and 7% of the total learning disabled students.

Most notewo;thy in studying data compiled on the three states of
New York, New Mexico, and Florida are the diffe;ences in Hispanic
representation in programs for the gifted. Note that in New York,
s;udents were proportionately represented, while in Florida and New
Mexico they were grossly underrepresented in programs for the gifted
or talented.

Thi. _umprehensive survey, conducted by a respected agency has the
obvious advantage of collecting, aggregating and analyzing large, reason-
ably repreéentative samples of data. Attention is focused on the gather-
ing of information under the term "Hispanic,' and little effort is made
to separate the data into the major subcuitures of Mexican-American,
Puerto Rican, Cuban-American, Ceétral/Souéh Anerican, or "Other Hispanics.'

Thus far it has been argued that there are significant differences
in- educational achiévemént and specialedu;ation placement among the
major Hispanic subcultures. Cuban-Americans as a whole tend to attain
higﬁer educational levels than Puérto Ricanégér Mekican-Americans.

Puerto Ricans as a whole have the highest dropout rates, yet represent
the highest proportion of Hispanic students enrolled in gifted or Falented
programs in the State of New York. |

In séarching for an explanation for these educational differences,

a reviewer is perplexed at the dearth of research studies designed for
the specific purpose of comparing students of ﬁhe three subcqltures.

While a plethoraAof positidn statements testify‘;o the distinctiveness
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of the groups, little empirical évidence hés'been compile% to support
these statements. And, with the exception of migration studies and
some efforts in acculturationﬁresqarch, no study was uncovered which
set out for the expte;sed purpose of comparing,the Mexican~-American
to the Puerto Rican or the Cugan-American student. Migration and
acculturation studies demonstrate the diversity of the Hispanic
immigrants, and the variety of reasons given for leaving their respec-
tive places of birth in order to come to the United States.

Cubans

The United States is a nation made up of immigrants, most of whom -
came to this countfy because of religious, econémic, or social reasons.
The influx of the Cubans was not just another group of hungry, tired,
and poor immig;ants yearning to find wealth in’a ne; land, but rather
the Cuban exodus was a case of "Self-imposed political exile'" which
intrigued the three Stanford sociologists who conducte§ the most re-
spected published research on the migration (Fagen, Brody; & O'Leary,'
1968). From the results of their comprehensive interviews with Cuban
exiles, they concluded that the migration was distinct in two major
ways: Firstly, the conditions tﬁat pre&ailed in Cuba in 1958 were in
the true sense of the word, revqlutionary. Cubans left for purely
political reasons, which is significantly different from the non-
political migrations of the Mexican or the Puert¢ Rican. Secondly,
the Cuban exile was self-imposed, for the Cuban refugees were not
fleeing for their lives, but rather from a complex set of circumstances

thought, by the exiles themselves, to be '"intolerable" (pp. 4-6).
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Rumbaut and Rumbaut (1976) concluded that one of the most distinctive
characteristics of the Cuban mig;ation rests in the manner in which they
were received by the United States Government. The Kennedy Administration
established tlie Cuban Refugee Program which concentrated on relocating
the exiles throughout the United States. Positions as Spanish language
professors and teachers in universities and pﬁblic schools were secured.
The facilitative and positive reai.rion accorded the Cuban exiles'%y the
Governﬁent was unprecedented in the ﬁistory of this country.

Another distinctive characteristic of the Cuban migration is that
the first two waves of refugees did not repfesent a cross sectiog of the
Island's total population, but rather a disproportionate number of the
early arrivals came from the middle and upper strata of Cuban society
(Fagan et al., 1968). Seldom has an immigrant group come to this country
so well edupated and motivated to achieve (Mackey & ngbe, 1977). “The
first two waves of Cubans were familiar with the U. S. society, agreed
upon the basic American valug of hard work, and entered into a strong
network of associates, friends, and felatives Qithin the ethnic community
of Miami (Rumbaut & Rumbaut, 1976; Ballesteros, 1979). While the first
of exiles were representative of the upper and urban middle classes in
Cuba, later afrivals have been increasingly more representative of all
sectors of Cuba. For mo#t of the Cuban immigrants, leaving" their country
was a ;elf-imposed exile, without the possibility of return. Mexican-v

Americans, on the other hand, offer a different migration story.

Mexican—-Americans . S
The first "arrivals'" of Mexicans in the United States is signifi-

cantly different from the Cuban pattern of migration. Specifically,
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Mexicans were in this country before it was formed. They were literally
"annexed" into the United States following the conquest of the Mexican
American War. Subsequent to the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo, Mexicans became American citizens. Cultural ties have remained
strong for these immigrants, partially because of close proximity to
their Mother country (Ramirez & Casta;eda, 19%4). This easy migration
between the two countries is the reason cited by Ball.:steros (1979) for
the Mexican-American often not making a full commitment to the new
country. Of the three major Hispanic subcultures, the Mexican-aAmericans
represent the greatest intra-heterogeneity (Ramirez & Casta;eda, 1974).
These differences'include, the length of residence in the United States,
racial make-up, the dominant language used in the home, their dialectal
difﬁerences, the degree of acculturation, participation in the majority
culture, and the receptidn accorded the immigrants by the United States
(Knowlton, 1975). In contrast to the supportive and organized welcome
given the Cuban immigrants, the Mexican arrivals throughout the decades
have been welcomed principally because they provide a cheap labor source
for the maintenance of agricultural superioriéy.

Portes, McLeod, & Parker (1978) stuéied the Cuban and the Mexican
immigrant because theﬁ represented a similarity in language, yet had
significan;ly different reasons for coming to the United States. These
researchers found that the Mexicansimmigration pattern departed markedly
from the’Cuban pattern in that the number of Mexican professionals and
technicians immiérating in 1974 was a very insignificant proportion to
the total, as contrasted to.the overrépresentation of the professional

-class in the Cuban migration. The bulk of Mexican arrivals concentrated
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in the areas of domestic service and unskilled labor. The Portes study
also compared the aspirational levels of the Cuban to the Mexican immi-
grant and determined that the aspirations of the Cuban exiles, both in
terms of income and education, were signific®ntly more Zfavorable than
those of the Mexican immigrants. Differences between the cwo'groups
were directly related to their respective backgrounds and the reasons
they cited for leaving their homelands. In essence, coming from Mexico
versus coming from Cuba made a considerable difference in the two groups,
i.e., if past income and educational achievement had been good, then
expectations were high that future income and educational attainments
would be better. Supporting the distinctions between thesevcwo groups
of immigrants, two different studies conducted eight years apart
(Komaroff, Masuda, & Holmes, 1968; Valdes & Baxter, 1976) found that
the Cuban was far more similar to the Anglo-American than to the
Mexican-American. "This fact was contrary to the expectations due
to the common Spanish traditions of the Cubon and the Mexican'" (p. 234).

While the early Cuban arrivals repre: ated a disproportionately
high number of professionals, and are yet today prevented from returning
to their homeland, the Mexican immigrants, on the other hand, enjoy easy
access to their homeland, but represent a disproportionately high number
of unskilled workers from the poverty levels of Mexican society. Differ-
ent still, are the immigration patterns of the Puerto Ricans. |

Puerto Ricans

Puerto Ricans are the first group to enter this country from a
culturally different area, but who are at:the same time citizens of

the United States. In order to better understand the Puer;o Rican
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attitudevtowards their distinctly different citizenship status, one must
explore the '"commuter migration' syndrome. Born as American citizens on
the Island of Puerto Rico, Puerto Ricans grow up speaking Spanish, yet
are a part of a culture very distinct from their country of citizenship.
As these Puerto Rican citizens migrate to the‘Mainland, they find that
their use of Spanish, appropriate on the Island, often precludes them
from social, economic, and educational mobility in the United States.
For this reasoh, Puerto Ritans often see themselves as being denied
full rights of citizenship.

Puerto Rican migration patterns vary according to the economy of
the United States. For example, President Reagan's recent budget cuts
in food aid to the Island may initiate a heavy return migration to the

Mainland (Roanoke Times and World News, March 11, 1981, p. A-14).

Cordasco and Bucchioni (1973) contend that the situation of the éuerto
Rican living on the Island cannot bé abstracted from the situation of
the Puerto Ricans living in the United States. In support, Vasquez
(1974) suggests that because of easy return to the Island,'many Puerto
Ricans are not committed to achieving high levels of acculturétion in
‘this country.

Differences and Discord Among the Three Subcultures

According to Reyes (1978), Cubans have assimilatea inﬁo the main-
stream of Chicago life more readily than the Mexican—American; or the
Puerto Ricans. Cubans do not tend to stick together in sebarate parts
of the city, but rather are scattered about and enter into the broader

community with ease (p. 72).
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Many Cuban-Americans are financially successful. This fact 1is often
cited as one source of resentment among other more long established
Hispanic gropps. For example, Mackey and Beebe (1977), found that in
Florida, where all three subcultures are represented, an attempt was
made to unite the leaders of each subgroup in order to present a more
powerful, political coalition to achieve better jobs. Flve Mexican-
Americans who represented the 5,000 workers living in Miami, and five
Puerto Ricans representing about 30,000 workers attempted to unite with
the five Cuban-Americans who represented about 250,000 workers in the
city. The intra-group hostility did not permit the organization of the
coalition (p. 25).

Other studies and position papers reveal that there is some discord
between the Cuban-Americans and the Puerto Ricans. While the fdner are
not born citizens:of the United Statee they consider themselves to be |
"better and whiter" (Rodriquez, 1979). In the Puerto Ricans' estim;tiop, .
the Cuban refugees are the "preferred" immigrants, given preference in.
jobs, in reorientation to the United States, and often receive pro-
fessional positions above the Puerto Ricans (p. 157)

‘Most of the Cubans are an exiled professional middle—
class that came to the United States for political reasons.

They are lauded and rewarded by the United States govern-

ment for their rejection of Communism and Fidel Castro.
The Cubans lean toward the political right, are fearful of

\EFE\iQ;;i;ement of the masses of poor people. Being middle-
class 4 are/familiar with 'the system' and operated
successfully in this structure. They are competitive and
upwardly mobile. They have little sympathy for the

uneducated poor. . (Hilda Hidalgo, quoted from Cordasco &
Buechioni, 1973, p. xvi)

Puerto Ricans lack a str&ng feeling of identity (Leavitt, 1974).

b
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revolutionary‘struggle against another country. While the Mexican tradi-
tions are stronger than those of the Puerto Ricans, the tightly bound
enclaves of the Cuban-Americans do not appear to exist in either sub-
culture. Cuban-Americans appear to have acculturated well into the
majority culture. Ballestero suggests that Cuban exiles exemplify the
characteristics which Americans reward, namely; hard work, perseverence,
forwardness, curiqusity, and outgoingness.
Summary

A comprehensive review of the related literature provides conflicting
reSponSés to'the question: What'is the representation of Hispanic students
in certain special education and gifted programs? Considerable data
support the overrepresentation'reSponse, however, recent available informa-
tion from Eastern states indicates that Hispanics may be underrepresented
in these programs. Yet, o; the other hand, the Civil Rights Survey con-
cluded that Hispanic students pﬁrticipate in special educatioﬁ'programs
consistent with their representation in the total school enrollment.
Because the question of representation cannot be separated from the
iésue of nondiscfim{pato;y assessment procedures, the second section
¢f this review has expléred'and criticaLly'éhéi&zed the.modifications
and alternativés’implemented to minimize or eliminate bias for the
‘Hispanic student. ﬁodifications discussed incluts- translatidn; renorm-
ing and adding points, ethnicity métching, test—tr;ining, the development
of culture~fair tests, criterién-referenced measures, and the use of
pluralistic assessments. Finally, the third section demonstrated the
importance éf maintaining separate data on the three Hisﬁanic sub-

cultures of Mexican-Americans, Cuban-Americans, and Puerto Ricans. In
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sum, this review points to the need to collect more accurate information
regarding the enrollment patterns of Hispanic students in special educa-

tion or gifted programs, and procedures implemented to ensure nondis-

criminatory assessment.

O
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter relates fhe rasearch procedu:es used to describe the
proportionate representation of Hispanic students in Special Education
and Gifted programs, and modifications implemented to ensure nondis-—
criminatory assessment. The procédures are presenﬁed in five sections:
(1) a description of the population, (2) the instrumentation,.(3) the
design, reproduction and administration of the questiAnnaire, (&) the
data analysis procedures, and (5) a summary of the research design and
methodology. '

In designing the descriptive study and prescribing the manner in
which the resea;ch was to be conducted, it was necessary to take into
account the purposes of the study, and the resources that were practical
and feasible. Because the primary end sought of the study was to
. describe present phenomena in widely diverse geographic areas of the
United States, the mailed questionnaire was selected as the most appro-
priate method for the collection éf éata for thé’following reasons;
First, the study was designed to gather data from the six states qf
Texas, New Mexico, Florida, Mﬁssachusetgs, Pennsylvania and New York.
It was not feasible to make on-site visits to each of these states for
personal:interviews. In addition, the issues undé; study were considered

sensitive in nature. A questionnaire is impersonal, and respondents ‘may
57
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feel a asater confidence of anonymity than in a face-to-face interview.
" Finally, a questionnaire, by design, is under the contrdl of the respondent.
Certain sections may be completed as time and the availability of informa-
tion permit (Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch, & Cook, 1976).

Pogulatiog

The population for the study was determined through a series of
inductive steps or phases, and.directed by the research questions. These
phases were:

Phase One'

The question of proportionate representation ofbHispanic students
into special education and gifted programs, as related to‘nondiscrimina-
tory assessment procedures, could best be answered by seeking informaﬁipn
from areas in the United States where substantial numbers of Hispanics
reside. Brown et al. (1980) noted that over 75% of the Hispanic sgudents
enrolled in the Nation's schools, live in the five states of Florida, New
York, California, Texas, and New Mexico. ‘

Because a somewhat pioneering part of the study was tﬁé investigator's
attempt to collect data for the purposes of making compariSOns‘among the
three subcultures of Cuban-American, Mexican-American, and Puerto Rican
students, it was necessary to pinpoint areas of the United States in wgich
each of these subcultures wﬁs located. Thfbugh an examination of data
from the U. S. Bureau of Census, Civil Rights reports, and subsequent
telephone conversations with érofessionals in State Education Agencies
(SEAs), it was found the Cuban—Americans, although spread throughout'the
nation, often locate in the South, in particular in Florida. Mexican-

Americans, although also dispersed througpout the United States,
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concentrate in the Southwest, in particular in Texas. Indeed, 97% of
the Hispanic students enrolled in public schools of Texas, are of Mexican
descent. Puerto Ricans generally reside in the ingustrial cities of the
Northeast, Chicago and Los Angeles. Because nearly 200,000 Hispanic
students, the majority of whom are of Puerto Rican background, are
enrolled in the New York City public schools, New York City was targeted
as the best choice for the collection of data on the Puerto Rican student.

The State of New Mexico was selected as the most appropriate source
from which to collect information on the representation/density research
question. More than.43% of the total school enrollment in New Mekico
public schoo}s are of Hispanic background.l

A final, yet significant dimenéion of the problém under study, was
the often neglected consideration, that Hispanic students may be=uhder— .
enrolled in special education. As preViqusly discussed (Chapter 2), few
incidents of underrepresentation have been made public. Two exceptions
to this statement recently surfaced in the East; one, in the City of
Philadelphia, and the other, in the ‘State ofwMassachusetts.‘ These two
areas were then chosen as the mos;\appropriate,cigies from which to
collect data on the Hispaniq underserved student.

Essentially ;hén, the statesoof Florida (predominatelf Cuban-American),
and Texas (predominately Mexican-Amé?ican), and the City of New York (pre-
dominately éuerto Rican) wefe sele;téd to pfdvi&e data on the Hispanic

subcultures, while the State of New Mexico was chosen to gather information

INew Mexice “shocl District Profile: 1978-79 School Year, New Mexico
State Department ..f Education. . ,
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on the density relationship guestion. The State of Massachusetts, and
the City of Philadelphia were targeted as appropriate to provide data’
on the research questions dealing with the underrepresentation issue.
Phase Two

After selecting those areas of the United States, whieh met the
criteria for the population to be studied, it was necessary to comnile
a listing of LEAs within each of these areas whose Hispanic population
was sufficient to qualify them to reSpnnd to the survey. Adopting

again the Massachusetts vs. Holyoke (1979) hearing, it was decided to

select those LEAs whose Hispanic population was 20% or more of tneir
total enrollment. 'On the surface end given the numerous statistical
reports available, this would seem an easy task; however, several
difficulties arose..

In Texas, for example, there are 1,099 LEAs grouped into twenty.
(20) regions.2 Several COOPs or lSDs have developed fpr the purpose
of serving handicapped students.“ Coope;ativeSTeften cut across regloas.
One COOP may serve seven LEAs, three of‘whom have over 357% ﬁispanic
population, and the remalning four (4) have less than 107% Hispanic
enrollment. Again,‘e complication arose when it was uncovened'that,
while publlc school enrollment data for Texas is available under each
LEA, Special Education enrollment information‘ﬁor each COOP or ISD is

1

not available. Essentially then, as before, reliance was made on the
' ) o

Texas State Department of Education to assist in the development of an

20 .om: Microfiche: - Texas Public School Membership by Ethnic Group:

1980-81 Fall Survey: State Department of Education, Austin, Texas.
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accurate enumeratién frame, which would include all LEAs whose Hispanic
population was significantly large té respond to the questionnaire. The
Associate Director suggested that the survey be mailed to Regions I, II,
XIX, and XX, an area which included over 445,000 Hispanic students
enrolled in 63 LEAs. | |

The development of a frame for the state of New Mexico was a éimple:
procedure than that of Texas. This was due in part, to the exténsive
publications of thé*New Mexico State Department of Education which were
provided to the investigator. It was found that Hispanic students com—
prise over 427 of the 270,0263 students enrolled in the New Mexico public
schools. A total of 53 LEAs met the 20% criterioa for participation in
the study. P

Difficﬁltiés of a éifferent nature emerged during the development
of the enumeration’ frame for New Yd;k City. Considered as one LEA,'New
York City was divided into over 30>distficts within the Burroughs, during
the late sixties. While some of the educational services have been
decentralized, serv}ces for Special Education remain centraiizéd.o The
Board of fducation of the City of New York provided a list of the
separate districts within the City and a stétistical report on face and
ethnicity.  No info;mation, however, has been.bublished on ﬁhe enrqllmen;
figures for each district, therefore these da;e were provided to the
ihvestigator by telephone. This inf%rmatign was then matched with the.

published ethnicicy data, and the 20% criterion was applied. 1In total,

21 districts were included in the final frame for New York City.

3From New Mexico School District Profile: 1978-79 School Year,
New Mexico State Department of Education. -
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'For the constructioﬁ of a frame for the remaining states of Florida
and Massachusetts, the 20% criterion was not considered useful. In
Florida, for example, several LEAs have large school enrollments, and
while a significant number of.these students may be of Hispanic back-
grounds, the perce -age may not reach -20%. On the other hand, it was
noted that one LEA in Florida serves more thaﬁ‘83,000 Hispanic students,
predominately of Cuban-American background. . Agéin, the investigator
turned to the State Depar%?eﬁt of Educaﬁion for direction. The pro-
fessional résponsible for:the adminisﬁration of épecial Education .
programs for minority;languagé students, suégested tﬁat ten'(lO).LEAs.

9

be selected to pértiéipate in the study.

As with Florida, the 20% Criterioﬁ§w;s not useful for ﬁhe develbp-
ment of a frame in the Commonwealth of Ma sachusetts. The State Depart-
ment of Education in Massachusetts suggested that the survéy be mailed

to five LEAs whose Hispanicfpopulation was adequate to respond to the

questionnaire. The investigator added another LEA, the site of the

hearing of Massachusetts vs. Ho}yoke (1979) ;5 and the impetus for the
problem ggreip uﬁder study. In totai, six (6) LEAs were includedfinﬂ
the eﬁumeratidn frame for the State of Massachuset;sf- The Citj of
Philadelphia was seleéted fo; the study, p;incipaliy because it was
the site pf a complaint filed by the Education Law Cepter?.élleging
that the City of Philaéalphia WAL wndefserving Hispanic students in

) Special Educatiom.
Phase Three "

Throughout the development.of Phases One and Two, the investigator

was concerned that the professionals seleCdi to participaée in the

»‘\
Y
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survey would not only sSense the significance of the problem under investi-
gation, but moreover, be knowledgeable in the area of nondiscriminatory
assessment for the Hispanic student. Of equal importance, was the
criterion that they would have access to or control over, the requested
information. Administrators of Special Education emerged as those persons
most likely to meet these criteria. Their reéponsibilities usually in-
clude rhe development of a Federal Child Count for Handicapped Children,
the writing of the Local Education Agency's Plan fof Special Education,
for ensuring the.local school boards that all children, regardless of
race, ethnicity or handicap are guaranteed.protection in the evaluation
process, and ultimately, they are résponsible for the administration of
all special education programs and related services in their reséective
LEAs. There was no intent on the part of the investigator, to collect
info:ﬁation on the philosophical, emotional or psychological backgrouﬁd
of the Administrators of Special Education, nor was there any effort to
gather data on their experienceé, educational levels or agés. They were
simply the best vehicle for obtaining data sought in the study.

In sum, 157 Administrators of Special Education in 157 Local
- Education Agencies in the six states of New éérk,bNew Mexico, Tgxas,

Pennsylvania, Florida, and lassachusetts mét the criteria for participa-

¢ tion in the study¢ The stati;tician,,hired by the investigator through-
out the conceptualization of the research désign,-suggested'that, because
the‘investigation sougﬁt to'descrigf phenomena in a relatively uncharted’
area ;f research, the compleﬁé enumeration frame was appropriate. Be-
cause cost was not a prohibiting factor, and time was not unduly 1limited,

"the complete enumeration frame concept was adopted.
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Following this decision a letter was forwarded to the Directors of
Sﬁecial Education in the State Departments of Education in the six states -
(see Appendix A). Each letter outlined the purpose and significance of
the study, and elicited the cooperation of the State Department of
Education. In addition, a request was made for a current list of
Administrators of Special Education and Gifted programs, and/or a contact
person to assist in the project. Each State Department of Education
responded affirmanively to the request, either by.sending a currenﬁ
‘listing, or by suggesting the name of a professional in the Division

of Special Education who would assist with the investigation. - Following

this initial permission to conduct the study, a series of communicaticms

began. Throughout the ten months of the study, the State Departments of
L .

