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tori Bell Mick - - ABSTRACT

Assessment Procedures and Enrollment Patterns of Cuban-Americans; Mexican-

-,
Naa

This descriptive study investigated the relationships between frequency
of use of selected modifications in the assessment process of the Hispanic
student, and subsequent enrollment patterns into épéciéi education. A 35 item
questionnaire was;gaiiéd to 157 Administrators of Special Education in six
states. Tbe most frequently used assessment procedure was the administration
of language dominance tests; followed by the administration of nonverbal
assessments and the use of criterion-referenced measures. Least frequently
used were local norms, and opportunities for Hispanic students to increasa
test-taking skills. While findings revealed Hispanic students to not be over-
répré;énted in specjai education, results showed Hispanic students to be

P

enrolled in programs for the learning disabled in far greater numbers than in
programs for the educable mentally retarded: Contingency table analysis and
apﬁ1i¢ati6h of ehi-squaré and gamma revealed five variables to Bé statistically
sighificant (p >.05). These were: 1) criterion=referenced tests; 2)
activities to increase test-taking skills; 3) 1oca1\norms; 4) pluralistic
assessments; and 5) inclusion of an Hispanic on decision-making committees..
D??féféﬁééé‘?Bﬁﬁa among the three H?éﬁéﬁié subcultures were: LEAs of:
Puerto Rican dominance enrolled féiativ¢1y-the fewest Hispanic students into
special education, while those of Mexican dominance enrolled the highest percent
intc programs for tﬁé 1éarn{ng disabled (5%). Décisioﬁ:making commi ttees -
frequently included an Hispanic. Criterion-reierenced Eééfé‘hé?ézﬁééﬁ most
frequently with Cuban students, test-taking activities with Mexican students,

and interpreters with Puerto Rican students.
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INTRODUCTION .

Background of the Proklem

The problem under study origina.ly grew out of a
"evidence was presented to reveal that Hispanic Students

e = - N
were: significantly underenrolled in specxal’%ducatxon

(Ed@céiiéﬁ of the Handicapped Law Report, 1979). These
Eindings~ggre contrary to the overwhelming d;cumentatiéﬁ
collected throughout the previous five decades, in which
Hispanic students were shown to be éﬁéf—fépiéséntea in
speciat é&uéatidh in general, and in programs for the
ﬁentaiiy retarded in pa%ticular (Sanchez, 1934; Mercer,

1971; Dunn, 1968} Bryden, 1974; oakﬁana and Léoég, 1977;
Morris, 1977; Castefieda, 1976; Bernal, 1977, Cafter and
Segura;-1979). While seeking additional information on
enirollment patterns; the investigator uncovered yéEv
another position report; iﬁlqpiCh the Office for Civil

4Riqht§ concluded from the resuits of their comprehensive.

<

survey (Civil Rights Survey of Elementary and Secondary

Schools, 1980) that Hispanic students were proportionately

enrolled in special education: . The question then of

+



Hispanic enrollment patterns apparently had three different
answers; over, under or §f6§6f£ibﬁaté representation.

In searching for explanations for these conflicting
responses; the Writér conciuded that an examination of
enfbiiﬁéﬁf patterns of Hispahic students in épeciai
éducation.shouid not be separated from the accommodations
mads to ensure nondiscriminatory assessment: Essentially
then the prihqipai purpose of the study'Wéé to describe
the fféi&éﬁéy of use of selectéd accommodations in the
assessment process in an effort to determine what relation-
ships, if any, existed between assessment procedures and
the subsequent enrollment of Hispanic students into
special education or gifted programs. For exam~le; if a
school division almost always used adaptive behavior
méaéurements or aimoéé never included an HiSpanic on
~ae¢isién-making committees, would they tend to enroll
fewer or more Hispanic students into programs for educable
meﬁtéliy Fetarded or learning disabled?

of the invastigation was to collect information in such a ;
manner so as to maké general comparisons among the three
Hispani: subcultures of Cuban-Americans, Puerto Ricans,

. .

and Mexican-Americans. o
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Methodology

Because the primary end sought of the study %as to
describe present phenomena in widely diverse geographic
ireas of the United States, the mailed questionnaire was
selected as an éppfbpriate'methoé'for the collection of
data. Through close cooperation with state education

agencies, an.enumeration frame was developed which met

A 35-item é&éétidnnairé, employing ordinal and nominal
levelc of measufement was developed by the investigator

and field tested over a period bf six mOnthé, usiﬁg
billman's (1978) three categories of field reviewers. The
iﬁéEf&ﬁéhf sought ihfdrmétion on asééééﬁéﬁE procedures,
composition éf decision-making committees, ﬁaféﬁiéi'
inﬁoivément and enroiiment data on Hispanic and non-Hispanic
’stuaenté in special education as whole; and prdérémézﬁOr the

educable mentally retarded, learning disabled or gifted.