Education provided information and assistance updn request.

Instrumentation

The construction of a qdes;ionnaire is an arduous éask, which
ultimately entails a series of compromises; compromises between the
quest for accuracy and the desire to secure a reépettable_response
rate. Items must be developed s? as to elicit accurate information,.
while not irritating the respondent, and yet respond fully té the
research questions. Item construc;ioh is something of an art in
itself, but the most ingenioﬁs writér of questions seldom is certain
of their $larity ,ﬁntil they have been reviewed by professioﬁals in
th;Afield. For the present survey, eight successive revisions of the
{hstrumenF werekprepared, over a period of six (6) months; before the

final draft was committed to type-setting and professional printing.

Subsequent to each revision, the succeeding draft was mailed to. selected

’
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professionals in the field who were knowledgeable in the area of
special education for the Hispanic student.

Development of the Questionnaire

The initial phase of the development of the instrument was strongly
influenced by the review of the literature, the subsequent research
questions which grew out of the review, the professional experiences of
the investigator while teachiﬁg in Latin America, receﬁt interviews with
Hispanic educators, and a careful study of past survey iAstruments re~
lated to the problem undér study. - Ty

The content and formét of the questionnaire were further influenced
by three conSideration;: Firét, that the informati;n soughs revolved
around two éenSitive issues; that of'the propor?ionate number of Hispanic;
students enrolled in special education andzgifted ﬁrograms, an&'the 
evaluation procedures designed to ensure nondiscriminatory assessment.
Second, since the questionnaire was to be mailed to Admiq;stratbfs'of
Special Educrtion, generally known for their particularly heavy—workload,
it was importantAthat the questionnaire be relevant, concise and accurate.
Third, since most national surveys of this nature had requested enroll-

ment data in special education and gifted programs, under the general

term of "Hispanic,"

this survey sought to gaﬁher data on, not only the
Hispanic population as a group, but moreover ﬁo maintain separate infor-
mation on the three Subcultur;s df Cuban—-Americans, Mexican-Ameriéans,
and Puerto Ricans. ‘Because this design was felativeiy uncharted by

~ . e | earlier reéea?ch, ?hereAwere few guidelines to direct the réseafcher. \

Eventually, a two-pronged approach appeared best; that of sending the

>4
instrument to parts of the United States in which there were pockets of
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each subculture, and secondly, to ask each respondent to indicate the
percentage of Hispanic students who were of Mexican, Puerto Rican or
Cuban backgrounds residing in each LEA.

Field Reviewers

Over a period of six (6) months, three sets of field reviewers
were involved in the criiicism and revisions of the draft questionnaires.
The composition of these groups was suggested by Dillman (1978, p. 156).
q?at follows is a sketch of each professional in the three groups and a
b;ief discussion of only their salient cr;cicisms and comments.

The first group was composed of colleagues and similarly trained
professionals who not only appreciated the study's foeci, but graspEd‘thg
nature and significance of the investigation. vThe.funCtipn of this first
group was to judge the questionnaire in terms of its relationship to the
research questions, to examine it. for cl;rity of pd;pqse, general tone,
and accurate use of tefminology. Comments were also sauth on the format
and overall design of the instrument. Thé éomposition of this ﬁirst
group of field-reviewers was as foilows: a) School Psychologist and
consul tant tbroughout the deQélopme;t,AE tﬁe questionnaire, who is
fluent in Spanish, German, French and English. Her most- recent research
. involved thevcombarisoq’oﬁ iédividual,intelligence test results of Puerto
Rican students‘ﬁﬁen administered the WISC-R and when given the.Escala de 
Inteligencia We;hsler Para Ni;os. b) Supervisor for a State-Edﬁcation
Agency4who%e primary responsibilities include tbe supervision of;Special
Education érogramg for twenty-four (24) LEAs, whose total;;ghool,eqréll-

/ .
ments include a large number of minority ! :inguage students. c) Associate

. \ ) LY
Directqg\and Psychologist for a State Education Agency, whose responsi~

-

S
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bilities include the formulation of guidelines to ensure protection in
evaluation procedures for all minority and minority language students.
d) Statistician for Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
whose primary responsibilities to the investigator were to critique thg
design of the questiomnaire in order to provide assurance that the data
collected would be amenable to computer analyéis, easily quantified, and
answer the research questions.

The second group consisted of potential users of the information,
who were fhoroughly familia:.with the topic under study, and in parti-
cular, the terms used in thé questionnaire. The composition of’ﬁhis
groué of field reviewers included; a) an administrator in Special
Education, Mexican~American; b) a Universi;y professor of Psychology,
Puerto_Rican; c¢) a multi-lingual psychologist of Cuban-American back-
ground,land d) a Bilingual-Bicultural Directér and Puerto Rican whose
research interest is in the area of nondiscriminatory assesgment. The'
principal purpose in the selection of the members for the second group,
was to secure feedback from the Hispanic educational community. They
were asked to review Ehg questionnaire for clarity, relevance, and most
importantly to determinelghether the respondents would have sufficient‘
background to hnderstand the terms used in thgkinstrument.

The third and final group of field-reviewers was composed of
- professi nals in the target'population or very similar to those to whom
the questionnaire would be méiled. The members of this group included:
a) A Director of Special Educ;tion of Mexican background; b)

An Executive Administrator of Special Education, whose primary responsi-

bility includes the development of nondiscriminatory assessment guidelines
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for students of limited English speaking ability. c¢) A Supervisor of.
Special Education who supervises Special Education programs for children
of limiced English speaking ability, the maiority of Qho' are of Hispanic
background. d) The Interagency Director for the Floric. s5tat Iepartment
of Education (of Hispanic background), whose primary responsibility is
to supervise and monitor all programs for excéptional children of -
minority language. e) A Supervisor of Special Educ§tion of Puerto Rican
background, whose primary research interest is school law ana'the excep-
ﬁiongl/minority language student. , '
The principal functions of this éhird group were to determine whetier

Administrators.of Speéial Education would havg-access to the data re-
Jquested, estimate the length of time necessary to coméiete theuduestion;
naire, and to make final comments on the instrument before it was
mcgmmittéd to type—setting and—prqfessioggl printing. J

.Finally, in addition to the'oéhmentsAand cricicisms provided by'ghe

outside field-reviewers, membéfs.ofltﬁe investigator's committee asked

incisive questions, made apposite .comments, and pertinent criticism.

Revisions Suggested .by Field-ﬁevieﬁers
J Only ;he salient'points’sﬁggestéd by_fiéld-re§iewers for the ‘
revisionlof the questionnaire d;e reported below. &(Eor a detailed
discussion Qf each reviewer's redbm;endations,.See Appendix B.) Major
changes from the first to the final drafﬁ, are subsummed unéér three
headings:‘ definition of terms, substantive revisidns, and chanées iﬁ
the format of the questionnairé or cover lgtﬁer.

Com;ents from Hispanic reviewers documented their uneasiness with

the use of the term '"Hispanic." Mexican-American, Puerto Rican and
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Cuban~American reviewers opposed the use of the term, principally because
it infers a strong alliance with the 0ld World of Spain. Each strongly

recoirnended the use of the term "Latino.'' Only one reviewer, an Anglo,

recommended the use of ''Hispan:.c. The investigator chose to replace

"Hispanic ' with "Latino'" on the questionnaire, but retain the use of
"Hispanic" throughout the dissertation. |

Other terms such as "special education,' "handicapped children,"
and "exceptional children'" are used differently in the particular states
selected for the study. TFor c.msistency, it was decided to use the
terminology from Public Law 94:142. Another ccmplicerion surfaced when
designing the questionraire to include the State of Massachusetts, a
state which does not label categorically. Ar insert was designed to be
placed in the questionmaires mailed %o Massarhusetts (see Appendix D).

Reviewers from the first group were puizzled over two accommodations
cited in the questiommnaire which were, ''the addition of points to the

" and, "refarrzl co local ethnic norms for scoring."

obtained scores
These items were omitted from the final form. Four reviewers were
uncomfortable with the subtle connotation of the item, "a visit to the
home of the Hispanic student is made by a professional of Hispanic back-
ground." '"What type of visit," they queried, 'by whom, and what does
Hispanic background mean?" This item was also deleted in the final
version.

Between the third and fif;h drafts, three substantive changes were
made; che first inciuded the deletion of the inservice section, while
the second involved the omission of the HiSpanic'paréntal attitudes

section. The inservice section provided little new information, yet

[a
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required space and time to complete. Furthermore, the questionnaire was
descriptive in nature, rather than attitudinal. The third substantive
change occurred when the inve#tigatof, albeit not without some internal
conflict, decided to omit the;CurrentKPesired concept. Guided princip-
ally by the writer's chairman, it was égreed that this approach might
place the respondent in a vulﬁerable po;;tion; i.e., if this is desired
or better, then why are you not implemené%ng itc?

Finally, a few changes ;n the format of the questionnaire and the
cover letter were agreed upon: The firsk three drafts sought information
regarding special education and gifted enrollment through the use of a
table. Because tables may be unclear to the respondent, the table formac

was replaced with straight line question format (A changed to B below).

A
Indicate ESTIMATES only

Handicapped Students Hispanic Black Anglo Othear

Educable Mentally
Retarded Pupils

Gifted/Talented |

Pupils - oy
Learning Disabled

Pupils

Emotionally Disturbed
Pupils

B
21, Total Special Education enrollment in yourilocal school district
or if COOP, total Special Education enrollment in COOP

22, Total number of LATINO students in Special Education - (ALL
EXCEPTIONALITIES, INCLUDING SPEECH)

23. Total number of gifted or talented students:

1

24. Total number of LATINO gifted or talented students
|
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In a similar fashion in a quest for accuracy, it was recommended by four
reviewers that a percentage be requestesd of the Cuban-American, Mexican-

American and Puerto Rican student enrollment. (A changed t> B below.)

A B
Of the Hispanic school-age population 20. Of your total LATINO
would you describe them as predominately: enrollment (non-handicapped
- and handicapped) please
a) Cuban-American ESTIMATE what percentage
_b) Mexican~american of students would fall into
¢) Puerto-Rican the following subgroups:
d) Central or South American
e) Other (Please specify) Cuban~Americans

A
Puerto Ricans %
Mexican Americans %
. Czntral or South
Americans %
Other Spanish
Origin %

As a final touch, the general tone and appearance of the cover letter
were thoughtfully reviewed. The cover letter was rewritten in less formal
language and included a statement on the unique problems faced by each
state in the development of quality programs for the Hiséeric exceptional
student (see Appendix C).

Comments from the last field-reviewer provided some needed encourage-
ment to a weary investigator. '"All in all," she stated, "fﬁu.have
developed a comprehensive instrument that touches on many important
issues and proilzms in serving the Hispanic population. I agree thct
this [research] ic¢ culy a jumping-off point for more in-depth research
aud evaluation. tou Yr ve cicea Eof‘years to come! Gooa luck:

Design, Reproduction and Administration
of the Questionnaire

More than 75 items were eventually pared down to the final 35

questions. These questions wers of three types: closed-ended
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with three nominal choices: Two scales were probided for the respondents:

SCALE I

1. AA (Almest Always) Occurs 81-100% of the time

2. F (Frequently) Occurs 61-807% qf the time

3. 0 (Occasionally) Occurs 41-60% of the time

4. S (Seldom) Occurs 21-40% of the time

5. AN (Almost Never) Occurs 0-20% of the time

SCALE 1I

. YES
NO

NOT CERTAIN

There were also eleven questions requirilg completion a;d three open-
ended questions {Appendix D).

The 35 items were divided into the following three concepts:

A. Assessmant process: wmodifications and alternatives implemented
in the evaluaiion process for the Hispanic student.

E. Cnroilment data: numbers ¢f students served in special aducation
and g2ifted programs. ~

C. Parent participation: level of involvement of parents in the
educational process.

Transitioner 7 paragreplts were thoughtfuiiy developed bectween the
seLiiOus, L vrdesr WU ;LVC (e respoundent a sense oL Ql™2Crlon and loglc.
fhe placesznt of "modifications made in the assessment process,’ prior

to 'placement data,'" followed by “"parental involvement," seemed logical

to the writer.
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The reproduction of :i 'stiondaire was paid for out of Student
Research #G008100031 and therefore cost was not a prohibiting factor.
The instrument was type-set, photographed and professionally printed,
being the "best method of reproduction from the stanapoint of pro-
féssional quality'" (Babbie, 1973, p. 155). After printing, the
questionnaire was formed into an eleven page Eooklet, with dimensions
of 3 and 3/4 inches by 8 and 1/2 inches. A number nine envelope was

\
printed to be énclosed for the return response. This approach avoided

folding the enclosed envelope. A stamped, self-addressed postcard Qas
also printed and enclosed, in order to receive a "summary of the

' This method was thought to give further assurance of con-

results.'
fidehtiality (Dillman, 1978). While the two hundred’and fifty question-
naires were being printed, a tyr .st was preparing 137 cover letters and
envelopes. Dates were advanced in order to-coincide with the printing
schedules. Cover letters were personalized with an introductor§ state—
men: acknowledging the unique probiems faced in each state. The letter
also noterd the importance of the study, cited thé ;xperiencé and know-
ledge of the respondent as critical to the success of the researcg,
promised confidential::y, a "summary ¢ £ results" and concluded with a

statement of appreciation (see Appendix D).

Administration @} Questionnaire i

1 - Tha firer mailing occurred on September 5. *1981. A cover lstter,
a copy of the questionnaire, a self-addressed, stamped, return euvelope,
and a printed, stamped postcard for receiving a "summary of the results"
were sent to 157 Directors of Special Education ot Contact persons for
Special Education in the six stateé og Teng, New. Mexic;, Tlorida,

.

Massachusetts, Pennsylvania and New York.

o

. | g » . L
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2. Ten days later a postcard was mailed as a follow-up reminder
and a thank you note to those who had already responded.

3. A second follow-up mailing occurred on October 3-A, 1981. Its
contents included a newly worded cover letter (see Appendix D), a
replacement questionnaire, another self-addressed stamped anvelope, and
a postcard for receiving a "summary of results."

4, A third mailout occurred seven weeks from the original mailing,
on November 4, 198l. It éonsisted of a new cover letter (see Appendix D),
a replacement questionnaire, a&nd a self-addressed, return enveloée. It
was sent by certified mail to a random sample of nonrespondents, the
number based upon an effort to aclieve a 75% response rate from each
state.

‘5. The final foliow-up proced. re cotiisted of ﬁelephone comnunica-
tion to nonrespondents during the wewk o 'uvember 17-25, 1981.‘ The
purpose“of this . 'mmuaication was .. d2termina whether.they had re-
ceived the quesc.wui aire to request that they complete it promptly, or
berhaps te dc 2 ov ra2lephone. Finally, if they refused to do either,
to ascertain reacons for nonre nse.

After the procedu;és for ;he‘mailingﬁpf the questiopnéi*e weré‘
initiated, a careful recording of the returns commenced. A graph
was designed to indicats “h. number of questionnaires returnéd each
day in an _effort to documeut whether follow-up mailings, cerr:ified
letters, and the Lulephone'communigétions had affected responsé rate.

In addition, if some major event had occurred in history, the graph
would prcvidé 5 recording of its possitle impact on the number‘of‘,

responses (see Figure 1)..
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Data Analysis

The essence of the study was to determine if therz was a celation-
ship between the enrcllment patterns of Hispanic students in special
e;ucation or gifted programs, and the modifications made to ensure non-

discriminatory assessment; i.e., is Section B of éhe qﬁestionnaire |
(Enrollment Data) related to the frequency of use of assessment modifi-
cations?

A second, yet equally important aspect of the study was to deﬁermine
if there were differences among the Hispanic subcultures of Cuban-Américans,
Me;ican—Amerieaﬁs, and Puerto Ricans. It was important to emphaglze the
extreme differeices in the enrollment numbers of Hispanic sruvdentcs in
the Local Education Agencies who participated in the investigation.
Summary statistics such as centfal tendency, measures of variability,
symmetry, and peakedness aided in highlighting enrollment variabilities.

Beciuse the task of 'ata analysis was to determine the basic dis-
tribution§1 characterist. = of each of the variables undér consideration,
the seven research questions were responded to, firstly, by an examina-
tign of resppnsés én the Hispanie population as' a whole, and secondly,
by a reexamination of the responses (givewn in ﬁercent) and divided into
the three subcultures.

The type of scale used for the collection of data on the question—

nodvin darammined vwhat meacnrac nf acsnciation and staristcics to be

employed. Two differeht scales of quantification were developed:

nominal and ordinal measures. In order to achieve the ordinal level,

v

an index was designed from the enrollment data supplied on Section B
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of the questionnaire. Enrollment data on non-Hispanie, non-handicapped
students were compared to enrollment numbers of Hispanic students. Froﬁ
this ratio a norm was established from which to derive the following
categories: (see pagés 89~91 for detailed discussien).

1. Underrepresentation: minus 20% and below

2. Proportionate representation:. plus ér minus 19.9%

3. Overrepresentation: plus 207 and above

Crosstabulations were then coapnted between the Hispanic enrollment
pattérns in each Local Education Agency, and the level of érequency of
use oﬁ‘modifications made in the assessment process.

In this invcstigation, tests of significance were used with caution,
principally because the study was designed to collect information uéing
the complete enumeration frame, rather than a random saqple:v thé;efore,
no chance of sampling error was possible. However, a test of signifi-
cance was used to indicate the probability that the relationship was a
general one over time, not just one instance at the time of the study
(Babbie, 1973, p. 312). Therefore, in order gﬁr the investigotor and
the readers to better interpret and understand the data, two tests-of
significznce were applied: Chi—squarg (Xz) was used to determine whether A
a systematic relationship existed between two or more variables, i.e., if
each was statisticallv -pendent or independent: and the statistic gamma
(G), appropriate rfor me¢ suring both strength and direction of association
between orainal levels of measures was applied to contingency tables

(Freeman, 1965, p. 79).

30
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Summary

The primary method of data collectioﬁ was the mailed questionnaire.
Because the study commenced with research questions, it required techni-
qués for ordering data and examining relationships of variables:
percentages, bargraphs, piecharts, and the statistics chi-square and
gamma were considered appropriate for the examination and display of

the findings of the study.
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Chapter 4

. FINPINGS
{

The findings discussed in Chapter Four were taken from information
collected on questionnaires mailed to 157 Administrators of Special
Education during the Autumn of 1981. Summary statistiecs, including
central tendency, measures of variability, symmetry, and peakedness
were applied to describe school enrollment characteristics of the
responding Local Educat;on Agencies. After examining distributions
of data for each Qariabia, the principal method used to investigate
relationships among selected variables was contingency analysis,
with the statistic gamma (G), and the nonparametric sﬁaﬁistics chi-
square (XZ) ;ﬁplied to crosstabulations. I;lustraqive'magerials, such
as graphs, tables, or figures were used to extend or clarify findings
highlighted in the te#tual discussion. | |

Because the purpose of the investigation was to chart descriptive
iﬂformation about an area not yet sufficiently explored to test defini-
tiva hypotheses, the studv began with 'research questions. Following a
discussion of the population characteristics, inclﬁding both response
‘and nonresponse information, each research qiestion was reétated, and
inasmuch as was possible, findings were grouped according;y. Implica~
tions, interpretations and conclusions were reserved for the fifth and

final chapter.
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Population

A 35-item questionnaire, developed by the iavestigator and field-
tested over a period of six months, was mailed to 157 Administra-nra of
Special Education in the four states of Texas, W«v lMexico, Tlccida and
Massachusetts, and the two cities of Philadelpﬁia and New York. The
schedule and procedures for ~wcuring maxjmum response rate developed by
Dillman (1978) werc implemented (Figure 1). Of the 157 questiannaires
mailed, 107 were returned, representing a mean response‘ratq of 74%
(excluding three known frame errors), and an actual response r-*e of
70%. Of the returned questionnaires, 101 were considered usable for
analysis (Table 1), while six were rejected because numerous items were

3

not completed and information was irretrievable.

"'Response Characteristics

The 10l responding Administrators of Spgcial Education represented
a totai school enrollrent of 1,567,006 students, including an Hispanic
school enrollment of 631,425 for a 40% Hispanic reprzsentation. Because
the survey sought information to dec .2 he accommodations and alte;na—
ti;es used to provide protection in tue evaluation procedures for the
Hispanic student, the importance of clarifying the extreme Gariability
of enrollment data can hardly’be overemphasized. For example, one
questionnaire represented a total school enroliment of 224,335 students,
wnlie anotner represencec au cnrol;m;nL vl 215,330 situdeuis, wh;bp o
cluded an Hispanic population of 87,000 st_dents, 807 of whonm Qe:e of
Cuban descent. At the other extreme, one qugsgionngirg representedﬂa

total school enrofiment of 122, with 32 being cf Hispanic background.
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Ponulation
~
A 35-1item questi -nnaire, developed ty the investigator and field-
tested over a period of six months, was mailed to 157 Administrators of
épecial Education in the four states of Texas, New ﬁ;xico, F161Lda and
Magsachusetts, and the two cities of Philadelphia and New Yér1 The
schedule and-procedures foL securing ﬁaximum‘responée rate developed by
Dillman (1978) were implemented (Figure 1). Of the 157 questionnaires
mailed, 107 were returned, representing a mean response rate of 747
(excluding three known frame errors), and an actual response rate of
70%. Of the returned questionnaires, 10l were considered usable for
analysis (Table 1), whi;e six were rejected because numerous items were

not completed and information was irretrievable.

Response Characteristics : -

The 101 resﬁoﬁdingmAdministrators of Special Education represented
a total school eprollmént of 1,567,006 students, including an Hispanic
school enrollment of 631,425 for a 40% Hispanic representation. Because
the s ey sought information.to describe the accommodaﬁions and alterna-
) A
tives used t0/pf§yidg proﬁection in the evaluation procedures for the

Hispanic student, the [mportance of clarifying the extreme variability

of enrollment data can hard.y be overemphasized. For example, one .

'questionnaire repre=ented a total school enrollment of 224,339 students,

. e L ' A . .~ A= e P .- LN .
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qlﬁdéd'an Hispanic population of 87,000 students, 807% of whom were of

"Cuban descent. At the other extreme, one questionnaire represented a

total school enrollment of 122, with 32 being of Hispanic background.
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Table 1

Questionnaire Return Response Rate by State

Known Frame Percent

State Mailed Froors Returned Usable Regponse

Texas 63 0 47 ' 43 74 .6%

l New Mexico 56 0 38 38 57.9%
¥ew York 22 2% 10 09 50%

Florida 10 1x* 06 06 66.7%

Massachusetts 06 0 05 05 82.3%
Pennsylvania o1 0 01 ol 100%

TOTAL 157 3 107 101 747 M
70%

Actual.

*Insufficient Hispanic population.
Lo

!
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Summary statistics aid in highlighting these enrollment variabilities
(Table 2).

School enroilment data submitted from Local Education Agencies,
revealed that in each of the eight enrollment categories the mean was
greater than the median, creating positively skewed distributions
(Table 3). The mean total en;Bllment of 15,333 was misleading for
quartile deviations indicated that 50% of the responding Local Education
Agencies enrslled less. than 5200 students. By removing the two positive
extreme curollments, the mean drops to 9,654, with 50% of the Local
Education Agencies serving less than 5/  special education students.

The range of total school enrollment was from 90 to 224,339, while the
range of total Hispanic enrollment was from 32 to 87,016. Application
of the statistic kurtosis, revealed that in a;l cases kurtosis was
greater than three and frequently considerably larger, providing
evidence that all distributions were peaked and positively skewed
(Table 4).

Nonresponse Characteristics

The analysis of characteristics of nonresponse areas is important
to the accurate interpretation of findings, for any nonresponsé intro-
- duces a serious bias into the results of the study unless the investi-
gator can honestly state that characteristics of nonresponding areas
did not differ greatly from those of responding areas.
For the pfesent study, 47 Administrators of Special Education
representing approximately 600,000 studencs, includipg approximately

200,000 Hiqagnic students, did not respond to the questionhaire
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Table 2

Descriptive Data on Schtol Fnrollments from

Responding Local Education Agencies

Univariate Data

Enrollment N Sum M SD Mdn r

Total School

Enrollment (101) 1,567,006 15,515 33,327 5.200 90-224,339
Total Hispanic ‘

Enrollment (100) 631,425 6,314 11,467 2,500 32- 87,016
Total Special

Education Enroll-

ment (95 162,852 1,714 3,850 540 8- 24,500
Total Hispanic

Special Education

Enrollment (94) 58,983 628 1,125 273 2- 7,590
Total Learning _
Disabled (90) 56,830 632 1,213 297 5-° 7,916
Total Hispanic

Learning Disabled (90) 26,426 294 505 100 0- 3,008
Total EMR '
Enrollment (90) 15,476 172 540 35 0- 4,555
Total Hispanic ;
EMR Enrollment (50) 5,113 57 116 20 0- 873
Total Gifted/ b :

Talented (52) 18,234 351 834 46 0- 4,948
Total Hispanic b

Gifted/Talented (48) 3,329 69 180 9 0- 1,084

dNumbers in parenthesis indicate the number of LEA's who completed the
item.

bLess than 51% of the responding LEA's completed_this item.

98




(uartile Deviution Deseriblug YarlublLity of School Encollments

of Respondlng locnl Education Agenclea (df = 4)

Total Total

Total Total Spectal  Nispunlc Total Total Total

School Ngpanic  Educatlon Speclal  Total Wepanic  Total Nspanic  Total Iligpanic
(jwart1le Encollment Enrollwent Enrollment Educatlon SLD 5LD EHR EMR Cifted Glfted
Maxdmum (1002) 24,39 8,016 24,500 7,590 1,916 3,008 4,559 i h,948 1,084
I, (15%) 15,3 6,305 1,200 1 3| 10 100 - 5 b
Hed Lan 5,200 2,500 + 540 a0 ) 100 16 20 46 9
l}l (251) 2,000 691 164 i 5 /5] I ] 10 2

Mulmm (01) %0 32 ] 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

100

ST
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Table 4

Symmetry (skewness) and Peakedness (kurtosis) of School

Eurollment of Responding Local Education Agencies

Univariate Statistics

Local Education Agenciles Skewneésa _ Kurtosisb
Total School Enrollment 4.9 27.45
Total Hispanic School Enrollment 4.5 . - 26.32
Total Special Education Enrollment 4.5 22.46
Total Hispanic Special Education

Enrollment ‘ 3.9 18.2
Total Enrollment in SLD 4.1 19.25
Total Hispanic Enrollment in SLD 3.2 11.87
Total Enrollment in EMR 6.6 §0.65
Total Hispanic Enrollment in R 4.9 29.36
Total Enrollment Gifted/Talented : 4;1 18.94
'%cal Enrollment Gifted/Talented 4.5 22.52
%Normal = 0
bNormal =3
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(reasons were discussed in Chapter 1). In an effort to examine enroll-
ment characieristics of the nonresponding areas, means (M) for total
school enrollments and Hispanic enrollments were compared to means M)
of responding populations (Table 5).

Clearly, the districts from the City of New York provided the lowest
response rate. This fact introduces an element of bias into the inter-
pretation of the f£indings on the Hispanic population as a whole, but
more importantly, because New York City was selected to deséribe phenom¢na
relating to the subculture of Puerto Rican students, any comparisons made
among the three subgroups, must be made cautiously. From the City of New
York, nonresponse represented a total school enrollment of 203,000, with
an Hispanic enroliment of 70,000. The range of nonresponc ing LEAs was
from 11,121 to 27,679, while the range of responding New Yor'. City
districts was 12,527 ;g 45,000. Mean total school enrollment for non-
respondents was 16,006, considerably smaller than the M for responding
districts of 22,465. While the burrough of Manhattan had the highest
respﬁnse rate, Bronx had the lowest. | |

Nonresponse from Southwestern Unitzd States was 27.7% or 33 of the
119 mailed questionnaires to Texas and New Mexico. Nonres..ndents from
New Mexicol represented approximately é total school'enrotlment of
130,000, M of 7,000 and a range of 90 to about 80,000, as compared to

the respondents enrollment with a # of 1990. Nonrespons: characteristics

lRacial/Ethnic Distribution of Public School Students and Staff,
New York State 1979-80. State Education Departmenr, Albany, New York.
(Given only for New York City, therefore, individu. L district data were
secured by telephone from State persomnel. &g
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from Texas2 revealed that contrary to New Mexico, large school districtc
responded. One questionnaire was 'lost" fro. oue of the largest schools
in Texas, some 200,000 enrollment, 607 of whom are Hispanic. According
to the Administrator of Special Education, the questionnaire had been
completed and returned to the investigator; however, it was not received
and the request for a completed replacement wént unheeded.

Of the nonresponding Local Education Agencies from Florida (3), total
school enrollment equaled 200,000 with about six percent Hispanic popula-
tion. Respondents represented a considerably larger Hispanic population.3
The one nonresponse from Massachusetts was not unlike those five respon-
dents.4 %ssen:ially, population Ms of respondents revealed them to be
higher than nonrespondents, with the exception of New Mexico. By removing
one large nonresponding Local Education Agency, the mean for New Mexico
fell to within the respondents M. If the one "lost' Texas response is
removed from analysis, M drops to become neaarly equal with the responding
populations. With the exception of the relatively low response rate from
the City of New York, it can be suggested that nonresponse characteristics

are not too dissimilar from response characteristics.

2New Mexico School District Profile: 1978-79, New Mexico State
Department of Education, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

3Statistical Brief: Fall Survev of Students in Texas Public
Elementary and Secondary School Districts, 1980-81 (microfiche) Texas
Educztion AGency, Austin, Texas.

4Students by Racial/Ethnic Category, Statistical Report, Series 80-15,
March 1980, Florida State Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida.
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Table 6
. . . a
Envollment Means (M) of Nonresponding lLocal Educatlon Agencles
as Compared to Responding Local Educatlon Agencles by

I
State; Response/Nonresponse Given in Parenthesis (Ns)

Responses (Usable) Nonresponses
State Total Population M Total Hispanic M ) Total Population M Total llispanic M
New York (9) 22,466 11,112 (10) 17,000 6,000
Texas (43) 13,194 8,574 : (16) 8,000 4,00
New Mexlico (38) 1,990 1,043 (17) 7,000 2,500b
Florida (6) 62,935 15,687 (3) 50,000 3,500

Massachusetts (5) 23,980 2,606 (10) *8,000 *500

aApproxlnmtions

l)By removing one LEA, M = 1900
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Research Question Number One

1. What is the proportionate representation of Hispanic students in
special education and gifted programs ia the four states of New Mexico,
Texas, Florida, and Massachusetts, and the cities of New York and
Philadelphia?

A. Do differences in enrollment data vary according to whether
the Hispanic students are of Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto Rican descent?
B. How do the findings of the study compare with the national

incidence rate?

Representation

The terms ''overrepresentation, underrepresentation, and proportionate
representation’ are used somewhat whimsically throughout the literature,
with few attempts on the part of writers to provide definitions, either
mathematically or philosophically. Indeed, a user or reporter of such
data would be wise to ask "proporgignate to what?" . . . as related to
Hispanic enrollment in the nation, or within each state, or within Local
Education Agmncies? ''Proportionate' as compared to Anglos, to Blacks, or -
to the non—Hispanie populations as a whole? Furthermofe, the words "over"
and "under" have earned a somewhat pejorative connotation, while the term
"proportionate" has been viewed more positively. It may have been prudent
to have selected terms of a less evaluative nature, such as 'standard, plus
or minus," in order o underscore the fact that the inve#tigator did not
seek any cause/effect relationships, nor seek toO make judgments as to

whether any one of the categories was app  '~riate. In the end, the writer
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chose to retain the use of the terms, principally because ﬁhcy have
been used in sihilar studies, and ﬁold a representative meaning for
most readers.

For the purposes . f the present gtudy, representation was defined
as the comparison of Hispanic to non-Hispanic enrollments in special
educdation as a whole, then specifically, enrollment in programs for the
educable mentally retarded, specifically learning disabled, and gifted/
talented. ‘This comparison ;as computed for each Local Education Agenzyy
'bésed on the enrollment data submitted on each questionnaife. From these

i B,
. calculations,*a classification label of "proportionate," "

over," or
"undqr"~was assigned to each Local Education Agency. The formula for
determining the classification assigned was patterned after the formula

.y . ’
used in the hearing of Massachusetts vs Holyoke Public Schools (1979).

In ﬁhis éﬁudy,the ratio of non-Hispaaic special educatiop

enrollment to non-Hispanic éotal school enrollment‘ﬁas subsequently
compared to thé ratio of Hispanic special education enrollment to
HispanicP;otal school enrollment. The first ratio (given in percént)
became the criterion from wh;ch to apply plus or minus 20%, in order

to create the three classificatory intervals or labels of “proportionate,"
"over," or "gnder"-representationf For example,.applying the formula

to actual data submitted on a questionnaife, it was found that thevtotal
non-Hispanic special éducation enrollment was 1,150, thé total non-
Hispanic school enioilmenp was 33,000 giving a ratio of 3.5%. .This

figure became criterion from which to compare the enrollment data. It

was revealed that the total Hispanic special education enrollment. was
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350 and the cotal Higpanle enrollment was 12,000 glving a ratlo of M4,
Determined then whether 37 fell within plus or mlnus 20% of criterion

as seen below:

2.8% 3.5% b, 2%
(-20% of criterion) (eriterion) (+20% of criterion)
"Under" "Proportionate" ‘ "Over"
This Local Education Agency was assigned the index of "proportionate'

because 3% fell within 20% of criterion. This procedure was performed
with each Local Education Agency for each category of special education,
educable mentally retarded, specific learning disabled and gifted/
talented. The method, albeit somewhat imprecise, permitted the investi- .
gator to conduct contingency analysis in an effort to determine what
relationships, if any, existed between the representation classification
and the frequency of use of accongdations made in the assessment process.
Aﬁblication of the formela t;ysubmitted data revealed that 14% of the
Local éducation Agencies underrepresented Hispanic students in special
edueetiop, while 24% overrepresented and 62% proportiondtely re;}esented
Hispanic sgudents (Figure 2). In programs for the specific learning dis-
abled-it‘was found tﬁat 20% overrepresented Hispanic students, 18% under-
,repregenQed, and 61% proportionately represented Hispanic students
(Figure 3). Whereas, in programs for the educable mentally retarded,
137% of the Local Education Agencies were classified as underrepresenting

Hispanic students, 33% as overrepresenting and 54% proportionately repre-

senting Hispanic students in programs for the educable mentally retarded.
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Enrollment of [Hispanic Studanta in Educabloe
Mantally Retardad Programy (N=85)

Proportionate

34.0

Enrollment of Hispanic Students in Spec: . Education (N=93)

apam——

Proportionate

62.0

Figure 2. 'Enrollment patterns in EMR and Special Education.
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Enrollment of Hispanic Students in Spauific
Learning Disabilities Programs (N=89)

Proportionate

Enrollment of Hispanic Students in Gifted/Talented Programs
{N=49)

Figure 3. Enrollment patterns in SLD and gifted/talented.'
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Findings reported on the'énrollment of Hispanic students into
programs for the gifted/talented must be dAne cautiously, for of the
101 usable questionnaires, only 49 respondents completed the two items
requesting information on gifted/talented enrollments. A majority of
respondents also wrote on these items, that they "didn't know,' or
"data not available' leading the writer to hyéothesize that in general,
Administrators of Special Eduéation do not have access to or control

over information on gifted enrollments. Application of the representa-

 tion formula to the 49 Local Education Agencies revealed that 637 under-

represent Hispanics in Gifted programs, 6% overrepresented and 317 pro-
porcionately represented Hispanic studenté into gifted/talented programs.

The findings in all programs Jjust reported, must be examined and
interpreted very cautiously, due not only to the inherent difficulties ”
in survey research, but moreover to the imprecision and a lack of
standardization of the formula applied in order to determine'representa-
tion. |

National Incidence Rate

In order to compare enrollment data from the present study with
national incidence rates, informatiop from the General Accounting Office
Report (GAO Report, September 30, 198l) was analyzed. The GAO Report
revealed that 8.16% of the total school age population were enrolled in
special education (excluding 89:313 students) in 1980, and of that total,
16% were classified as specifically learning disabled. In cogtrasﬁ, data
from the present investigation revealed that total enroiiment in special

education equaled 10.4%, of which 34% were classified as specifically

119



95
learning disabled. The GAO Report also noted that of tﬁe total Hispanic
enrollment in special education, 44% were classified as specifically
learning disabled, and 16.77% were labeled educable mentally retarded.
These data, as compared with data from the present study, revealed that
Hispanic learning disabled students also compri;ed 447 of the total
speciai education enrollment, however, only 8.6% of the special educa-

tion total were categorized as educable mentally retarded. Interpre-

tation 6fdthis finéi figure is tenuous, because the Statévof Texaé

employs the more general term of mental retardation, rathér than the
specific label of educable déntally retarded. Other implications as
related to the GAO Report are discussed in Chapter S.

Cuban-Americans, Mexican-Americans, and Puerto Ricans

To make comparisons among thé three subcultures, respondents were
grouped--by Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto RicanZAOminance (see Chapter 3 for
detailed discussion). Essentially, a three pronged approach was designed:
firstly, questionnaires were mailed to areas of the Uniteé Sgates in
whicﬂ one of the subcultures predomiﬁated. Secondly, one item was
included on the questionnaire which asked the respondent to estimate
the percentage of Hispanic stpdents which fell into each subcﬁlture.
Finally, if the item:;equesting subculture was incomplete on the returned
questionnaire, the writer contacted other agencies inAordef\to detérﬁiné
the predominate, if any, Higpanic subcplture. For example,Athé bepart-
ment of Planning and Management for Dade County Florida provided data
for estimating the dominate subculture for that community. Of the 681,000
Hispanics in Dade County, 507,234 were of Cuban-aescent, for a 757 Cuban_

representation.
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A 60% criterion was selected for assigninglsubculture dominance to
each Local Education Agency. Actually, more than 70% of tne respondents
indicated that subculture density exceeded criterion. Application of
this 60% criterion revealed that the percent of Hispanic subcultures
in the present study was not too dissimilar from the subculture repre-
sentation found in the United St;tes (Figure 4 ). According to the U.S.

. Census Bureau (1978), Hispanics included 60% Mexican—Americans, 15%

—~w~~—~—?uerto—RicansT—6%—Guban—Ameficans%»12% "OtherTﬂ—an?—lZ—Centralfan_sdu:h_
Americans. In the present study, subcultures represented 647% Mexican-
\Americans, 18% Puerto Ricans, and 157 Cuban—-Americans.

It was determined that 74 Local Education Agencies representing
410,818 Hispanic students emerged as predominately of Mé#ican descent,
14 Local Education Agencies represenging 115,392 ﬁispanic students were.
predominately of Puerto Rican descent, andvfour LocalIEdUCation Agencies
representing 93,171 students were predominately of Cuban descent, while
eight'respondents could not be classified as having any dominate sub-
culture.

Descriptive analysis of enrollment déta by subcultures revealed
that the gpread of enrollment in Local Education Agencies of Cuban
dominance was extreme, and positively skewed. Data submitted on
questionnaires were'énalyzed'in order to compare the percent of Hispanics
to non-Hispanics enrolled in special education and specifically in pro-
grams for the educable mentally retarded, specific learning disabled or
gifted/talented; first across subcultures, then witﬁin subcultures

(Tables 6 & 7).
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Hispanic School Enrollment from Responding LEAs by Subculture

Mixed

Meszican-
Americans

R - T o h o A mericans a .QT

Hispanic Population in the United States by Subcultures*

uban~aAmericans

entral/South Americans

6.p

, \2,‘0
"~ "Other”
Hispanics

Mexical-
Americans

Puerto
- Ricans’

.
: al 10:9
S

* United States Census (1978)
Figure 4. Hispanic enroll@ent\by subcultures. 1“1:3
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Application of the formula for determining representation of non-
Hispanics to Hispanics in special education by subculture revealed that
thoss Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic populations were prrdomin-
ately of Cuban Qgckground, had the lowest percent enrolled in-special
education (8.8%), whereas the highest percent enrollment emerged from
those Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic enrollm~=nt was of Mexican
descent (10.4%). Looking, however, at the non-Hispanic enrollments as

‘*"*—-—Acompared—to-Hispanicwenrollmentdwithin“sLbQQLtur§§,,”the reverse was

founé (Table 8 ).

Data analysis also revealed that-the highe§£ percent of Hispanic
students enfclled in programs for the specific learning disabled, occurred
in Local Edqcation Agencies whose Hispanic enrollment was predoﬁinately of
Mexican background (5%), while vhe lowest percent eﬁgrge& in Local Educa-

" tion Agencies whose Hispanic population was predominately of Puerto Rican
descent (2.3%). 'Comparing data for Hispanic enrollmenﬁ into programs for
the educable mentally retarded across subcultureé, found that those Local

- Education Agencies whose Hispanic population was predominately of Puerto
Rican descent enrolled the highest number (1%), although differences
among groups were very small (Table 8 ). Finally, examiningAdata for
differences between non-Hispanic and Hispanic enrollments across sub-
;ult .6, the greater differences occurred in specialveducation between
those respondent§ whose Hisparnic pcpulations were either of Puefto Rican
or Cuban-American, while enrollment disparities in programs fer educable

mentally retarded and specific learning disabled were minimal.

114



Table 6
Numbers of Hispanlc Students Enrolled, First by Total Then in

Special Education: By Subculture

Total Hispanic Enrollment - \\Special Education
ulture” Sum M sn " Mdn Range Sum Ei SD ‘Mdn Range
can-Americans (74) 401,818 5,430 8,711 2,360 32-49,295 41,922 567 943 242 45-3,062
n-Americans (4)% 93,171 23,293 42,53% 2,967 222-87,016 8,192 2,048 3,701 234 357,590
to Rican (14%) 115,392 8,242 6,422 7,505 250-21,000 8,185 585 492 457 231,508

*LEA enrolls 87,000 Hispanic students, a number which greatly.influences the M.

aApplication of 60% criterion: Does not infer that each student is of Cuban, ‘Mexican, or Puerto

n descent. '
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Table 7
Numbers of Hispanic Students Enrolled in Specific Learning

Disabilities or Educable Mentally Retard:d

Specific Learning Disabilities Educable Mentally Retarded
ulture? © Sum M SD Mdn Range Sum M SD Mdn  Range
can-Anmericans (74) 20,450 276 447 95  0-2,057 3,271 4 111 17 0-873
n-Americans (4)% . 3,105% 776 1,488 41 15-3,008 5514 138 219 43 3-462

to Ricans (14) 2,654 190 224 109  2-675 1,095 78 94 53 20-312

aApplication of 60% criterlon: Does not infer that each student is of Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto
in descent. - '

*0One LEA enrolls 87,000 Hispanic students, a number which greatly influences the M.

%*One returned questionnaire provided enrollment data in percent for SLD and EMR.