Data analysis included the examination-of information

for each variable by the use of summary statistics.and
illustrative graphs, while the prinéipéi_méthoé used to

1)
©

investigate Significant relationships among variables was
contingency table analysis (crosstabulations). The

<



statistic gamma (G); apprbpriété for deﬁermiﬁiﬁﬁ the
degree of aééééiéﬁiéﬁ petween ordinal data (Freeman,
1965), and the:nonpéfaméifié statistic chi=square (32)
"for determining inéépéndence we£é applied ﬁb cross-
tabulations. Enrollment data submitted from each school
district were converted into a three level index pattéfﬁéa
after the fqrmuia deﬁéiéﬁéa for the Holyoke cise.
Essentially, thé ratio of non-Hispanic épééial-ééucétion
enroliment to non-HiSpanic total school enrollment was
subseqﬁeﬁtiyfééﬁﬁéiéd to the ratio ofAﬁis§anié speciatl
education enroliment to Hispanic total school enrollment.
The first ratio (given in ﬁefééﬁﬁ) became the criterion
from which to apply plus or minus 20%, iﬁéaiaef,tolqreété
the three éfaSSificatbry intervals or iabélé_éf
"proportionate," "over," or "under" representation. For
example, applying the formuta to actual data submitted on

a questionnaire, it was found that the total non-Hispanic

N
epecial education enrollment was 1,150, the total non-
ﬁispaniclééﬁbéi enrollment was 33,000 giving a Tatio of
3.5%. This figure became criterion from which to compare
the enrollment éaﬁa. It was revealed that the total

Hispanic special education enrollment was 350 and the

-



total Hispanic enrollnient was 12,000 giving a ratio of
3%. Determine then whether 3% fell within plus or minus
20% of criterion as seen below:

. 2.8% 3.5% 428
(=20% of criterion) ' (criterion) (+20% of criterion)
"Under" MProportionate" . "over"

This Local Education Agency was assigned the index of
"proportionate" because 3% fell within 20% of criterion:
Thi§ procediure was performed with each Local Education
mentaily retarded, specific learning disabled and gifted/
talented: The method,; albeit Somewhat imprecise; permitted
the investigator to conduct contingency anéiysis_in an
effort to determine what relationships, if any, axisted- .
between the representation classification and the frequency
of use of accommodations madé in the assessment process:

= ‘
Results*

Results were taken from guestionnaires mailed to 157
Administrators of Special Education (ASE's) during-the Fall
‘of 1981 in the four states of Texas,; New Mexico, Florida,
and Massachusetts, and the two cities of philadelphia and

New York. A 70% response rate was achieved using Dillman's

G



»prccééurég_(1978). The 107 returned questionnaires
represented a totéi écﬁOoi.enroiiméBE of 1,567,006 students
iﬁé;ﬁdiﬁ§_631;425‘Hispanic students of whom QppiaiiﬁéEéiy,
400,000 were of Mexican descent; 93,000 of Cuban back-:

ﬂg;ouné, and 115,000° of Puerto Rican origin.

conclusions and Discussion

- .
°

1. #indings revealed that 62% of the Local Educatiocn ,
Agencies (LEA's) were classified as proportionately

representing Hispanic students in special é&ducation, whilé

2

14% Wérg;categorized as underrepresenting ahd»é4% as over-

enrolling. In programs for the learning disabled; the

/

Wﬁiié éd% were overenrolling HiSpanic stddentS_iﬁ programs
for thg'learning disabled: ‘1n pfogramé for the educable
mentally retarded, the méﬁéfiEy of hocal Education Agéncies
(61%) were classified as proportionate while nearly a

third were classifiéa as ovérrépreSenting Hispanic

'gfudenté ih.éﬁéﬁ programs. Of.thé 49 réééondents who”
-Cémpiétéa the item on gifted enrollment, 63% undérrepresented(
6%-overrepresented, and 31% .proportionately representéd
Hispanic students into gifted/talented programs.

(Figures 1 and 2) , o

1%l
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Enroiiment of Hispanic Students in Educable
Meﬁtally\ﬁétéiﬂéd Programs (N=85)

Proportionate ‘ o .
’St'.a . " N
Enrollment of Hispénic Students ;h Special Education (N=93)

Proportionate

o

62.0

Figure 1. Enroliment patterns in EMR, and Special Educationm.
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Enrollment of Hispanic Students in Specific
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2.. When the findings of.the study were compared to that.

national incidence ratas of 1980, they were found to be:.