17
118

00T




Table 8
The Comparison of Non-Hispanic to Hispanic Student Enroliment in
Special Education, Specific Learning Disabilities, or Educable

Mentally Retarded: By Subculture Given in Percent

Subculturea Subcul}:ureb Subculturec

Nop-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic

rams ’ (Predominately Cuban) (Predominately Mexican) (Predominately Puerto Rican)
tal> Education 11.9% 8.8% 9.7% 10.4% 11.5% %

1fic Learning : .

sabllities 3.9% 73.3% 4% 5% 2.4% 2.3%

able Mentally

tarded 1.2% 6% 14 872 1.3% 1%

a . : :
Represents four LFEAs, 93,171 Hispanic students predominately Cuban descent.

bRepresents 74 LEAs, 401,818 Hispanic students predominately Mexican descent.

cRepresents 14 LEAs, 115,392 Hispanic students predominately- Puerto Rican descent.
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Research Question Number Two

2. With what frequency'do Local Education Agencles implement the
following modifications or altermatives in order'to provide pfotection
in evaluation procedures for the Hispanic studenc?
A. Use of a language dominance or language proficiency test
B. Use of culture-fair tests |
C. Use of criterion-referenced measures
D. Use of pluralistic assessment measures
E. Use‘of subscales from more comprehensive tests

; F. Matching of examiner to examinee in ethnicity or language
G. Use of an interpreter during the testing situation
H. Use of available intelligence tests in Spanish
I. Use of local, ethnic normé for scoring |
J. Place emphasis on the improvement of test-taking skills

Items one through ten on the questionnaire were designed to describe
the frequency of use of selected accommodations or alternatives imple-
mented in order to provide protection in evaluation procedures for the
Hispanic student (Appendix D). The following ranked and ordinal choices
wére giveﬁ to respondents:

AIMOST ALWAYS: Occurs 81-1007 of the time

“~

FREQUENTLY: Occurs 61-80% of the time
. Liads s '

RN

OCCASIONALLY: Occurs 41-607% of the time
SELDOM: Occurs 21-407% of the time

ALMOST NEVER: Occurs 0-207% of the time
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For quautifying information for data analysis,\almoét always was
coded as a five, with almost never coded a one. Group means for each
variable were computed (Table 9). Summary percentage totals\for each
question on the survey instrument are shown in Appendix [. Histograms
were selected to disp;ay distribution of data in percent, first by the
three subcultures, followed by a darker shading representing total re-
sponses regardless of Hispanic subculture. In approaching these figures,
the reader must keep in mind the somewhat imprecise manner in which sﬁbé'
cultures were determined, that responses representing the Puerto Rican
school population were relatively lov and finally that the Cuban-
American school-enrollment of 93,07 students, was represented by
responses ffém four Local Educati 2ncies.

‘

Assessment Procedures for the Hispai ic student

The determination of the Hispanic student's dominate or most profi-
cient language is often cited as the first and most important step in
the assessment process. Findings of the study give empirical support
to this assumption. Of the 101 completed questionmaires, 91% almosg
always or frequently required language dominance assessment, while 2%
noted that they almost never or seldom used this type of assessment.
of tﬁese 2%, each respondent indicated that his/her Hispanic populations
did not speak enough Spanish ﬁo consider cﬁis measure apprépriété. As
Figure 5 indicates, differences*among:the chree”§ubcultures on the fre-
quency of use of the language proficiency asééssménc were minimal.

The twb accommodations least frequently employed in the assessment

prbcess were the practice of computing local ethnic norms (mean 2.05)
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Table 9

Group Mean Given for Responses of Administratcrs of

Special Education to Selected Variables znd (N's)

104

Variable (N's) Group Mean?
 Pluralistic assessments ~ (lOl)' 3.18
Criterion-referenced tests  (102) 3.19
Culture-fair te;ts (94) 3.55
Language proficiency tests (101) 4.64
Improve test-taking skills (100) 2.46
IQ tests in Séapish (99) 3.15
Interpreter (101) 3.45
Match examiner to examinee (101) 3.54
‘Nonverbal subscales (101) 4.0
Local ethnic norms (100) 2.05
-..Classroom observation (100) 3.46
Referral Committee includes Hispanic (101) 4,28
Multidisciplinary includes Hispanic (99) 4.25
IEP Coumittee includes Hispaﬁic (}00) ‘4.43
Multidisciplinary parental -
attendance : (100) 3.82
IEP parental atfendance (100) 3.86

aDerived from ordinal scale of measurement used on the questionnaire and
rated as follows: Almost Always (81-100%) -5

" Frequently (61-807%)
Occasionally (41-60%)
Seldom (21-40%)
Almost Never ( 0-20%)

[l S I VS IR o
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and the practice of providing the Hispanic student with activities to
increase test-taking skills (Figures 6 and 7). These findings support
much of Bermal's assumptions (1977). Although a highvlevel of agreement
was indicated on the frequency of the administration of the language
dominance measurements, there was considerably less agreement on the
use of culture-fair tests, criterion-referenced measures or nonverbal
tests (Figures 8, 9, and 10). Only 29% of the 101 respondents indicated
that they almost always used a culture-fair test, while 46% almost always
used the criterion-referenced measure, and 437% almost always employed non
verbal tests. Eight percent did not complete tﬁe item on culture-fair
usage, often comméﬁting'"There are no such tests." Consideréble differ-
ences were revealed among the three Subcﬁltures in the usebof culture~
fair tests, with school distézzzg\qg\éuban dominance more frequently
using these tests, and school districts of predominately Puerto Rican
students using them tﬁe least frequently.

Criterion-referenced tests were used almost élways or frequently by
66% of the Local Education Agencies, with those of predominately Puerto
Rican populations using the criterion-referenced tests less than those
of Mexican or Cuban dominance. Sixty-nine percent of the respondents
administered nonverbal tests almost alwéys or frequently.

Of the 100 respondents completing the item on the frequency of use
of the in&i&idual intelligence test'in Spanish, 48% marked almost always.
There was some descrepancy among the three subcultures, with Puerto Rican
populations using the spanish intelligence test with the most ffequency

followed by Cuban<American and Mexican frequency (Figure 1),
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Interpreters were used less frequently (M = 3.45) and in particular for
those Local Education Agencies with a Cuban predominance (Figure 12).
Pluralistic assessment, or the use of an integration of substantial
sociocultural information in the assessment process, was only moderately
used by the respondents. Twenty-seven percent indicated that they aiﬁost
always used pluralistic assessment.data, whilé 20% noted they seldom or
almost never used these measurements, with Local ﬁducacion Agencies of
Puerto Rican dominance leading in usage, and those of Mexican and Cuban
in order of frequency (Figure 13).
Results of the study gave support to the often equivocal evidence

reported as to the value of matching the examiner to the examinee in
the testing situation. A little over half.noced;thac they almost always
or frequently matched the student to the examiner in either ethniclty of
language (M = 3.45), whereas 31% indicated they seldom or never made this
requirement (Figufe 14),
“ In approaching‘FigureSVS through 18, the reader is again asked to
recall ghe response rate limitations, in particular, the relatively low
response rate from Puerto Rican populations. Essentiélly each Figure
represents the following enrollment data, including number of responses
(Ns).

Cuban-Americans, 93,000 (4)

Mexican~-Americans, 400,000 (74)

Puerto Ricans, llS,OQO (14)

Total Hispanic, 631,425 (101)
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Research Question Number Three

3. With what frequency do decision-making committees include a
professional of Hispanic background? Are there similarities or
differences among subcultﬁfes? |

While the use of unreliable instruments or failure to make
accommodations inbthe administration of tests for the Hispanic studenﬁs
may contribute to the collection of invalid information on the abilities
of theée students, a fundamantal concern is also in the elimination of
bias in the decision-making process. One proposed remedy to such abuse

. has been the suggeétion that a professiona; of matched minority be |
included along points of decision-making (Ysseldyke, 1979). Four items |
were iﬁcluded on the questionnaire for the purpose of collecting infdrma—
tion about the frequency of including a professional of‘ﬁispanic back-
ground on the deqision—making committees: first, the frequency of
making a classroom observation, followed by Hispanic inclusion on three
committees; referral, multidisciplinary and Individualized Education '
Program committee.

The largest single block of high frequency of inclusion was revealed
under the‘composicion of the In&ividualiz;d Education Program committee
M 4.43). 0f the 100 respondenfs, 75% indicated that they almost always
or frequently included a professional of Hispanic background (other than
the parent) on this committee. Examination. of data by subculture revealed
that Local Eduéation Agencies with Hispanic students of predominately Cuban

“ . .
descent were split on their responses, while in contrast, 78% of the school
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districts of predominately Mexican-American students almost always or
frequently included an Hispanic on the IEP commitcee (Figure 15).

Inclusion of an Hispanic on the referral committee received ‘the
second highest level of frequency (M 4.28) with 81% of the respondents
noting they almost always or frequently make chis requirement While
subculture differences were minimal, school districCs whose Hispanic
populacions were predominately of Mexican descenc were more likely to
include an Hispanic on the referral committee, that the other two sub- -
cultures (Figure lé)f Very similar responses emerged on the"following
- item which reuuested level of frequency of including an Hiscanic-on the
multidisciplinary committee (M 4.25). Small differences surfaced among
subcultures (Figure 17). |

Classroom observations to be made by a professional of Hispanic
backgrOun& were almost always required in 547 of the responding Local
Education Agencies, although this item received the lowest level of
frequency M 3.46) of the four decision-making items. By subculture,
Hispanic school districts of predominately uaban descent had" the highesc
frequency of a classroom observation (Figure 18), whiieﬁrnose Local.
Education Agencies of predominacely Meuican-American studencs revealed
the highest level of frequency for requiring an Hispanic to be included
on all three decision-making committees (Figures 15, 16, and 17).

While research quescions one, two and Chree soughc information for
the purpose of describing distributions on selected variables, research
question number four sought data for the purpose of cerermining'whac

relationships, if any, existed among two Or more variables.. In order
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to summarize these rélaCionships, contingency analysis was performed,
with the statistic chi-square to determine dependence, and the
statistic gamma (G), appropriate for measuring both strength and
direction of association between ordinal levels of measurzs, were

applied.
Research Question Number Four -

4. What is the reiacionship bétween the frequency of use of
selected nondiscriminatory assessﬁénc procedures and the represéﬁta#
tion of Hispanic students in special education, and into programs
for the educable mentally reear&ed, learning disabled otlgifted/
talented?

A. Is there a significant rélatibnship between assessment
and subcu;tures?
B. Is there a significant relationship butween thc size

of Local Education‘Agchies and representation in cercain

education programs?

In order to examine relationships among variables, over'ZOO crdss—
tabulations were computed.' For discussion, these findings are cate~
gorized firsc, under séecial educaCion; cﬁen followhd’by~findings

_related to representatioﬁ in programs for the educabLe mentally recarde&,
specifically learning disabled and gifted/talented.

Special Education

Of the 92 Local Education Agencies who completed the :wo items

seeking special education enrollment data, 247% were claSsified as
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6verrepresented, 63% as proportionately represented-aﬁd 13% as under-
represented. Crosstabulating representation categories in speciél
education with each of‘che 16 variables in the assessment process, one
emerged as statistically significant > .06 (Table 10); that of teaching
the Hispanic student test-taking skills. The distribution (below) re-
. vealed that of the 22 Local Education Agencies'who overrepresented
Hispanic students in special education, 69% seldom or almost never
provided test-taking aCCivities;Awhile of those 57 school districts
who were classified as proportionately representing HiSpanickstudents
in special educaticn, 52% seldom or almost never provided tesc—taking'
activities for the Hispanic student.

Teaching Test-taking Skills by Hispanic
Representation in Special Education

Frequency of use Over Proportionate Under Total
Almost Always or 9% (2) 23% (13) 16% (2) an
Frequently '

Occasionally 32% (7) 25% (14) 42% (5) (26)
Seldom or Almost 69% (13) 52% (30) - 42% (5) (48)
Never '

TOTAL (22) (57) (12) (91)

‘Because pluralistic assesément Has often been linked with non- |
‘discriminatory assessment procedures required for minority students,
(even though not significancl> .05) findings revealed that of those
school discricts who.Qere classified as‘overrep:esenting Hispanic
students, 46% seldom to almost never employed pluralistic assessment

(see below).
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Pluralistic Assessment by Hispanic Representation
in Special Education '

Frequency of Use Over Proportionate Under Total
Almost Always or 36% (8) 437 (25) 58% (7) (40)
Frequently
Occasionally 187 (4) 26% (15) 252 (3) (22)
Seldom or Almost 467 (10) 31% (18) 17% (2) (30)
Never
TOTAL (22) (58) (12) (92)

(G) = .233, p > .12

While not significant beyond > .05 the inclusion of an Hispanic
professional on the referral committee revealed a soﬁewhat higher
frequency of use for those Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic
students were proportionately ;epreseand in Special Education (Table ll),
Distribution indicated that of the 57 LEAs classified as proportionate;
67% almost always included an Hispanic on thé referral committee, while
of those school discriécs classified as overrepresenting, Ai% almos;

always made this inclusion. -

Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD)

De;cription of relationship between'each'variable in the assessment
process and the gnrollmeﬁﬁ of Hispanics in programs Z.v thé Specificéiiy.
learning disabled was élso performed by contingency analysis. szthe 89
respondents who completed these CWd items on gnrollment data in SLD pro-
grams, 21% were classified as ovgrrepresenting Hispanic studernts, 612 as
propbrtionace, while 187 were indexed as underenrolling HisPahic'studédts

in programs for SLD. Crossbreak analysis revealed that the variable
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criterion-referenced measures was statistically significant > .03 when
related to enroliment in SLD programs (Table 12).

Distribution showed that of the 60 Local Education Agencies who
almost always or frequently used criterion-referenced measures, two-
thirds were classified as propbrtionacely rep;esenting Hispanic students
in SLD programs. Reading across the table (see below) of those 1l
school discricﬁs.ﬁho seldom or almost never used criterion-referenced

. tests, élassificacions of over, proportionate or under were nearly equal,
while of the 54 Local Education Agencies whb‘propotcionately represented
.Hispanics in SLD programs, 747 almpsc alwa;s or fréquently used criterion-
referenced meéasures.

_ Criterion-referenced Measures by Representatibn
of Hispanic Students in SLD Programs

Frequency of Use Qver Proportionate Under Total
Almost Always or - 53% (10) 74% (40) 65% (10) (60)
Frequently
Occasionally  31% (6) 18% (10) 12% (2)  (18)
Seldom or Almost 16% (3) 8% (&) 26% (4)  (11)
Never
TOTAL (19) (54) (16) - (89)

A second assessment vériable significant > .06 was that of using
an intepréter in che assessment process. Distribuéiqn examination re-
vealed that of those 16 school districts who were classified as under-
represented, 247 seldom or never used an intepreter, and of the 33
respondents who almost glwafs'used‘én incarpretér, 64% were classified
as proportionately enrolling Hispanic students into programs.for the

- special learming disabled.
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The statistic Gamma was significant > .09 when crosstabulated with
the inclusion of an Hispanic on the IEP committee and representation of
Hispanic students into SLD programs with the majority of school districts,
regardless of classification, likely to include an Hispanic on the three
decision-making committees.

Pluralistic assessment while not significant ; .05 revealed that
of the 54 proportionately represented school @isﬁricts, 47% almost always
or frequently used pluraliQCic assessments, while of the 38 school
districts who égldom to almost never uéed pluralistic assessment, nine
were overrepresented, 16 proportionate and 3 underrepresented Hispanic
student; inlprograms for the specifically learning disabled (see below):

Pluralistic Asscssment by Hispanic
Representation in SLD Programs

Freqdency ~i Use’ Over Proportionate Under Total

Almost Always or 32% (6) 47% (25) 47% (7) (38)
Frequently

Occasionally 21% (4) 24% (13) 33% (5) (22)

Seldom or Almost 47% (9) 19% (16) 20%Z (3) . (38) Vv
Never : T

TOTAL L @19) . (54) 1s) (88

G=.23, p> .10

Educable Mentally Retarded (EMR)

Of the total respondents whb completed the twc items requesting
information on enrollment data for EMR students, 54% of the Local
Education Agencies were classified as proportionate, 13% under and 33%

overrepresenting Hispanic students in programs for the EMR. Contingency
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analysis between classification and selected ass«: sment variables, re-
vealed that four variables were significant > .C5 (Table 12):

a) teaching the Hispanic test-taking skj.ls= {p > .03); b) requicing that

a classroom observation be conducted »v a professional of Hispanic back-

ground (p > .04);c) the inclusion ,i an Hispanic on the referral committee

(p > .04); d) the inclusion of an Hispanic on the IEP committee (p > .04).
More than half of the respondenﬁs seldom or never provided activicies-f

‘to increase test-taking skills of the Hispanic students, while only.l4 of '

the 84 respondents almost always or frequently did so (see below).

Teaching Test-taking Skills to Hispanic as "Related
to Hispanic Representatisn in EMR Programs

Frequency of Use Over Proportionate Under Total
Almost Always or e N2) 20% (9) 18% (2) (14)
Frequently
Occasionally 43% (12) 29% (13) 18% (2) (27)
Seldom or Almost 46% (13) 517 (23) 647% (7) (43)
Never
TOTAL - (28) (45) (11 (84)

Analysis of the distribution of responses when crosstabulated with f
the classroom observation (p > .04) revealed that of the 45 Local
Educétion Agencies who were'classified as proportionately representing
Hispanic students into EMR programs, 56% almosf alﬁays or‘frequently
made a cla§sroom_observacion.

The inclusion of an Hispanic on the referral'(g'> .04) and the IEP
committees (p > .O&), as crosstabulated with Hispanic representation in

EMR pgograms, revealed that for those 50 Local Education Agencies who
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almost always or frequently made this inclusion, 667 were categorized as
proportionate, 247 as over and 107 as underrepresented.

The use of pluralistic assessment as associated with Hispanic

representation in EMR program was significant p > .05 (see below).

Pluralistic Assessment by Hispanic Representation in EMR

Frequency of Use Under Proportionate Over Total
Almost always or - 36% (4) 26% (12) 26% (7) (23)
frequently o 18% (2) 20% (9) 7% (2) (13)
Occasionally 36% (4) 26% (12) 19% (5) (21)
Seldom 9% Q) 16% (7) 1% ().  (12)
Almost Never (0) 12% (6) 33% (9) (15)
TOTAL STy (46) (27) © - (84)°

Of the 15 Local Education Agencies who almost never used pluralistic'
assessménts, nine were overrepresented. Gamma indicated that ;s frequency
in use of pluralistic assessments decreased, there waé a slight increase
in the chances that Hispanic studenté would be overén:olled in programs
for the educable mentaliy retarded.

thlév;;ﬁ significant $ .05, the relationship of use of local ethnic

norms to representation in EMR programs provided information as to how

little local ethnic norms were used for scoring (see below).
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e Table 10
The Statistic Gamma (G) Used to Show Strength and Directiom of
Association Between the Frequency of Use of Selected
AsséSSmenc Variables, and the Representation of
Hispanic Students in Special Education or

Specific Learning Disabilities

Specific Learning

Special Education Disabilities
Variable (®) ] - (G R
Pluralistic Assessments .23 .12 .23 .10
CriCeri;h—referenced.tests -.06 .68 -.02 .90
vCulture-fair tests -.04. .79 .06 .70
1Language-Proficiency tests | .14 .67 -.02 .94
Improve test-taking skills . .22 .06 .10 .45
AIQ tests in Spanish .18 .22 .08 .56
Interpretér -.07 .61 .08 .57
Match examiner to examinee .06 .95 -.01 .89
Nonverbal Subscales . -.08 .59 .008 .95
\ Local ethnic norms - .09 .56 .001 .99
Classroom observation =04 .76 - -.03 .82
Referfal Committee
'inCludes Hispanic : .15 .37 .19 .25
Multidisciplinary :
includes Hispanic .14 .43 .20 .24
IEP Committee ,
includes Hispanic .21 .26 .09
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Table 11

Chi-square Atsialysis of Independence Between Selected
Assessment Variables, and the Representation

of Hispanic Students in Special Education

Variable® 7 df ' XZ P
Pluralistic assessments 8 7.56 47
Criterion-referenced tests 8 9.}4 .27
Culture-fair tests 8 «9{14 .33
Language Proficiency eests | 8 6.28 .39
Improve test-taking skills 8 9.19 .32
IQ tests in Spanish | 8 10.52 .23
Interpreter 8 8.42 .39
Match examiner to examinee “ | 8 8.41 .39
Nonverbal subscales | T 8.47 .39
Local ethnic norms 8 4.84 .77
Classroom obser%ation 8 6.61 .58
Referral Committee includes Hispanic 8 12.68 .12
Multidisciplinary includes Hispanic 8 10.45 : .23
IEP Committee includes Hispanic 8 13.49 .09




Table 12
Chi-square Analysis of Association Between Selected
Assessment Variables, and the Representation of

Hispanic Students in Sl.l)a or EMRb Programs

ariable Specific Learning Disabled Educable Mentally Retarded
' df x2 p value df x2 p value
luralistic assessments 8 8.47 0.39 8 9.52 0.29
riterion-referenced tests 8 16.31 0.03* 8 3.50 0.89
ulture-falr tests 8 6.53  0.59 8 4.61 0.79
anguage proficliency tests 8 6.64 0.16 8 5.78 0.44
mprove test skills 8 8.43 0.39 8 16.39 0.03*
Q tests in Spanish 8 5.28 0.73 8 6.41 0.60
nterpreter 8 14.68 0.06 8 5.46 0.70
atch examiner to ekaminee 8 9.87 0.27 8 9.49 0.30
onverbal subscales 8 10.56 0.2: 8 7.82 0.45
‘oca*’ethnic norms 8 3.93 0.86 8 8.74 0.36
lassroom observation 8 5.33 0.72 8 _16.10 0.04%
eferral Committee includes Hispanic 8 9.24 0.32 8 15.97 0.04%
ultidisciplinary includes Hispanic 8 6.72 '0.57 8 9.47 0.30
EP Committee  includes Hispanic 8 8.78 0.36 8 15.80 0.04%
LSpcclflé Learning Disabilities bEducable Mentally Retarde L *p > .05
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Table 13

The Statistic Gamma (G) Used to Show Strength and Direction of
Association Between the Frequency of Use of Selected
Assessment Variables, and the Representation of
Hispanic Students in Programs for
Gifted/Talented, or Educable

Mentally Retarded

Gifted/Talented EMR
Variable (G) P ) () P
Pluralistic Assessmeats -.04 .62 .28 .03%
Criterion-referenced tests -.21 .10 .09 .90
Culéure-fair tests -.22 .08 | -.02 .92
Language Proficiency tests -.06 .74 .02 .92
Improve test-taking skills .14 .24 -.06 .65
IQ tests in Spanish -.30 .0l%% .18 .22
Interpreter -.38 L001%* - -.01 .96
Match examiner to examinee -.21 .09 .21 .13
Nonverbal subscales -.27 .03%* : .15 .28
Local ethnic norms -.17 .17 B ‘.28 .05%
o . Classroom observation : :QO\A .17

Referral Committee :

includes Hispanic _ .16 .34
Multidisciplinary

includes Hispanic .05 .79

\ IEP Committee : o »
includes Hispanic . .02 .88
*p > .05
- *%%p > .01

)
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Local Ethnic Norms as Related to Hispanic Representation
in Programs for the Educable Mentally Retarded

Frequency of Use Over Proportionate Under Total
Almost Always or 117 (3) 207 (9) 18% (2) (14)
. Frequently '
Occasionally 3% (1) 13% (6) 18% (2) (9)
Seldom or Almost 85% (24) 67% (30) 63% (7) (61)
Never

TOTAL (38) (45) (11) (82)

Gifted/Talented

The examination of relationships between the enrollment of the Hispanic
students in programs for the gifted/talented and other selected variables
must be reported and interpreted cautiously, being cognizant of numerous

{
serious limitations. ;As previously discussed, only 49 of the 101 re-
spoﬁdents completéd the two items on the questionnaire. For data .
analysis, the remaining 50 who completed the questionnaire but omitted
the gifted items, were coded as "Nulls" and may have influenced gamma.
Secondly, of the 49 responding Local Education Ageﬁcies, 33 were classi-
fied as underroliing Hispanics intd\gifted/talented programs, while lS
were labeled as proportionate and thrée\as over. These sparse data did
not provide for a full cell development‘in\each category, therefore,
application of chi-square may not be valid.\"Finally, because only 3 of
the 14 respondents representing Local Education Agepcies of predominately

Puerto Rican subcultures, completed items on gifted enrollment, compari-

son among subcultures was considered indefensible.
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The total sum of gifted/talented students reported on 49 question;
naires was 18,234, of which 3,329 were Hispanic, for an 187 representa-
tion. As reported previously, the Hispanic representation in this study
was 40%. Clearly, by these data, Hispanic students were grossly under-
enrolled in the programs for the gifted/talented. Crosstabulations were
performed in order to determine if relationships could be found between
enrollment classification and the use of selected accommaaations in the
assessment.prdcess for the Hispanic students.

Application of the statistic gamma revealed three variableslto.be
significant > .05 (Table 13). These were, the use of intelligence tests

in Spanish (> .0l;, the use of an interpreter during the actual testing

situation (> .001), and the use of nonverbal subscales for assessment

(> .03).
Use of an Interpreter by Hispanic Representation
in Gifted/Talented Programs
Frequency of Use Under Proportionate Over Total
Almost Always or 32% (10) 40% (6)  33% (1) (17)
Frequently :
Occasionally 26% (8) 33% (5) 337 (1) (14)
Seldom or Almost 427% (13) 277% (4) 33% (1) (18)
. Never
TOTAL (31) (15) (3) (49)
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Examining the above distributions, note that of the 18 respondents who
seldom or never used the interpreter, 13 were underrepresented, 4 pro-
portionate and 1 overrepresented, while of the 31 Local Education Agencies
who underrepresented Hispanics in Gifted programs, 42% seldom or never used
an interpreter, 26 occasionally and 32% almost always or frequently aid So.

Gamma was negative in most instances, revealing that there were more
negative ties than positive, and that as the likelihood of underrepresenta-
tion increased, there was a slight increase in the possibility th;t the
respondents seldom or never used an interpreter. The use of nonvérbal
subscales was significant p > .03 when associated with representation
of Hispanic students in Gifted programs. The distribution reveals that
again the larger number of respondents classified as underrepresented
pulled gamma to the left.

Nonverbal Subscales as Associated wi‘*n leprasentation
of Hispanic Students in Giftad,Talented Programs

Frequency of Use Under Proportionate Over Total
Almost Always or 587 (18) 73% (11) 67% (2) (31)
Frequently
Occasionally 267% (8) 137 (2) 33% (1) (1)
Seldom or Almost 16%Z (5) 14% (2) (0) (7)
Never
TOTAL , (31) (15) (3) (49)

Note that of the seven respc.dents who seldom to never used the no’.-
verbal subscales, five underrepresented Hispanic students in gif.ed/

talented programs.
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Subculture as Pelated to filected Assessment Variable

-y
—

To deiermine wheﬁher relationships existed between subculture and
the frequency of use of selected accommodations in the assessment procesé,
crosstabulaiions weve again performed. Only the use of intelligence tests§
in Spanish emerged as significant by application of chi-square (Table 14),
Distribution of responses indicated that'of the 71 Local Education
Agencies of pr2dominately Mexican descent, 46% almost always or frequently
usaa intelligence tests in Spanish, while 44% almost never or seldom used
this accommodation. ., Of the 14 Local'Education Agencies of predominately
Puerto Ric.:r descent, 78% alﬁost alwa}s or frequently used intelligence
‘ests in Spanish, while 757% of thoée of Cuban dominance employed this
sccommodation.

Crossbreaks between the frequency of including an Hispanic on the
IEP Committee as related to subcultures, was significaﬁt > .06. Examin-
ing distributions indicated that of the 72 Local Education Aéenciés of
Mexican dominance, 80% almost aiways or frequently included Hispanics
on ILEP c )mmittees, while for the Cuban or Puerto Rican dominance each
noted that 507 of the LEAs.almost always or frequently included an

Hispanit¢ on the IEP committee.

Size of Local Education Agencies as Related to Representation

.. The sugvey also investigated the relationship beﬁween the size of
énrollment of Local Education Agencies and the number of Hispanic stu-
dents enrolled in certain educational programs. Data from respondents
were categorized into small (zero - 3,999), medium (4,999 - 24,999) and

large (25,000 and above) Local Education Agencies. Crosstabulations
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revealed that large school districts tended to underrepresent Hispanic
students in programs for the specifically learning disabled, small
school districts slightly overrepresented, while a higher percentage
of the medium sized school districts proportionately represented
Hispanic students in SLD programs (see below).

Size of School as Related to Hispanic
Representation in SLD

Size LEA Over Proportionate Under Total
Large - 117 (2) 117% (6) 37% (6) 167 (14)
Medium 47% (9) 52% (28) 26% (4) 0 46% (41)
Small 427 (8) 37% (20) 37% (6) 38% (34)
TOTAL (19) (54) (16) (89)

x* = 8.0 (df = 4), p > .09

The size of school districts as crosstabulated with enrollment in

. programs for the educable mentally retarded wos significant > .02.

Larger schools tended to underrepresent Hispanic students in EMR programs,-
while medium school districts wefe more likely to proportionately repre-

sent Hispanics in these programs as shown below.

Size of School as Related to Representation in EMR

Size LEA Over Proportionate Under Total
Large 117 (3) 9% (4) 45% (5) 14% (lZ)
Medium 50% (14) 547% (25) 18% (2) 48% (41)
Small 39% (11) 37% (17) 36% (4) 38% (32)
TOTAL (2% (46) (11) (85)°

% = 11.3, p > .02
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Table 14
Chi-square Analysis of Association\BetWeen Use of Selected
Assessment Variables and Subcultures of Cuban—-American

Mexican=-American or Puerto Rican Students

Variable daf ' X p value
Pluralistic assessments 4 7.47 0.11
Criterion-referenced tests 4 6.55 0.16
Culture-fair tests . 4 6.12 0.19
Language proficiency tests 4 6.32 0.17
Improve test-taking skills 4 2.35 0.67
IQ tests in Spanish 4 9.43 0.05%*
Interpreter 4 7.28 0.12
HMatch examiner to examinee 4 6.01 0.19
Nonverbal subscales 4 3,12 0.54
Local ethnic norms 4 2;55 0.63
Classroom observation 4 2.0 0.73
Referral Committee includes Hispanic 4 5.7 0.22
Multidisciplinary includes Hispanic 4 4.11 0.39
IEP Committee includes Hispanic 4 8.71 0.06

*p > .05
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Although some disparaties emerged among enrollment representation
in small, medium or large school districts, the pattern tended to be
that large school districts underrepresent Hispanic students in all
programs examined in the study, medium sized school districts were
more likely to proportionately represent Hispanics in each area, while

small school districts were more likely to underrepresent Hispanic

1

students in gifted programs, while overrepreseiating them in progﬁgms
for the specifically learning disabled (Table 15). The statistic gamma
(G) was negative in.all instances of associution (Table 16). These
iﬁversions indicated that there were slightly more negative agreements

than positive.

Research Question Number Five

5. What is the level of participation of‘Hispanic parents in their
child's special education program? Are there similarities/differences
among the three subcultures?

Public Law 94:142 requires that parents participate in the develop-
ment of their child's special education program. In particular, parents
must first give informed coﬁsent prior to any formal assessment of their
child's educational performance. Secondly, the schools must take steps
to ensure that one or both parents are present at the Individualized
Education Program (IEP) meeting. While paréﬁﬁal participation at the
IEP meeting is required, involvement at other decision-making points,
such as attendance on the referral or multidisciplinary committees is at

the discretion of the Local Education Agency.
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Table 15
Chi-squaire Analysis of Independence Between Size of
Lbcal Education Agencies and Representation
of Hlspanics in Special Education,

stp?, EMR®, or Gifted/Talented

Programsc df }'l2 P
Special Education 4 7.63 .10
SLD 4 7.92 .09
EMR 4 11.3 .02
Gifted/Talented 4 7.22 .12

®Specific learning disabilities
bEducable mentally retarded
®Small = 0 - 3,999

Medium = 4,000 - 24,999

Large = 25,000 and above

*p > .05
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Table 16
The Statistic Table Gamma (G) Used to Show Association Between
Size? and Representation of Hispanic Students in Special
Education, Specific Learning Disabilities, Educable

Mentally Retarded or Gifted/Talented Programs

Programs (G) b2

Special Education . -0.11 .57
Specific Learning Disabilities -0.18 .30
Educable Mentally Retarded -0.15 .38
Gifted/Talented -0.09 " .67

4Local Education Agencies: Small, Medium or Large
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Questionnaire items 29 through 31 sought information regarding the
level of parental participation in the special education process. The
first item asked whether parents of suspected handicapped children were
invited to attend the multidisciplinary committee: nominal level choices
of '"Yes," "No," or "Not Certain" were provided. Ninety-five percent of
the respondents indicated that parents were invited to the meeting. The
following item on the questionnaire asked with what frequency Hispanic
parents attended the multidisciplinary committee meeting. Of the 100
respondents, 257% noted that Hispanic parents almost always attended,
while 43% indicated that they frequently attended. Differences among
subcultures revealed that schooi districts of Mexican-American pre-
dominance lead in frequency of parental attendance, followed by Cuban
and then Puerto Rican parental participation (Appendices).

A final questionnaire item requested information on the frequency
of attendance of Hispanic parents at the Individualized Education Program
meeting. Of the 100 respondents, 64% indicated that Hispanic parents
~Almost always or frequently attended. Data subm- "ted by subculture
revealed that again, the parents of Mexican dominance lead in frequency
of attendance, with Cuban parents second and parents of Puerto Rican

background indicating the least frequent parental attendance (Appendix F).
Research Question Number Six

6. What is the lavel of involvement of State and Local Agencies in

the development of information for Hispanic parents written in Spanish?
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The questionnaire included four items designed for the purpose of
collecting information on state and local Llnvolvement in the provision
of materials for Hispanic parents written in Spanish. The first item
of this nature asked Lf the State Department of Education had developed
aAhandbook on the rights and responsibilities of parents, written in
Spanish? Sixty-eight percent of the respondents indicated Yes, with
Local Education Agencies of predominately Puerto Rican descent leading
in frequency (Appendix G). The second item requested information as to
whether the State Department of Education had also developed due process
guidelines written in Spanish. Sixty~five percent indicated Yes, with
achool districts of Puerto Rican dominance again indicating the highest
level of frequency (86%), with Mexican and Cuban noting 63% and 507%,
respectively. |

Two items sought data on the level of involvement of the Local
Education Agency in the development of information for parents written
in Spanish. Seventy-nine percent of the respondents indicated their
own school district had developed such information, while comparisons
among subcultures revealed that Local Education Agencies of predominately
Cuban descent were most likely to have developed their own information
(100% indicated Yes), with Puerto Ricans (93%) and Mexlcan-Americans
(63%) in order of frequency.

The seventh and final research question sought unstructured data

from respondents.
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Research Question Number Seven

7. What changes in the assesament process for the Hispanic
student are suggested by Administrators of Special Education?

Two open-ended items were placed on the questionnaire for the
purpose of collecting information of an unstructured naturs from
Administrators of Specilal Educatior regarding the assessment of Hispanic
students. Of the 101 usable respondents, 49% wrote comments on the
spaces provided, some as short as two words or as long as 150 words.

One respondent sent a 150 page assessment document developed by the
Local Education Agency in cooperation with the State Education Agency,
while several others enclosed tests they had created. fhe comments made
on the survey instrument were categorized under three issue areas, while
all comments are provided verbatim in Appendix H. For purpose of'dis-
cussion, open-ended comments represented three problem areas:

1. Assessment procedures implemented in the particular school
district. '

2. Comments regarding the unique characteristics of the Hispanic
4populations served.

3. The need for additional assessment instruments.

Several respondents noted that members of their professional staff
were bilingual, therefore, an "interpreter’ was not necessary. Tests
were often administered in both Spanish or English, depending upon the

circumstances, while other respondents reported the frequent use of the

WISC in Spanish. Home visits by Spanish speaking sc¢hool personnel were
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often required, or liaison And outreach workers might accompany new |
children to and from school and made home visits if problems in
communication occurred. One respondent indicéted that there was
some hesitancy on the part of Hispanics to assist in the assessment
process of Hispanic students: “

It is interesfing thét the Latinos iﬁ our county are

more American than Americans. Although they will work with

the Spanish speaking students, they are anti-bilingual pro-

grams and anti ESOL. You need to consider that non-Latinos

can be more sensitive to student needs than Latinos are at

times. ’

Several respondents commented on the need to find more valid tests
for the Hispanié student,.noﬁing a lack of valid intelligence or achievg-
ment tests for the Hispanic population, and the nged for Spanish tests as
related to the différenc dialects éf suBcultures.

Comments regarding the unique characteristics of the Hispanic
population usually surfaced frém the State of New Mexico. Some respon-
‘dents ciced the fact that their particular Hispanic populations époke
very little Spanish, having come from families who had lived in the
area since the 16th century. Others wrote that their Hispanic students
spoke neither Spanish nor English very well, and that some of their
pacents were unmotivaced or uniﬁterested in their childrens' education.
Summary

Chaptér 4 presented the results of an inve:: . gation which sought
information to describe phenoména regarding the representation of

Hispanic students into special education as a whole, and more specifi-

cally into programs for the educable mentally retarded, gifted/talented
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or specifically learning disabled. In an effort to determine what
relationships, if any, existed between enrollment patterns and selected

accommodations implemented in the assessment process, contingency
‘analysis was performed, with the application of chi-square to determine
independence, and the statistic gamma to assess strength and.direction ,
of assoclation. A secondary, yet imporCant pért of the study was to
seek information in such a manner so as to examine d;fferences or
similaricies among the three subcultures of Cuban-American, Mexican-
American, and Puerto Rican students. ¢
While the application of descriptive or inferential statistics to
these findings provided ma;hemacical tools for determining how fre-
quencies deviated from éxﬁected &istributions, these findings must be
interpreted by the investigator. Indeed, items of statistical signi-

i

|
ficance may be without substantive meaning. The purpose of the fifth
|

and final chapter is to éxamine findings in order to determine what
\ - .
tendencies may be Operatihg and what patterns might be suggested.

n



Chapter 5

DISCUSSION OF FINDIIGS,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of .the fifth and final chapter is to present a brief
summary of thevstudy,'to discuss the findings, to formulate conclusions,
and to suggest recommendations for further research.

Backgroundiand Purposgse of the Study

The problem under study originally grew out of a court éase heard
iﬁ Holyoke, Massachuseﬁts in which evidence was pfesented to revgal that
Hispanic students were significéntly underénrolled in special education
as a whole. These findings were contrary to the overwhelming documenta-
‘tion collected throughout the previous five decades, in which Hispanic
students were shown to be overrepresented in special education in gEnéral,
and iﬁ programs for the educable mentally retarded in particular. The
iﬁvestigator, in an effort to seek further information on representation
issues, uncovered another underrepresentation case, in which the Office
for Civil Rights filed a complaint against the Philadeiphia Public Schools,
‘alleging cheﬁ to be undereﬁrollipg Hispanic st&dents,inco special‘eduééd ‘
tion. At about the same time, another :eport with a different position
emerged, in which the Office for Civil Rights concluded chaﬁ Hispanic
students were proportionately enrolled in épecial educacion.g The
question then of Hispahic enrollment patterns appérently had three

different answers: over, under and proportionate representation.
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While r xing to find explanations for these antithetical responses,
the writer soon concluded that an examination of proportionate representa-
tion of Hispanic students in special education should not be separated
from the nondiscriminatory assessment procedures provided for these
'Hispanic .+.vdents., Essentially, the primary purpose of the study was
to describe ﬁhe enrollment patterns of Hispanic students into special
education and gifted programs in an effort to determine what relationships,_
if any, existed between enrollment patterns and %he frequency ;f use of
‘selected nondiscriminator? assessment ﬁrocedures. A secondary purpose,
but important part of the study, Qas to collect information in such a

g
manner so as ;o compare findings among the three Hispanic subcultures of
Cuban—-American, Mexican—-American, and Puerto RicAﬁ students.

As with ail studies, there were numerous limitations (discussed in
detail in Chapter 1). Briefly, these included: 1) knowledge of the
respondent‘in cBmpletion‘of chg questionnaire; 2) lack of standardiza-
tion and accuracy of the formula used for assigning enrollment classifi-
cation to each Local Education Agency; 3) imprecision of the dominant
criterion used to distinguish the three Hispanic subcultures; and 4) the

relatively low fesponsé rate secured from those Local Education Agencies

of Puerto Rican dominance.

Comparison with Other Studies and Court Cases

To determine how the findings of the present study related to earlier
findings of similar studizs, three national reports and two court cases

were reviewed and results compared.
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In 1978 the Office for Civil Rights contracted with Killalea A<cociates

to conduct a comprehensive survey to collect enrollment data ca elementary
and secondary public school students in educational programs. 1lu the
final report, they concluded that Hispanic students were enrolled in
special education proportionate to thzir percent of enrollment in the
nation's public schools. The conclusions of éhe present study, although
arrived at in a somewhat different manner than the Civil Rights Survey,
were essentially in agreement, for it was found that the majority of
Local Education Agencies were classified as proportiomately énfolling
Hispanic students into spécial education and programs for the léarning
disabled and the educable mentally r;tarded. The.latter finding was
contrary to the conclusions of many other researchers who had found the
Hispanic student to be overenrolled in pfogramé for the mentally retarded
(Mercer, 1972; 1979; Bryden, 1974; Oakland & Laosa, 1977; Bernal 1977;

Morris, 1977; Cohen, 1975; the Civil Rights Memorandum, 1970). Testimony

from selected court cases provided further documentation to support this

- general assumption (Larry P. v. Wilson Riles, 1972; Diana v. Board of

Education, 1970; and Arreola v. State Board of Education, 1968).

The findings of the present study were also in agreement with the
Civil Rights Report (1978), the GAO Report (1981;, and the Brown Report
(1980), in that Hispaunic students were grossly underenrolled in programs
for the gifted or talented.

A Govermment Accounting Report (GAO Report, 1981) was prepared at
the request of :*hcomwmittee chairman, Austin J. Murphy (D-PA), for the

purpose of collecting information on whether disparaties still existed
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' The report was ‘essentially a compilation

in "who gets special education.’
of information taken from some 15 studies and two massive data sources,
one being the aforementioned Civil Rights Survey. The GAOQ Report con-
cluded that in 1980, 8.16% of the nation's total school age population
were receiving special education and related services. This figure,
although somewhat lower than the percent deri§ed from the results of the
present study,was not too dissimilar (10.4%). The GAO Report also re-
vealed that of the total number of Hispanic students receiving special
education, 447 were classified as specificelly learning disabled, and
16% as educable mentally retarded. The learning»disabled percenﬁ was
- precisely the same figure as reveeled in the present study, however,
the percentage of students eerved in educablelmenCally retarded was 8.67%,
nearly half that repbrcad in the GAO document.

In an account on nondiseriminatory assessment criteria The Inspector
General's Report (1979) concluded from the results of a survey conducted

in six states, that nearly half of the respohdents di& not adapt testing

methods to accommodate cultural or regional differences (Education of

the Handicapped Newsletter, August 1, 1979). Contrary to{;hese cqnclu-
sions, in the presene study 95% of the Administrators of Special Education
revealed that they frequently made adaptations in the assessment procedures
for the Hisﬁanic student. Indeed, from working with the raw data, in
perticular the open-ended eomments made by many respondeﬁts, the
.investigator sensed a genuine concern and rather high'level’of knowledge
about adaptations appropriate to use in the evaluation of the Hispanic

student.
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Because two court cases invol#ing underrepresentation of Hispanic
students into special education acted as catalysts for the present
study and were also school districts included in the sample population,
it seemed appropriate to compare the results of the present investiga-
tion on enrollment data with the findings reported to the public-at-
large from these two caseg. This type of compérison also provided a
modest way to check on the accuracy of data submitted when compared
to published data for the same school districts.

In the case of Massachusetts v. Holyoke Public Schools (1979), Ehe

hearipg officer ruled that the school district (Holyoke) was underrepre- .
senting Hispanic students into special education and into the least

restrictive programs (Education for the Handicapped Law Report, June

22, 1979). These findings were upheld in the present study. Similarly,
the Office for Civil Rights alleged that Philédelphia Public Schools
were underenrolling Hispanic students into special education programs

(Education of the Handicapped Newsletter, February 27, 1980). Again,

the results of the present study were in agreement wiﬁh the published
findings.

While there is a growing body of survey data regarding the numbers
of minoricy students enrolled in special education, the present study
aopeared to be somewhat exploratory with respecc to the examination of
differences among Hispanic subgultures in the area of special education.
No studies were "incovered from which to compare ‘the findings of the

present study in regard to subculture differences.
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Hispanic Enrollment Patterns

One of the purposes of the study was to collect information in order
to describe enrollment patterns of the Hispanic student into special
education or gifted/talented programs. Section B of the mailed question-
naire elicited enfollmen“ data from the Administrators of Special Educa-
tion for eéch of the selected programs. The iOl respondents represented
a total school emrollment of 1,567,006, including 630,425 Hispanic students.
Of this number approximately 400,000 were classified of Mexican descent,
93,000 of Cuban background, and 115,000 of Puerto Rican origin.

The formula developed for the study was applied to these submitted
data in order to determine whether a school district would be categorized
as "undér," "pro?orcionate" or "over' representing Hispanié students ih
special education or gifted programs. No evalu :ive judgments, or caﬁse/‘
effect relaﬁionships wefeﬂsuggested..

o Findings revealed that the majority of Local Education Agencies (62%)
were classified as proportionately represepting Hispanic students in
special edﬁcation, while 147 were categorizedvas under representing and

24% as overenrolling. In programs for thé.specifically'iearning disabled,
findings revealed that again, the majority of Local Education Agencies were
classified as proportionate (61%), while 20% were overenrolling Hispaﬁic
students in programs for the learﬁing disabled. In programs for the’
educable mentally retarded, it.was founs rhat the majority of school
districts (61%) were classiiiad as propcrtionate, while nearly a third
were claésified as ovgrrepresenting Hispanic students in programs for

the educable mentally retarded. Of the 49 respondents who completed the
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two enrollment items on gifted programs, the majority (63%) underenrolled

the Hispanic student.

Enrollment by Subcultures

Past surveys on enrollment information on minority language children
have usually collected data under the general term of "Hispanic,' thus
ruling out any attempt to examine differences among the Hispanic subcul-
tures. In éontrast, the present investigation sought information in
such a manner, so as to make genefalizations regarding enrollment patterns
among the three subcultures of Cuban-American, MexicanQAmerican, and
Puerto Rican students.

Findings revealed that those Local Educaticn Agencies whose Hispanic
population was predominately of Puerto Rican descent, enrolled propor->
tionately the fewest Hispanic students into special eduqation as a whole,
and also in programs for the learning disabled (non—Hispanic 11.5% as
compared to Hispanic of 7%).

Two possible explanations are proposed. In this study, contrary to
other surveys of a similar nature, each school district was aésigned a
representation label, based on the dat; submitted on the questionnaire.
This‘classification was derived from a formula which set out to compare
the fatio of non-Hispanic students to Hispanic students, with no inferest
as to the ethnicity orlracial composition of the term non—Hispanic.
Therefore, in the Puerto Rican comparison, populations'generally emerged
primarily from the industrial cities of the Northeagt, which included
fairly large Black populations. This fact may have increased the possi-

bility that the non-Hispanic ratio would be higher reﬁresentation rate
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in special education than the Hispanic (Brown, 1980; GAO Report, 1981).
A second explanation resides in the low response rate of the Puerto
Rican populations, thus making a valid comparison among the subcultures
rather risky.

Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic populaciqn was predominately
of Mexican origin revealed minimal differences when found when comparing
non-Hispanic to Hispanic enrollments in special education (9.77% and 10.47%).
Compared with the diféerences in the previousl§ discussed Puerto Rican
populations of 11.5% compared to 7%, there were considerable differences.

Two explanations ‘are suggested: it was found-through érosstabqla-
tions that the size of the Local Education Agencies was related to
propbrtionate representation; that is, that small to medium school dis-
tricts were slightly more likely to be classified as proportionately
represented in special education. The great majérity of Local Education
Agencies whose populations were of Mexican predominance were classified
as small or medium in size. A second explanation rests in the fact that
high density of the Hispanic population tended to be related to propor-
tionate representation. School districts with Mexican predominance were
often more densely Hispanic than either those of Puerto Rican or Cuban
dominance. o | |

When non-Hispanic enrollment patterns were compared to Hispanic
enrollment patterns whose populations were predominately of Cuban descent,"
they were fdund to underenroll Hispanic students' into special education,
while propogﬁionately enrolling in-learning disabilities, and slightly

underenrolling in programs for the educable mentally retarded. Again,

23
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explanations rested in the size of the school districts, for one school
district enrolled 87,000 Hispanic students, most of whom were of Cuban
descent.

Essentially, school districts of Puerto Rican dominance or Cuban
origin enrolled relatively fewer students in special education and learn-
ing disabilities programs than those of Mexican origin. The lowest per-
cent of Hispanic students represented in programs for the ecucable
mentally retarded was found in the Cuban populations (.6%), withvtﬁé
highest in the Puerto Rican populations (17%). Ig general, findings
revealed those Local Education Agencies of Cuban or Puerto Rican dominance
to be more similar than those of Mexican origin.

Protection in Evaluation Procedures for the Hispanic Student

The findings of the study reaffirmea the complexity of the.issue of
nondiscriminatory assessment or that of settling upon certain accommoda-
tions or alternatives which would ensure assessment, and subsequent
appropriate ~nrollment of Hispanic students into special education and
gifted/talented programs. The investigator sought to determine what
trends an+ patterns might be suggested from the findings, and in uo way

suggest that any finding was an absolute. In the wain, the evidence was

too conflicting to support strongly any specific accommodation which

relaﬁed directly to particular enrollment patterns'qf the Hispanic
student:

Public;Law 94:142 requires that "Each state shall establish proce-
dures to assure that testing and evaiuation materials and»procedures

utilized for purposes of evaluation and placement of handjcapped children

will be selected and administered so as not to be racially or culturally

'
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discriminatory" (612, 5. [c]). Nearly 50 years prior to the passage of
Senate #6 into Public Law 94:142, suggestions were‘being proposed as to
how to minimize bias in the assessment of the Spanish speaking child.

In particular, the administration of the intelligence test in Spanish
was found to produce dramatically increased test scores for these
students (Sanchez, 1934). During the past fiﬁe decades, numerous other
suggestions to ensure qpndiscriminatory assessment have arisen. For the

present study, ten of these adaptations were selected and included on

Section A of the mailed questionnaire (Appendix D). Respondents were

asked to indicate the frequency of use of each accommodation. Also
requested, wés iﬁformacion on the composition of decision-making
committees for determination of eligibility of Hispanic handicapped

children. The following discussion of the findings is organized around

. each accommodation beginning with the most frequently implemented proce-

@ure, ang concluding with the least frequently selected accommodation.

| Language dominance and language proficiency assessment.

Langﬁage dominance and English language proficiency
, information should be a standard part of the referral packet
| -for all students from non-English language backgrounds.

Findiﬁgs provided quantifiable data that the grec: majority support
the\above assumption, for the 101 respondents, 91% indicated that they
almost always or fréquently required that the langﬁage proficiency and
language dominance of the Hispanic student be established. Position
papers and research findings of other investigators who have noted.thaf

the most important and first step in the assessment of the Hispanic

students is language assessment would find these results encouraging.l

lA resource manual for the development and evaluation of special
programs for exceptional students, volume ITI-B: Evaluating the non-

English speaking handicapped. State Department of Education, Florida,

developed in cooperation with Dade County Public Schools, 1979.

A ear =
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Crosstabulation of the frequency of use of the language dominance
variable with enrollment patterns of Hispanic students did not reveal
statistical significance > .05, The important and singular conclusion

to be drawn was in the high frequency of use of this measure.

Nonverbal subscales from more comprehensive measures. A great deal
of agreement among Administrators of Special Education also occurred when
asked the frequency of using nonverbal éubscales from more comprehensive
tests. Nondiscriminatory assessment researchers who have noted the
importance of placing emphasis on the performance test data rather than
on verbal test information with students of limited English speaking

\abiliCy, would also find these results optimistic. Differences among
the three Hispanic subcultures were minimal, hovever, those Local
Edu;acion Agencies of Puerto Rican dominance lead in frequency of use,
followed by those of Cuban and then Mexican origin.

When the use of nonverbal subscales was crosstabulated with enroll-
ment patterns, it was found to be significant (Gamma, p > .03) with
Hispanic gifted enrollment. This significance must be interpreted very
cautiously, being cognizaﬁt\of the serious limitations previously dis-
cussed. Keeping such limicaéions in mind, one might argue that based
on the.discribution of frequencies of those 15 Locgl Education Agencies
who were classified as proportionately representing Hispanic students in
Gifted p.ograms, 1l very frequeﬁtly used nonverbal tests. It was also
found that of those 31 Local Eduéation Agencies who underrepresented
Hispanic students in gifted programs, 18 used nonverbal tests with high

frequency.-
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Culture-fair tests. Culture-fair tests were initially conceived as o

an important approach to the eliminationvof elements of cultural bias in
the instfuments, elements such as time constraints or vocabul~ ; frame-
work. As yet, however, no culture-rair test has been devel:, d wh an
effectively minimized culturally binding factors. While the re:spondents
in the present study indicated a high frequency of use of culture-fair
tests, skepticism was revealed by the handwritten comments in the margins
of some questionnaires, echoing the skepticism found throughout the
literature review on nondiscriminatory assessment.

Subculture differences Qere more widespread than in some of the
other accommodation usage with the Local Education Agéncies of Puerto
Rican descent employing the culture~fair tests most frequenCly, followed
by those of Mexiéan and then Cuban predominance. The important con-
clusion to be drawn was that Administrators of Special Education fre-
quently make use of culture-failr tests, even thougﬁ a . lestionable
attitude was apparent among several respondents.

Matching examiner to examinee. One of the few researchers who

recently set out to investigate the importance of matching the examiner

to the examinee in the actual testing situation with the Hispanic student,
was Mishra (1980). Her fiﬁdings revealed that only on the verbal portion
of the intelligence test did the Mexican-American student score

higher when the test was administered by an Hispanic examiner. Cther
studies of a similar nature have usually been conducted with the Black
populations,‘and have provided equivocal results. This pattern was

congruent with the findings of the present study, as iiz respondents

provided empirical evidence of the reluctance to require that the
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examiner be matched in language or ethricity to the examinee. The
differences of opinions were reflected in the results, fdr half the
respondents indicated a high f;equency of use, and the other half
indicated they almost never madw this requirement. Loéal Education
Agencies of predominately Mexican descent were least likely to match
the examiner to examinea, with the Puerto Ricén populations employing
this administrative accommodation most frequently.

Interpreter during the actual testing situation. The most wide—-

spread difference among the ti:ee subcultures was found in the frequency
of use of an interpreter in the actua. testing situaCion. Local Educa-
tion Agencies of Cuba'. predom:.nance notea : very‘low frequenrcy, wiéh
those «f Puerto Rican dominance the highest. A plausible explanation
rests in the knowledge that Cubsn-Auwericans cften have access to a
"Bilingual diagnosticiaa' -ho may not have bezn- classified as an
"interpreter," but may functicm somewhat as oue, while school popula-
tions of Puert. Rican background employed Spanish-speaking liaison or
Bilingual outreach workers, and ﬁay have considered this professional

an "interpreter" in responding to the questionnaire.

Classroom observation by Hispanic professional. Because Public Law

94:142 requires that a classroom observation be conducted of all students
suspected of having a specific learning disability, the questionnaire

canghr informarion on the freauency that a classroom observation was

- made by a professional of Hispanic background. More than half of the

respondents noted that they require an observation be conducted by an
Hispanic. Crosstabulating classroom observations with enrollment

patterns, it was found to be significant’ (p > .04) with enrollment in
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educable mentally retarded programs. A tentative interpretation of these

findings was that those Local Education Agencies who indicated a high

‘frequency of requiring a classroom obsefvation\were.slightly more likely

to be classified as proportionately repfesenting Hispanic students in

educable mentally retarded programs. Readers musc recall the limitation

already discussed in the collection of data on the enrollment of educable

mentally retarded students and interpret these coneIusions cautiously.

Criterion-referenced measures. The use of criterion~referenced

measures was considered by Mowder (1980) to be one of the most important
elements in the assurance of nondiscriminatory assessment for the student
of limited English speaking ability. The frequehcy ofiuse of criterion-
referenced tests was fairly high from the majority of respondents, and
when crosstabulated with enrollment patterms of the Hispanic student in
programs for the learning disabled, it was significant tg > .03)

(Xz = 16.32, df 8). One might speculate that the frequeacy of use of
criterion-referenced tests slightly increases the possibil'.; that
Hispanic students would be proportienacely enrolled in pfpgrams for

the learning disabled. Differences among the three subcultures indicated
that those Local Education Agencies of predomiuately Puerto Rican
dominance used the criterioﬁ-referenced tests'leasclfrequently, with
those of Cuban dominance leading in frequency of use.

Pluralistic assessments. While ﬁlufaliscic assessment has been

advocated by professionals for several years for the purpose of securing
more valid assessment data from children of culturally different back-

grounds (Mercer, 1975, 1977; Mowder, 1980; Ysseldyke, 1980) these
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researchers would be discouraged by the findings. Respondents did not
support a high frequency of use, howewer; when the variable of pluralistic
assessment was crosstabulated with enrollment patterns in programs for éhe
educable mentally retarded it was significant (p > .03) (Gamma = .28).
Tentative interpretation based on the pattern of distribution revealed
that for those Local Education Agencies who seldom used pluralistic
assessment, about half were classified as overreéresenting Hispanic
students in programs for the educable mentally retarded. Aiso, of
those 36 Local Education Agencies who frequently used pluralistic
assessments, 21 were categorized as proportionate. Recall the serious
limitations of the enrollment data on the EMR population, 2.g. that
Texas uses the label of MR and that Massachusetts does not label
categorically, but efers to Program.Models of 502.2 or 3, the latter
being defined as eduéable mentally retarded in the study, and may have
inflﬁenced the conclusions.

An examination of the simil:rities and differences among the three
subcultures revealed that those Local Education Agencies of predominately
Puerto Rican descent used pluralistic assessmenc.che most frequently,
with those of Mexican background and Cuban predominance in order of

frequency ut usa.

Intelligeance tests in Spanish. Critics of the use of an intelligence
test translated into Sgénish (Roca, 1955; Drenth, 1972; Mercer,“l977;
Chandler & Plakos, 1978) would find support from the findings of the
present study, for it was revealed that of the LOl respondents, less

than half used translation frequently, with differences in subcultures
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revealing that those Local Education Agencies of Puerto Rican dominance,
use translation more frequently than those of Cuban orvMexican dominance.
Crosstabulation with enrollment patterns revealed ignificance (p > .01)
when related to gifted programs. As before noted, interpretation &ﬁst
be made cautiously, because of the relatively poor response rate, com-
pounded by the few school districts who proportionately represented
Hispanic students in gifted programs.

Activities to iaprove test-taking:§kills of the H.spanic student.

Findings of the svudy will be discouraging to those advocates who counsider
the provis on of activirties to increase‘the test-taking skills of the
Hispanic student to be au important part of the nondiscriminatory assess-
ment procedures, for relatively few respondents indicated that such
activities wera provided. Bermal {1971, 1977) recommended that such
activities were impcrtant based on his dissertation research conducted
with Mezican—Américan and Black students. Somewhat ironically, the
findings of this study revealed that »f the three subcultures, those of
Mexican douinance were far more likely to provide test-taking activities
f.r the Fispanic student than either chose of Zuban or Puerto Rican
domi~ance. A plausible explanmation for tha low frequenc& of use rests
in the fact that meny diagnostj..ans, psychologists c¢ psychom.trists
wenld consider "teaching to the test" an invalidation of resalt..
Crosst.bulating test—takihg activities with tne enroLlment patiLerns
of Hispanic stuients in eduzable mentally programs was found to be
significant (p > .03) (X2 = 16.39, di 8). One might argue because
those raspondents who always taught test-taking skills tended to be
proportiouately enrolled in classes for the educable mentally retarded,

tﬁ;s acrivity should be increased.

182




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

164

Local ethnic norms for ¢« = _..g. Results of the study revealed that

the least frequently used administrative accommodation in the assessment

nrocess of the Hispanic student was the use of local ethnic norms for

-scoring the results of the tests. Throughout the liter.ture review, one

of the more controversi ! accommodations suggested to eliminate bias was
in the computation of local, ethnic norms. Proponents such as Ulibarri
(1978) and to some degree Oakland and Matsuzek (1977), as well as

p

opponents such as Bernal (1977) and Jensen (1979) will find equal support
from the results of the study, for half of the respondents indicated they
seldom used local norms and half indicated they frequently used themn,
with differences among subcultures minimal.

Crossbreak analysis of use of Jocal ethnic norms with enrollment
paCCerns'of Hispanic students int:( educable mentally retarded programs
was found to be significant (p > .05) (Gamma = .28). This fiading
suggests tha:z the low frequency of use of local, ethnic norms slightly.
increased chances of over or proportionately enrol’.ing Hispanic students

in programs for che educable mentally retarded.

Decision-making Committees

Some researchers have suggested thct “here may be a significant
relationship between the elimination of bias in the assessment process
and the inclusion of a matched minority on decision-making commicttees
(:ut_‘m::., 1376, Ysa:ld)"z\.¢ x negall, 1383, Du::j, Saliva, Tuck;; & Yss. '.l,'k;,
1981;. vFor ﬁurposes of examining this hypothesis, the questionnaire

included - items to cocllect information on the frequenc& of inclusion of

an Hispanic professional on each of the following decision~making
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committees: 1) referral; 2) multidisciplinary and; 3) the Individual
Education Program Committee. The results should be encouraging to the
body of writers who proposed this inclusion, for the majority of re-
spondeunts, regardless of Hispanic subculture served, geography, or
size cF Loéal Education Agency, frequently included a professional of
Hispanic background on each of the three committees.

Crosstabulating these variables of inclusion with enrollment patterns,
it was found to be significant (p > .04) when related to enrollment of
Hispanic students into educable mentally retarded programs. Interpreta-
tion of this significance might be thz: those Local Education Agencies
who most frequently included an Hispanic on committees were more likely
to be classified as proportionately renvesent ' n thelr students into

educable mentally retarded programs, althni,n .e evi- ence was far from

clear.

Those Local =dwu..>- .1 Agencies whose Hispanic populations were
predominately of Mex .. wvig®a revealed the highest level of frequ:¢cy
for reduiring an Hicsan.: vo be iu ied on all committees. The higher

density of Hispanic students included in these populations may also
include a higher density of Hisvanic professionals.
The highlight for the invzsi‘gator was simply that most Administrators

of Special Education required that a matched minority be included on the

L2322 e e —mecl m ik e mammnsmn oA felan A T Al A~
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noted tnroughout the literature.,

Parental Participation

%
AN

Even though 95% c¢f the Administrators of Special Education indica;éd

that they always invited the parents of a potentially handicapped student
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to the wmultidisciplinary committee meeting, few respondents noted that
Hispgnic parents almost always attended this meeting. Generally re-
spondents noted that parents frequently or occasionally attended, vith
those parents of Mexican descent revealing considerably higher attendance
levels than those of either of the other two subcultures, although differ-
ences were small.

Similarly, parents of Mexican crigin were slightly more likely to
frequently attend the Individualized Education Program meeting than
those of Cuban or Puerto Rican descent.

A case might be made that because the Local Education Agenc.es of
predominately Mexican origin tended to be smaller in size than *hose of
Puerto Rican o> Cuban communities, parental participation was thus higher,
through easy access to the ‘schools. One might alsc plausibly argue that
the sense of "family" is hiz-er with Mexican-American populations, al-
though little data were available to support such a conclusion. The
investigator hesitated to provide explanations based on differing of
parental attitudes among subgroups without a more thorough knowledge
of differences among the subcultufes. S..enr suppositiqns might be

tested by conducting further research at a fuiure date.
Conclusions

A number Ot conclusions are suggestea by tne L[ludlngs reported in
Chapter 4. Thev are presented in the same sequential order of analysis.
‘1. The findings of the study, contrary to the conclusions drawn:

from numerous national surveys, research studies and court cases during
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the late sixties and seventies, revealed the majority of Local Education
Agencies to be proportionately enrolling Hispanlc students in special
education as a whole, and to a somewhat lesser extent, in programs for
the specifically learning disabled and educable mentally retarded. On
the other hand, the findings supported other research studies and national
surveys regarding gifted enrollments, by revealing that Hispanic students
were grossly underenrolled in programs fnr the gifted or talented.

Differences in enrollment patterns among the three subcultures of
Cuban-Americans, Mexican-Americans, and Puerto Ricans were as follows:

a. Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic populations
were predominately of Puerto Rican descent served relatively
the lowest percent of Hispanic students in special education
(7%), with those oﬁ Cuban dominance serving 8%, and those of
Mexican dominance enrolling 10.47%.

b. Local Education Agencies whose Hispanic populations
were predominately of Mexican descent served relatively the
highest percent of Hispanic students into specifically learn-
ing disabled proérams (5%), while thosé of Puerto Rican
dominance served the fewest (2.3%), and those of Cuban
dominance served 3.3 in programs for the learning disabled.

¢. Enrollmer. , :tterns of Hispanic students into programs
far the aducahle me ally rerarded hy euheultures. indicated that
Local Euucation Agencies of predominately Puerto Rican ilispanic
dominanqe served the highest (1%), followed by Mexican (.8%);
and Cuban (.6%Z). These percentages are considerably lower,
regardless of subcultures, than those of ﬁispanic students

enrolled in classes for the learning disabled.
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2. When the findings of the study were compared to the national
incidence rates of 1980, they were found to be similar. For example,
the GAO Report (1981) noted that 8.16% (excluding 89:313) of the nation's
échool—age population were receiving special education and related ser-
vices, while of this total, 36% were classified as learning disabled.

In the pfésent study, findings revealed that 10.4% of the school popu-
lation were enrolled in special education and of this percent, 347 were
categorized as learning disabled. Results also indicated that 10.7% of
the Hispanjc population were receiving special education and related
services, while of this percent, 447% were classified as learning dis-
abled: the identical figure reported by the GAO document. These find-
ing . strongly suggested that the old label of educable mentally retarded
tas been and is being in part, supplemented by the newer categofy of
specifically learning disabled.

3. Local Education Agencies classified as large, tended to under-
enroll Hispanic students into special education and into programs for
the learning disabled and educable mental;y retarded, while moderately
sized school districts were more likely to proportionately represent
Hispanic students in each of these programs. Nearly all of the school
districts, regardless_of size or Hispanic subculture dominance, under-
enrolled Hispanic students in gifted/talented programs.

4. In addition to representation patterns, the study also sought
to descr¥be the accormodations and alternatives made 1 the assessment
of the Hispanic student to ensure nondiscriminator; tcsting. Contrary

to the conclusions drawn by a recent Inspector General's Eep:- - (1979),

1§y
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findings revealed that the majority i Administrators of Special Education
frequently made adaptations in the assessment procedures to ensure pro-
tection in the evaluation of the Hispanic student. Some of these adap-
tions were as follows:

a. A very high percent of the respondents (91%) noted that
they almost always or frequently required that the language
proficiency and the language dominance test be given.

b. Closely following the frequency of the language domin-
ance test was the use of nonverbal subscales, culture—-fair tests,
and interpreters. Least frequently used were local ethnic norms
for scoring, and the provision of activities to improve the test~-
taking skills of the Hispanic student.

c. The majofity of respondents frequeatly required that a
classroom observation be made of the Hispanic student by a pro-
fessi;nal of matched minorwity.

d. TFindings revealed that the decision-making committees
frequently included a professional of Hispanic background; these
committees were referral, multidisciplinary, and IEP, with the
great majority of respcudents (95%) indicating that they always
invited the parents to these committee meetings.

5. Data were collected in a manner so as to make some gross
generalizations as tc differences or simjlarities among the three
subcultures in the selecti>sn and frequency of adaptations made in the
assessment of the Hispanic student. Highlights of these differences

are as follows:
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a. Criterion-referenced measures were used more frequently by
those schools whose populations were predominately of Cuban back-
ground, although the differences among the renairing two subgroups
were minimal. The use of pluralistic assessmeat was consideiibly
less by those of Mexican dominance than by the¢ee or Puerto Rican
or Cuban dominance.

b. Local school districts whose Hispani: students were
predominately of Fuierto Rican or Cuban origin were less likely
to teach test-taking skills, while those of Mexican origin were
by far the most likely to provide this activity, although th.s
practice, in gemeral, was not frequently used.

c. Respondents who served schools of predominately Puerto
Rican dominance tended to employ the use of an interpreter and
to administer intelligence tests in Spanish more frequently-than
those of Mexican dominance.

d. Nonverbal sibscz as were used most frequently by Local
Education Agencies of Cuban dominancr, followed by those of

-

Mexican and then Puerto Rican, whi. ings revealed a low
frequency of use of local ethnic norms for scoring, regardless
of subculture.
e. Decision-making committees whose Hispanic subculture
was of Mexican origin were the most likely to include an Hispanic

professional, however, differences among the three subcultures

were small.
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6. Certain variahles were found to be statiscically significant
(p » .05) when crousst.uinlated with enrollment pacterns. These were ag
follows:

a. Criterion-referenced measures with enrollment in learning
disability programs. While these findings are worth noting, the
substantive significance was difficult to interpret. It mi, be
argued that those Local Education Agencies who frequently used
criterion-referenced tests as a part of the assessment process,
were more likely to be classified as proportionately enrolling
Hispanics in programs for the learniug disabled.

b. Four accommodations were found to be significant when
crosstabulated with enrollment patterns in programs for the
educable mentally retarded.

These were classroom observation, pluralistic assessment, use of
local ethnic norms, and the provision of test-~taking activities to
increase skills.

It  '~ht be plausible to argue that by making a classroom qugrva—
tion, chauces were slightly better that the Hispanic student would be
ixvi 4 school division elassified as proportionately enrolling students
into EMR programs. The second 1riable,vthat of using pluralistic
assessment information was not independent from EMR enrollment. Tonta-
tive interpretation might be that of those schools who very seldom used
pluralistic assessment, wore than half were found to be overenrolling
Hispanic student: ip :;v-:r:ins for the educable mentallyvretarded.

The remaining two variables found to be significant were the use of

local ethnic norms and the provision of test-taking activities to increase
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test-taking skills. Although the frequency o7 use o 2ach of these was
low, of those respondents who always provided cest-'aking a.  ivities,
two~thirds were classified as proportionate. The use of 1 cal ethnic
norms for scoring provided eavidence too conflicting to makc a suggested
interpretation.

c. The inclusion of a professional of Hispanic backgruuad co
the decision-making committees was found to be significant .:h
enrollment patterns in programs for the educable mentall fed.
Ong might speculate chat this inclusion increased the pre n
th;t those school districts would be classified as either presoc-
tionately or underrepresented in programs for the educ~' mencally
retarded.

| d. Two variables, that of administration of the IQ test in
Spanish, and the use of nonverbal subscales were significant when
i

crosstabulated with Hispanic gifted enrollments. The serious

limitation related to the low response rate for gifted enrollment

made interpretation of this sigqificance inappropria;e. The only
clgar and easily made conclusion from this study regarding gifted
enfollment was that Hispanic students were underenrolled in nearly

every reporting school distri c.

7.E Parental participation in their child's special education
programlwas only mocderate across subcultures, with those parents of
Mexican;origin teing the most likely to frequently attend the
Individﬁalized Educarion Program Committee meeting.

8,. State Departments of Education were found to be ;nvolved in the

I3

development of information for Hispanic parents in particular documents

191



173
on due prrcess and parental rights and responsibilities, written in
Spanish.

9. Nearly half of the respondents took time to write comments on
the survey instrument, giving the investigator a sense of their genuine
concern regarding the appropriate assessment of the Hisranic student.
The most often cited need was for esis to be developed and validated
on (normed) Hispanic populations. . second need was for more parental
cooéeration. Most of the couments related to efforts the respondents

!
were making to ensure evaluation protection for the minority student.

1

Recommendations for Further Research

Crosscultural research should be conducted, further defining
Hispanic subgroups as distinct "cultures" thereby employing a more
precise definition of subculture than the present study. This apprJach
may lead to more accurate findings and conclusions regarding the ovten
reported, but seldom tested conclusion that Hispanic subgroups are ver:
distinct. This investigator and perhaps others may find it valuable to
conduct ethnography research in order to more precisely describe and
analyze the cultural differences, beliefs and behaviors of each sub-
group.

Research should be conducted to examine the strong possibility that

Hispanic students are increasingly being classifiad as specifically

laarnino Aigahled and derreacinelv rarscarized as ednrahle manralle
N4 . D A .

retarded, and the implications of such a movement.
With increasingly limited human and financial resources available
to the public schools, longitudinal studies might .rove fruitful in

seeking to determine what impact such limitations will have on the
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enrollment numbers of Hispanic students in special education and gifted
programs. Similar research should also examine how such fiscal‘restraints
affect the accommodations and alternatives made in the assessment process
for Hispanic students.

‘ : If Public Law 94:142 is repealed and/or regulations rescinded,
future studies might be designed to estimate the impact of such events,
firstly on the efforts made to eliminate bias in the assessment process
and secondly, on any changes in enrollment patterns of Hiépanic studéﬁcs
in special education and gifted programs.

A concentrated effort should be made to develop and validate assess-
ment instruments appropriate for evaluating the abilities and achievement
levels of Hispanic students.

Research efforts s;ould be focused on determining what influence or
changes in behaviors that inserviée activities might have on professiénals
who are responsible for evaluating Hispanic students.

Institutions of higher education might give consideration to the
inclusion of programs specifically designed to train professionals,
including teacheré, in wayé to diminish bias in the assessment precess
for the Hiépanic student.

Studies of an experimental nature might seek to Cesc;hypotheses to
determine whether some of the statistically significant findings of the
present study would also hold up under a different research design. In
particular, if Hispanic students were "taught” how to take tests, would
their increased skills be exhibited in the test scores?

The use of criterion-referenced measures should be explored for the

purpose of determining i1f a direct relationship continues to exist
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between enrollment patterns of Hispanic students enrolied in specific
learning disability programs and the frequent use of these measures.

Future studies might concentrate solely in the area of underserved
Hispanic populations, trying to determine if such cases are more pre-
valent than previously thought; and because the findings of the present
study indicated the Puerto Rican populations to be considerably under-
enrolled as compared to those of the Mexican-American populations, these
results should-be further explored in an effort to seek explanatioms.

The findings of the sfudy, contrary to the opinions of several
respected educator3, revealed that decision-making committees of Hispanic
handicapped students frequently included a professional of matched
minority. Because this study was descriptive in nature, and fell prey
to tge inherent inaccuracies of nearly all su?vey research, perhaps on-

site studies should be designed to cest these findings anc more im-

numbers and cbmposition of decision-making committees.

Clearly? from the conclusions of ;his study and many others,
Hispanic students are seriously underenrolled in programs for the gifted
or talented. A concentrated effort to develop more sensitive identifica-
tion procedures must be made in order to ensure equal access for all
students, reéérdlesé of race or gultﬁral background.

The formula designed in the present study for the purpose of deter-
mining whether a Local Education Agency be classified as "over,”" "under”

or "proportionate” has not been tested. Indeed there is not a stanc .d
|

l portantly to determine whether any relationship exists between enrollment
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formula for determining a representation classification, and thus the
terms are ambiguous. Efforts should be made to standardize a formula,
even though inherent in the concept are many ambiguities. For example,

"over" representation in certain

there may be times when "under," or
education programs is appropriate to the unique characteristics of the
populations served.

And finally, models, paradigms, and taxonomies provide conceptual
frameworks for the professional to systematicaily'organize diverse types
of information. Models are useful to suggest relationships, and to
provide an efficient method of storing lérge amounts of data. From the
findings of the present study, the investigator would caution researchers
that models designed to ensure protection in the evaluation procedures

for the minority language student, must be carefully developed being

fully awara of the complexity of the issue.
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Virginia Department of Education
. Division of Special Education and
SAMPLE Compensatory Services

900 Fairfax Street

Radford, VA 24141

December 5, 1980

Office of Education of Children
with Handicapping Conditions

State Department of Education

55 Elk Street

Albany, HY 12234

Dear

I am an Assistant Supervisor in the Division of Special Education and
Compensatory Services, Virginia Department of Education. Last year the
Department granted me a sabbatical for a year's study at The Ohio State
University. I am in the process of gathering information regarding the
proportion of Hispanic students receiving special education,gifted/talented
services. Most of the recent data collected on this topic treated "Hispanics"
as one group. I think this approach hides the important differences among

the three major subgroups of Mexican-Americans, Puerto-Ricans, and
Cuban-Americans, and may present a misleading picture of the representation
of such students into special education and gifted programs. ’

I would 1ike to send a questionnaire to selected Administrators of
Special Education in areas of the country where the majority of Hispanic
students are of one of the three subgroups. Information from New York
would assist me in gathering data on the Puerto Rican population. [ have
no interest in mainsaining the identity of the states or districts
involved, indeed all questionnaire would be coded so as to indicate only
whether students are of Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto Rican descent. Al]l
information would be strictly confidential and no persons or states would
be identified. ' ’

The only assistance ! seek from your Office is a directory of persons
responsible for Special Education and Gifted Programs, or perhaps a
contact person on your staff to whom I mightdirect my inquiry. If you have
any questions regarding my position in our Department, please contact

Dr. William Helton or James T. Micklem, Sr.

I greatly appreciate any assistance you might give me in this endeavor.
If you wish further information on my study, please contact me at (703)
951-7772(home), or (703)731-5217(office).

Sincerely yours,

Lori Bell-Mick,
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APPENDIX B -

Comments from the three groups of field-reviewers.

Group 1

Trilingual psychologist and researcher in the area of nonbiased

testing of the Puerto Rican student: (Consultant throughout the entire
development of the instrument.)

This was easy to read and undérstand; neat and to the point--
not overwhelming or too complicated. You've done a great job--
I wish you mucha suerte!

Re: Language Spoken: I don't kmow if this plays an important
part in your resear-:h, but, the only thing missing here is informa-
tion on the language spoken in the home. Some people define
'Hispanic' as 'Spanich surnaze.' They may be of Spanish origin,
but well integrated into Anglo society. We don't have to worry
about them as much in testing.

The current/desired is a good format.

Re: Rapport Building: Should always be done anyway.

SLD? or LD, is this a label used in your zrea? We use
" LD here, I don't know what you mean by specifically -earning
disabled.

Statistician: Under the ASSESSMENT PROCESS section, you do
not make clear the idea that there are standard assessment pro-
cedures, and that you are interested in the modifications and_
alternatives made to these standard requirements.

The request for ENROLLMENT DATA section by use of a 'fill
in the table' may be confusing to the respondent. More importantly,
it has been shown that tables are inaccurate when completed by
persons who may not understand the use of Kerms. Change the table
format to simple questions, leaving a blank fcr the response on
. enrollment information.

Change the question regarding the estimated number of Cuban-
Americans, Puerto Ricans or Mexican-Americans to ask for an
estimated percentage in each subculture. ‘
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Clarify what is meant by modifications or alternatives.

T'he use of closed ended question with ordered choices is easy
to tabulate, code and apply descriptive statisfrics.

Why not do a complete enumeration frame? If you have the
money, and thetime there is no reason you would s¢ample. You

are describing phenomena not yet described in the literature.

State Superviscor of Special Educétion, responsible for programs

whose population includes students of limited English speaking abilities.

The questionnaire gives one the feeling that 'ethnicity"
is positively related to nonbiased assessment. I don't think
your research questions lead you to ask the question of ethnicity.
Frankly, it seems your hypotheses are too obvious. I think you
should omit the questicns. I don't understand some of your terms
for example, what do you mean by local norms and the addition of
points to th:. obtained scores?

_ —
L L L L}

Group II

University Professor in Psvcholczy and Puerto Rican.

The word 'Hispanic' connotes a firm alliance with Spain,
check if 'Latinos' is not better. The Spaniards tend to stress
the OLD word e.g., England to the colonies.

What tvpes of differences do you see among the three sub-
cultures of Cuban-American, Puerto Ricans, and Mexican-Americans?
Do they have different needs, cultural or language differences,
and how about the South Americans, Dominicans, etc.?

The term 'Exceptional' cornotes gifted to most folks in
New York. '

You may want %o check on the IQ tests used for their
'appropriateness' due to cultural biases etc. I also don't
under< - 21d the concept of, addicion of points to the obtained
SCOTE. Perhaps it is some hidden lauguage among the Special
Educztion folks nor do I understand 'local norms.' You ought
to check on local norms for Latinos, for Latinos have been in
the 1. S. for varying amounts of time, thereby with varying
degrees of language fluency and acculturation. Do the norms
used reflect this?

What do you mean by 'culture-fair' tests? Are they va.id
and reliable?
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Home visits are funny, evenings visits during dinner tend
to be like 'plays' put up for others, and then the week-end
visits are another type of behavior. A more comprehensive
visit (more time over time) would lead to more data on the
students’' status.

Why not ask if there 1is an interview with the client?

Tri-lingual Psychologist

. I'd be interested to know what tests they use for culture-
fair instruments.

The area under composition of decision making committees
should yield some interesting information.

The enrollment data section is very good, can't wait to
see the results.

The parent participation section is important.  Overall
the questionnaire lcoks great! Concise comprehensive, yet

covers everything.

Multi-lingual Psychologist and Cuban-American

I see no need for any substantive changes, good luck!

Administrator of Educational Programs, Researcher and
Mexican—American

The lerter and questionnaire as written are very good;
however, you may want to look at the following items: The
term 'Hispanic' will probably be more acceptable by the
groups you are trying to identify. In some cases, depending
on what section of the country you are in, the word 'lLatino’
will be more appropriate. If possible in the first part you
may want to point out if you are going to use the term
'"Hispanic' or the other term 'Latino', or state that both
will refer to the same thing . . . in your cover letter you
may want to specify that there are more than only these three
groups that you are interested in, because in the areas where
these questionnaires will be mailed, you may have other
Hispanic groups such as persons from Central and South
America. You may want to take into consideration if you
want these persons included.

The word minority chould be . . . language minority.
The term 'Mexican background' gives me concern in that you
mav want to know about the Mexican-American that has Mexican
origin (the child is born .n the U. S., but the father and/or
mother were born in Mexico), or if the family was all borm in
in Mexico and has moved to the U. S. to live, the same with
the Puertn Rican and Cuban groups.

CO75
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Directz: of Bilingual-Bicultural Education for
Puerto Rican Students

In order to receive the 'summary of results,' you must axke
a separace slip for mailing.

The question regarding an estimated percentage of students
¢he fall into the three subgroups may be difficult to ascertain
for a school district, as the individual records with teachers'
information may need to be cnecked. Generally, they are counted
as 'Hispanics.'

Under the question regarding use of culture-fair tests,
whose criteria of culture~fair is being considered? The
district's or the r2searcher’'s?

Under the question regarding a visit to the home of the
Hispanic student . . . 'Who speaks Spanish or not?' Lo you
mean a visit by a bilingual non-professional such as a teacher-
aide hcme liaison, community representative type person?

Section B Enrollment Data--Excellent section. Districts
will be assessing themselves as well as answering.

In general it is well done . . . congratulations!

Group III

Executive Administrator of Special Education: Responsible for ;he

3

development of nondiscriminatory assessment procedures for limited
English speaking children who represent 50 different languages (user
and potential participant in the study).

You need more definition regarding the term 'assessment'
and the subsequent 'educational decisions.' Do you also
include the NRT, CRT, group vs. individual tests, etc.? What
is the difference between Local School District and COOP. I
think you should change your 'YES, NO, and NOT CERTAIN' to
'ALWAYS, SOMETIMES, OR NEVER.' Otherwise no changes are
suggested.

Supervisor of Special Education: For a Local Ed.cation Agency
who serves several hundred students of limited English speaking

ability. (User of the data.) S

212



I think a Supervisor/Administrator of Special Education
could complete your questionnaire. ' I wonder about your defini-
tion of Latino. We have many El Salvadorians, children from
Santiago, Peru, and not many Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans
or Cubans. Do you think 'Latinos' is better than the use of
'Hispanic?' We use Hlspanic from the Federal code. Good Luck.

Director of Special Education and Mexican-Americans. (Potential

participant in the study and user of data.) The questionnaire was
completed with no apparent difficulties. In general, he found it easy

to complete, and he had access to the required data.

Interagency Director of the Florida State Department of Education,
of Hispanic background: (User of data.)

We have had a change in the State Directory of Exceptional
Children, so if you wish, you may use my name in your cover letter,
to indicate the cooperation of the State of Florida in your study.
In Florida we use the term 'exceptional' student not 'handicapped'
or 'special.'

You must personalize your céver letter so as to identify
with the problems in Florida, especially the influx of the Cuban
students with handicaps. '

I have no difficulty with the questions; however, I have
all the data from your Section B, should you not receéive it
from the Directors of Exceptional Children in Florida.

Use the term 'staffing' or 'eligibility' not 'placement.'
Please consider adding a question about Due Process in Spanish
and a question regarding the inflexibility of the State
Regulations for Assessment.

Supervisor of Special Education and Puerto Rican Background:

(User of data.)

First as we have discussed, this area is relatively untouched
and really in need of a description such as you plan.

On page 1: Your direction—-and explanations are very clear.
I can't foresee any misunderstandings.

Page 2: Section A--The breakdown of Hispanic enrollment would
be difficult, but not impossible. It would require district census
data that may be difficult for a Special Education gd nistrator to
obtain (or at least an extra step that they may not want.-to take) .
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Section B-1. May find discrepancy between policy re: use
of test and actual use of test. Also, the availability of a
language dominance test may be a factor in smaller divisions
with low incidence of Hispanic students.

Page 3:2. It may be helpful to define 'ethnicity' and
"language'. Ethnicity and language are two very different
factors. Make this two questions (one for ethnicity match,
one for language match) or making the question as is 'ethnicity
and/or language.' '

I have a problem with 'Spanish' as a generic term. A
Spanish language intelligence test normed on a Puerto Rican
sauple is not as valid for Mexican-Americans. There is a
big vocabulary difference in language issue alone (e.g.,
the common word for 'bus' in Puerto Rican is profane in
Mexico).

This question was not clear to me (the addition of points
to the obtained scores).

All in all you've developed a really comprehensive instrument
that touches on many of the important issues and problems in
serving the Hispanic population. I agree that this should be
only a jumping off point for more in-depth research and evalua-
tion. You'll be cited for years to come! Good luck.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION (SAMPLES)




The Ohio State University Academic Faculty
. of Educational Administration
29 West Woodruff Avenue

Columbus, Ohio 43210
Phone 614 422-7700

September 5 1981

[ am certain that you are concerned, as many of us are, with the development
0T quality education programs for handicapped children of limited English
speaking ability. The heterogeneity of the Mexican-American population,
couplad with the frequent migration of Mexican students into Texas, make
the impiementation of such quality programs a sobering challenge. There
is some controversy regarding the appropriate assessment procedure to use
in evaluating the minority language student. I am interested in better
understanding the assessment process your local school district or COOP
has designed for the Latino handicapped student. I am also attempting to
describe, more accurately, the proportionate number of Cuban-American,
Puerto Rican and Mexican-American students enrolled in Special Education
and Gifted programs. For this reason, every attempt is being made to keep
data separate on these three subgroups.

As a Supervisor of Special Education in the Virginia Oepartment of Education,
[ work closely with local Special Education Directors, and have observed
their persistence in seeking appropriate methods to assess the minority
ianguage student. [ have contacted Don L. Partridge, Associate Commissioner
for Special Education, Texas Education Agency, for names of professionals

who are knowledgeable in the area of special education for ‘the Latino
student. For this reason, [ am directing the enclosed questionnaire to you.
Questionnaires are coded so that NO INDIVIDUAL OR LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT will
be identified. My primary interest is to note whether students are of Cuban,
Puerto Rican or Mexican background.

This research was developed under a grant from the U. S. Department of
Fducation, awarded to this researcher and major advisor at The Ohio Stzte
University. Results will be disseminated through publications and selected
national and state conferences. Each participant will receive a summary of
results by completing the enclosed postcard, designed to assure anonymity.

Please take time to share your experiences'and knowledge in the area of
Special Education for the Latino student, by completing this questionnaire.

I thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Lori Bell-Mick, Supervisor
410 Ridgeview Orive _ 197
8lacksburg, VA 24060

216



The Ohic State University Academic Facuity
@SLJ of Educational Administration
September 30, 1981 29 West Woodruff Avenue
Columbus, Ohio 43210
Phone 614 422-7700

The purpose of the questionnaire I mailed to 'you in early September
was to correct some of the information appearing in the media and
the Titerature regarding Latino handicaoped and gifted students.
For example, we are often accused of over-enrolling Latino students
in Special Education, and under-enrolling them in programs for the
Gifted. In the State of Texas, however, I am finding that Latino
students compose about 26 percent of the total school enrollment,
and -also make up about 26 percent of the total enroliment in pro-
grams for the learning disabled. Apparently you have developed some
effective procedures for the determination of eligibility. Your
sharing of that information would be most helpful to the study.

To date, [ have not received your completed questionnaire. In the
event that it has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed. Please
feel free to have members of your staff provide the information for
your district. Again, I assure COMPLETE CONFIDENTIALITY.

Thank you again for taking time to share your experiences in the
area of assessment for the Latino student.

Sincerely yours,

Lori Bell-Mick

470 Ridgeview Drive
Blacksburg, VA 24060
(703) 951-7772
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The Ohio State University College of Education
o Academic Faculty

of Educational Administration

301 Ramseyer Hall
/ 29 West Woodruff Avenue
L Columbus, Ohio 43210

; November 5, 1981 Phone 614 422.7700

As a Supervisor in the Virginia Department of Education, I have for
several years, considered Texas a leader in the area of nondiscrimi-
natory assessment for the Mexican-American student; an opinion based
principally on the quality publications emerging from your State
Department of Education-(in Spamish), and research conducted at ycur
Universities. . . Co.
N .

For this reason, in early September, - questionnaire was mailed to you
for the purpose of collecting inform? 2n on the evaluation procedures
your Local Education Agency (LEA) c.  ~*ly implements for the Hispanic
student. To date, I have not receive _ ur completed questionnaire.
The information you can provide regar.in your experiences and knowledge
of this important afea, is™critical to the accurate reporting of the

" results of this national survey.*

- In the event that thé questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement
is enclosed. Again, I assure you COMPLETE COMFIDENTIALITY. Thank you
for your attention to this important issue. :

PR
Sincerely yours,"

Lori Bell-Mick, Supervisor

Virginia Department of Education
410 Ridgeview Drive .
Blacksburg, VA 24060 ) . w3
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APPENDIX D
*QUESTIONNAIRE, POSTCARD FOR "SUMMARY OF RESULTIS",

~ AND THANK YOU POSTCARD

g

*Quescionnaiz,e was made into booklet form and enclosed in a standard
business enwelope. .\
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A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COLLECTING
INFORMATION ON LATINO STUDENTS IN
SPECIAL EDUCATION AND GIFTED
PROGRAMS AND MODIFICATIONS
IMPLEMENTED IN THE
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

This questionnaire is designed to collect infor-
mation about the number of Mexican-American,
Puerto Rican and Cuban-American students in cer-
tain educational programs and any modifications
made during the assessment process. Other areas
to be examined include enrollment data and
parant participation. All responses are STRICTLY
CONFIDENTIAL .

* Two scales are designed for your responseas:

SCALE)

1. ALMOST ALWAYS: Occurs 81-100% of the time
2 FREQUENTLY: Occurs 81-80% of the time

3. OCCASIONALLY: Qccurs 41-60% of the time

4. SELDOM: Occurs 21-40% of the time "

5. ALMOST NEVER: Qccurs0-20% of the time

SCALE Y
1. YES

2.NO

3. NOT CERTAIN

This ressarch is parttally funded by the U.S. Department of
Education under Student Research Grant ¥713%21, awarded to
this ressercher and major advisor at The Chio State University.
Howsever, no official endorsament of aither the U.S. Decanment
of Education o the Virginia Department of Education shouid be
inferrad.
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CODE NUMBER

GENERAL INFORMATION
Data

Yaur official title

SECTION A: ASSESSMENT PROCESS

In this first section my purpose is to learn more
about the assessment procadures your district or
CQOOP has developed for the *Latino student. In
general, assessment is the collection of infor-
mation for the purpose of making educationai
decisions. This information usually includes
health, sociocultural and psychoeducational data.
In additlon to these standard procedures, severai
modifications and aiternatives have been used in
the assessment of the Latino student. Some of
these practices are listed beiow. Please indlcate
with what frequency these practices are currently
implemented in your local school district or
COO0P. (It is assumed that modifications are made
based on the dominant language of the student).

1. The use of piuralistic assessment instrumen-

ts: one exampie might be the System of .

Muiticultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA)
O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
O OCCASIONALLY
O SELDOM
O ALMOST NEVER

2. The use of criterion-referenced measures
O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
0O OCCASIONALLY
O SELDOM
O ALMOST NEVER

n

“The U.S. Cansus Bus-weu recently adooted the term “Hisoanic” ta in-
cluce any person of Mxican, Pusrto Rican, Cuban, .Central, South
Amencan or other Spanisnh ongin. regardiess of “race.” The word LATING
will be used in this § ire, with ily the same meaning.

202

3. The use of culture-fair tests
O ALMQOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
O OCCASIONALLY
& SELDOM
O ALMOST NEVER

4. The use of a language dominance or language

proficiency test

3O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY

O OCCASIONALL Y
O SELDOM

O ALMOST NEVER

5. Provide opportunity for student to increase

test-taking skills prior to assessment

O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY

O OCCASIONALLY
O SELDOM

O ALMOST NEVER

6. The use of available intelligenca tests in

Spanish

O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY

O OCCASIONALLY
3 SELOOM

O ALMOST NEVER

7. The use of an interpreter during the actual

testing situation

O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY

O OCCASIONALLY
d SELDOM

O ALMOST NEVER

POT ey,
Ehdl u"-"' FREE fayy
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8. The matching of examiner to examinee in
ethnicity or lanquage
C ALMOST ALWAYS
T FREQUENTLY
C OCCASIONALLY
J SELDOM
T ALMOST NEVER

9. The use of nonverbal subscaies from more
comprehensive tests
0 ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
= OCCASIONALLY
— SELDOM
T ALMOST NEVER

10. The use of local ethnic norms for scoring
J ALMOST ALWAYS
T FREQUENTLY
O OCCASIONALLY
Z SELDOM
‘T ALMOST NEVER

11. If State Regulations regarding assessment
procadures were made more flexible, would your
school district or COOP change any of your
current assessment procedures?

T YES
C NO
J NOT CERTAIN

12. (OPTIONAL) IF YES, what changes wouid
your school district make?
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When collecting information on the LATINO
student, please indicate how often your school
district or COOP implements the foilowing prac-
tices:

13. A classroom observation is made by a
professional of Latino background
O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
O OCCASIONALLY
O SELDOM
O ALMOST NEVER

14. The referral (screening) committee includes
amember of Latino background
O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
- 0 OCCASIONALLY
3 SELDOM
O ALMOST NEVER

15. The muitidisciplinary committee (sometimes
calied admissions, staffing or support team) in-
cludes a member of Latino background

T ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY'

O OCCASIONALLY -
O SELDOM

O ALMOST NEVER

16. The Individuaiized Education Progam (IEP)
committes includes a member of Lating
background, other than the parent or student

O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY

O OCCASIONALLY
O SELDOM

O ALMOST NEVER



17. Perhaps your local school district or COOP
has deveioped a practice not listed above, which
has proven effective in the agssessment process of
the Latino student. If so, please share this infor-
mation in the space below (or call me collect at
703.951-7772 after 5 pm EST).
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SECTION B: ENROLLMENT DATA FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1980-81

This section is a critical part of the question-
naire, inasmuch as the fundamental difference in
this survey and more comprehensive national sur-
veys is the attempt to determine if there are dif-
ferences in the number of handicapped and gifted
students who are Cuban-American, Puerto Rican
or Mexican-American. | greatly appreciate your
cooperation in completing this section. Please
ESTIMATE ONLY.

18. Total school enroliment in your local school
district________ (include non-handicapped and
handicapped)

If your districts COOP, please give total school
enroliment ' which the COOP serves (non-
handicapped and handicapped)

19. Total LATINO enroliment in your Jocal
school district_______ (Include non-
handicapped and handicapped)

If your districts COOP, pleése give total LATINO
enroliment which the COOP serves (non-
handicapped and handicapped)

20. Of your total LATINO enroilment (non-
handicapped and handicapped) piease ESTIMATE
what percentage of students would fall into the
following subgroups:

Cuban-Americans

Puerto.Ricans : %
Mexican-Americans '

Central or South Americans %
Other Spanish Origin %




21. Total Special Education enroliment in your
local school district, or it COOP, total
Special Education enroliment in COOP_____

22. Totai number of LATINO students in Special
Education________ (ALL EXCEPTIONALITIES,
INCLUDING SPEECH) -

23. Total number of gifted or taiented students

24. Total number of LATINO gqifted or talented
students

25. Total number of speélfic learning disabied
students !

26. Total number of LATINO specific leaming
disabled students

27. Total number of educable mentally retarded
students i

28. Total number of LATINO educabie mentally-
retarded students
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SECTION C: PARENT PARTICIPATION

In this final section, | am seeking information to
determine if there are any differences in the levels
of participation of Cuban-American, Mexican-
American or Puerto Rican parents.

29. Are parents of handicapped students invited

to attend the muitidisciplinary committee
meating?

a YES

T NO

2 NOT CERTAIN

30. If YES, how frequently do Latino parents at-
tend?
O ALMOST ALWAYS
O FREQUENTLY
O OCCASIONALLY
CSELDOM
C ALMOST NEVER

31. How frequently do L4tino parents attend the
Individualized Education Program (IEP) committee
meetings?
© O ALMOST ALWAYS

C FREQUENTLY

C OCCASIONALLY
1 SELDOM

C ALMOST NEVER

32. Has your State Department of Education
developed a handbook on the rights and respon-
sibilities of parents of handicapped children, writ-
ten in Spanisih?

C YES
C NO
Z NOT CERTAIN



33. Has your local schooi district or COOP
developed relevant information for Latino parents
of handicapped chiidren, written in Spanish?

Z YES
O NO
C NOT CERTAIN

34. Has your State Department of Education
developed due process guideiines, written In
Spanish?

ZJYES
O NO
C NOT CERTAIN

35. Has your locai schooi district or COQP
deveioped due process information for parents of
Latino students, written in Spanish?

T YES
QO NO
T NOT CERTAIN

| would appreciate any further comments you
might llke to make regarding assessment
procedures for the Latino handicapped student, or
any simiiaritles and differences you may have
noted if you are working with students of more
than one of the three Latino subgroups described
in this questionnaire.

Thank you very much for the time-you have -
taken to share your experiences and knowledge in
the area of special education for the Latino
student. Your contribution is greatly appreciated.
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INSERT

For respondents from the Commonwealth of
Massachueetts, piease compiete questions
beiow, in place of the corresponding numbers In
Section B. All responses ars STRICTLY CON-
FIDENTIAL. No person or local education agency
wiil be idert'fied.

25. Total number of students enroiied in 502.2
programs ..,

8. Toia number of LATINO students enroiled in
502.2 programs .

J7. Total numker of students enroiled in 502.3
programs .

28. Total number of LATINO students enroiled in
502.3 programs

226
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In order to receive a summary of the results of
this study, please indicate a2 mailing address below
(your name will only be used for mailing purposes).

NAME

STREET ADDRESS

CITY

STATE

Z1IP CODE

A little cver a week ago, a questionnaire seeking information on
programs ‘or Latino handicapped students was mailed to you. If you
have alrzady completed and sent the survey to me, please accept
my sincere thanks. If not, would you do so soon? Because the
survey was sent to only those local school districts who setve
Latino students who are predominately of Puerto Rican, Cuban or
Mexican background it is very important that your district also be
inciuded .in the results of the study.

If oy chance you did not receive the survey, or misplaced it,
please call me collect at 703-951-7772, and | will mail you one today.

Sincerely,

Lori Bell-Mick

410 Ridgeview Drive
Blacksburg, Va.
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APPEMDIX E

SUMMARY PERCENTAGE TOTALS FOR EACH ITEM
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Sunmary Percentage Totals Reflecting Responses Taken

Divectly from Items on Questionnalre; Flrstly,

. ' b
IHupanics, then Subeultures

Mexlcan- Puerto
Hispanies  American Rican Cuban
(631,425) (403,000) (115, 000) (93,000)
Question Responses (N = 101) (N = 76) (N = 14) (N = 4)
L. The use of pluralistlc assessment AA 277 307% 364 0%
Instruments; one example mlght be F 16 13 21 25
the System of Multlcultural 0 22 22 14 75
Plurallstic Assessment (SOMPA) S 19 13 14 0
AN 20 20 15 0
2. The use of eriterion-referenced AA 467 55% 29% 0%
measures F 20 14 14 100
0 19 16 36 0
] 08 06 14 0
AN 07 08 07 0
3.  The uwse of culture-fair tests AA 287 33% 21% 0%
F 26 26 22 75
0 17 13 36 0
S 09 07 14 0
AN 12 12 07 25
4. 'The use of a language domlnance or AA 715% 80% 647 715%
language proficlency test’ F 229 16 15 14 25
0 06 04 22 0
S 0 01 0
AN 02 0
H4
- - —_— | enmmnn ] - r R »




Question

5.

Mexltcan-

Puerto

Hispanfes  Amervican Rican Cuban

X (631,425) (403,000) (115,000) (93,000)

Responses (N = 101) (N = 706) (N = 14) (N = 4) .
Provide opportinity for student AA 14 29% 0% 0%
to Increase teast—-taklap skills I 12 21 14 0
prior to assessment S 28 28 21 50
‘ 0 24 11 36 50
AN 27 09 29 0
The use of avallable Intelligence AA 28% 23% 64% 50%
tests fn Spanish I 20 22 14 25
0 12 11 15 25
S 13 14 07 0
AN 24 26 0 0
The use of an Interpreter durling AA 36% 37% 57% 0%
the actual testlng sltuation & 14 17 07 0
S 24 21 29 50
0 07 08 0 25
AN 18 16 07 25
The matching of examiner to AA 40% 38% 50% 25%
examinee in ethnicity or language P 21 17 29 50
0 07 07 14 0
S 13 14 0 25
AN 18 22 07 0
The use of nonverbal subscales AA 43% 46% 43% 25%
from mwore comprehensive tests F 26 26 21 75
0 19 16 29 -0
S 08 08 07 0
AN 03 03 0 0
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Mexlocan- Pucrto

Higpanics Amaerlcan Rican Cuban
X (631,425) (403,000) (115,000) (93,000)
Questlion esponses (N = 101) (N = 76) (N = 14) (N = 4)
10. The uge of local cthnie normu AA 04% 05% 0% 0%
for ueoring I 13 10 07 25
0 12 11 21 25
5 24 20 43 0
AN 45 51 29 50
11. If State regulations regarding YES 25% 22% 43% 25%
asgsessment procedures were made NO 32 36 14 50
mwore flexible, would your school NOT
district or COOP change any of CERTATIN 37 37 43 25
your current assessment procedures?
(Optional) 1f YES, what changes
would your school district make?
A classroom observation is made AA 25% 24% 29% 25%
by a professional of Latino F 29 25 28 50
background 0 21 24 14 25.
S 11 11 22 0
AN 12 14 07 0
The referral (screening) committec AA 56% 59% 43% 0%
includes a member of Latino F 25 ‘25 22 50
background 0 10 08 21 25
S 05 03 14 _ 25
AN 03 04 0 ' 0
The multidlsciplinary committee AA 544 56% 43% 25%
(sometimes called admissions, F 23 24 22 50
staffing or support team) includes 0 23113 13 21 0
a member of Latino background S 04 01 14 25
AN 03 04 0 0
g
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Juestlon

0,

3
b]
N
>

29.

30.

The Individualized Education
Program (1EP) committee
Incrudeyg o member of Latino
background, other than the
parent or student

(Optional) Perhaps your local
school digtrict or COOP has
developed a practice not listed
above, which has proven effectlve
in the assessment process of the
Latino student, If so, please
share thls information In the
space provided at the right (or
call wme collect at . . .

ection B: [Enrollment Data
ection C: Parent Participation

Are parents of handicapped
students fnvited to attend the
multidisciplinary committec

‘meeting?

If yes, how Jrequently do
Latino parents attend?

AA
I°
(4]

o
el

AN

YLS

NO

NOT
CERTAIN

AA

F

4)

S

. AN

)
Responges

Mexican-

Puerto

IHupanica Amerlean Rican Cubuan
(631,425) (401,000) (115,000) (93,000)
(N = |01) (N = /6) (N = 14) (N = 4)
55% 547 43X 25%
20 24 07 25
16 16 29 25
05 0l 21 25
02 03 0 0
- asy §5% 100% 100%
01 01 0 0
02 01 0 0
25% 32% 0% 25%
43 42 50 25
18 14 21 50
10 07 29 0
02 03 0 0
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Mexican- Puerto
Hispanic American Rican Cuban
. - (631,425) (403,000) (115,000) (93,000)

Juestion Responses (N = 101) (N = 76) (N = 14) (N = 4)

31. How frequently do Latino AA " 30% 387 0% 25% .

- parente attend the IEP . F 34 34 36 25
committee meetings? 0. 24 20 35 50
' S 09 05 22 0

AN ' 01 02 0 0

J2. Has your State Department of YES 68% 70%. 93% 0%
Education developed a handbook NO 18 17 0 50
on the rights and responsibilities NOT . .
of parents of handicapped children,CERTAIN ' 14 13 07 50 °
written in Spanish? -

33. Has your local school district YES 79% - 79% 937 100%

' or COOP developed relevant NO 17 18 0 0
information for Latino NOT : ¢
parents of handicapped CERTAIN 01 0. . 07 0
children, written in Spanish

34. Has your State Department of YES- 65% 63% 867% 50%

' Education developed due process NO 13 13 07 25
guideiines, written in Spanish? NOT ] : , v :

' CERTAIN 19 ° 21 07 25

35. Has your local school district YES 677% 63% .93% 100%

"~ or, COOP developed due process NO ' 22 25 0 0
information for parents of NOT - _ A
Latino students, written in CERTAIN 06 .07 07 0
Spanish? '

%Includes three subcultures and 7 other LEAs of "Other" Hispanic subculture. 233

bMay not total 100%, if not remaining percent di§ not respond to item.
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APPENDIX F

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ON DECISION-MAKING COMMITTEES
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STATE AND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT OF INFORMATION
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APPENDIX H

VERBATIM COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS
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Texas

"Je always make a home visit as part of testing process . . ."

"We have a bilingual staff . . . and provide imservice t% those
who aze not bilingual. We need a Bilingual diagnostician."”

"Unless locally normed the instrument is just as inappropriate
as using local dialect through an interpreter.”

"The testing (examiner) must be very careful in interpretation.”

"The testing 'A Bilingual adult is trained to interview parents
usually in the home."" :

'"We prefer Hispanic not Latino."
"We are very interested in your study."

"Testing is administered in English and Spanish 'Latino’ or 'Others'
with an understanding and experiences of socio-cultural language factors
and the relationship to education is far more important than a 'Latino’
from a middle class . . . use Raven, SOMPA, and local norms."

"Mostly all of our supportive professional personnel Bilingual
which facilitates the assessment process."

"We've developed local norms for Mexican-American children, Black
and Anglo on adaptive behavior."

"There needs to be better positive assurance that all testing
instruments are given in Spanish if necessary. We need more Latino
staff members."

"We always are careful to use Spanish if necessary."

'"We are especially proud of our assessment procedures."

"We have a parent conference in Spaniéth“IWfﬂéﬁH”Biliﬁgﬁél”WL
diagnosticians to interpret the test results.”
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Massachusetts

i

"There is a need for appropriate instruments., We have most of
what is available, but it is still questionmable."

""Spanish version of the WISC is used here and translated iuto
Spanish in Puerto Rico."

"Dialect differences hade it extremely difficult to match examiner
with student. There exists a great need for additional language dominance
instruments reflective of those differences.”

Tlorida

"Good Study."

"We need better instruments to measure intelligence and achievement
by Latinos."

"It is interesting that the only Latinos in our county are more
American than Americans. Although they will work wich the Spanish
speaking students, they are anti-bilingual programs and anti ESOL.

You need to consider that non-Latinos can be more sensitive to student
needs than Latinos are at times." :

New York

'"We have Hispanic outreach workers who form a liaison with parents
and office. These outreach workers frequently accompany the parents and
children to varigus agencies, tramslate when parents are unable to bring
an interpreter to important meetings, regarding their child s education,
and also go to the child's home when parents are unable to present them-
selves in person.'

"The major problem is that there really are not adequate tests for
New York City for or to use with Latinos: 1In district we have four social

workers. We use observation both informal and formal testing, and local
. norms, .'I personally believe that Latinos are underrepresented in EMR

and TMR, programs and overrepresented in SLD or neurologically impaired
. we do our best to recognize prejudicial referrals or assessments.'
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New Mexico

"A very few of our Spanish American parents read or write Spanish,
so we are using English."

"In special education we have a language program to try to help
students, and also a Bilingual program."

"] don't believe I have legal permission to answer enrollment
section."”

""PI'ease note that this questionnaire does not fit our district’'s
situation. Our students have Spanish names, but they speak very little
Spanish. Therefore, our information may not help you."

'"We do not get a frequent migration of Meéxican-American or any
other minority group. The students we deal with are from a Spanish
background and culture that has been established here since the 16th
century, students are bilingual or mostly English monolingual.'

""We have a Bilingual diagnostician."

"The main problem we have had is that many children do not have
a firm grasp of either language. It is very hard to test a student
without a strong background in English or Spanish.”

"Je use Leiter International Performance Scale for all PHLOTF
students." ‘

"Gifted tests are included, our range and cut off numbers are
currently being revised to meet the needs of students im our areas."

"The use of good adaptive behavior scales, language assessment
'fg both languages is how we do this." :

\

“"our district tests students ‘in their dominant language to determine
this we use the Home Bilingual Usage Estimate by Skoczylas. Most of our
forms are in English and Spanish, favored by SEA. Many of the Hispanic
parents seem to take little interest in their student's testing or
placement."

"A Spanish-dominant student must be tested by a Bilingual
diagnostician." :

"Few of our Spanish parents can read Spanish."”

¥
"Due process is provided with an interpreter.”

Q . . . | 247