Ix

similar. For example, the Govérnment Accounting Report

Bl ) . o -

(GAG Report 1981) noted that '8.16% (excluding 89:313)

. of the nation's school-age population were receiving -
' ) o ) R R
special .education, whilé of- this total, 36% were '~ |

classified as learning disabled. In the present.study,

findings revealed that 10.4% oé the schaoi ﬁépulation

35% were Cétégoriied as learning aiééBlea;;’Gf the 10.7%

o

Hispanic students récéiving special edycation, 44% were

classified as learning disabled, the .identical finding of
the G&AO Rgqut (1981). < .Of the 49 réspOnéénts were -

\\

completed the two enrollment Items on ngted programs,

o ° -
. e

the méjotity.(éé%) nnderehrolled the Hispanic etﬁdeht;‘
(Figure 3) B . ] °

v

3. past surveys on enrollment information on minority

'language'childfen~hébe\usually collected data under the
v - i .

Y )l‘

n

vgeneral term of "Hlspa c,“ thus fdlin§ 6ﬁt any aEtempt

i
to examine dlfferences %mong the Hlspanlc subcultures.
|

In contrast, the presen 1nvest1gatlon sought infcrmatlon

: ' L)
in such a manner, so as| to, make generdllzatlone regardlng.
j .
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Hispanic School. Enrollment from Responding LEAS by Subculture

-

Mexican~-
Awmericans

. cuban -
Americans & °St

ah®

V

»

Hispanic Population in the United States by Subcultures®*

. _guban-Americans
~Léntzal/South Americans

X

y2-°

. ° = § 777 S o —
Mexican~ » _"oOther"
‘Americans . /- Hispanics

Puerto_

- ' N\ Ricans

9”9;

* United States Census (1978) -
Figure 3. Hispanic enrollment by subcultures.
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a

enrollment patterns among the three subcultures of Cuban-
Américan;.Méiiééﬁ-Aﬁéficah; ahd Puérfé Rican students:
Fihéiﬁgé revealed that-those Local Education Agencies
S - — S f,”
whose Hispanic population was predpminately of Puerto
Rican descent, enrolled proportionately the fewest Hispanic
éthdents.into special education as -a wholée, and also. in
programs for the learning disabled. (Tables 1, 2;-§)
TwéﬁpééSibié explanations are proposed: ihjthis
study, contrary to other surveys of a similar ﬁéEﬁfé, each
%chodi district was assigned a répréééntation label, Bé;éa
‘on the data submitted on the é&éétibnhairé. This classifi-

the ratio of non-Hispanic students to Hispanic students;
with no interest as to he ethnicity or racial composition
of the term non-Hispanic.. Therefore, in the Puerto Rican
comparison, populations geﬁéféiiy emerged primarily from
the industrial cities of the Northeast, which included
fairly large Black populations. This fact may have
increased ths possibility that the hohjﬁiépanic ratio
would be higher rep;eééﬁEéEiéﬁ rate in special sducation

than the Hispanic (Brown, 1980; GAO Report; 1981). . A

second explanation resides in the low responses rate of

pmt



Table |
Numbers of Hispinic Students Entoiled, First by Total Then in

Spectzl Bocation: By Subeulture

Total Hispanic Enrollment . Special Education
Suboulture” Smo - 4 S M Range Sm X Wi Range

exican-hmericans (74) 4OL:618 5:430 8,711 2,360 P-9,95 9 56 %MD S-S0

charciertcans (0F 01 D99 @ 07 WLELE BI0 B0 300 B 3T

112

erto Hean (1)~ 1590 807 6l 1905 BMLIO BI5 W 82 47 L0

KLEA efirolls 87 000 Hispanic students; a nomber which greatly. influences the M
_____ Appllcation of 60/ criterfon: Does not infer that each student i of Cuban, Mexican, or Puetto
Rican descent. '

|

”' [Kc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . :
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Nunbérs of Hispantc Students Enrolled in Spétiﬂt Learning | | A
Disabilities or Hucable Nentally Retarded o

Specific Learning bisabilitieé . Hicable Mestally Retarded

Subculture ‘ Sum:" NS M Range Sm M §I_)_ Mdn Ranéé

Voideat-hmetleans () 0,450 276 i 95 0-2,057 301 glour 1 0473
Ciban-Arericans (4% 3;105%4 M 1,48 4 153,008 Gk 1% N9 43 4
o b (1) L8010 M W9 g5 L5 78 % 5 2l

o ta
S — A
T -

Application of 601 criterion Does not infer that each student 15 of Cuban, Mexican, or Puerto
Rican descent.

" ¥ie LA ertolls 87,000 Hispanic students 2 mumbet which greatly influences the M.

**One returnéd questionnaire pruvided enroﬂment data in percent for QLD and BIR.

~ry -
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Table
’fﬁé“éompariSDH of ﬁbn—ﬁiépaﬁié ?6lHi§§éﬁiéSﬁp&éﬁt-Eﬁtbllﬁént in \kk\
special Education, Specific,tearniﬁg Disabilitiés; or- Educable : \\\;;
Méﬁiéiii-kéféf&éaé By Subculture Given in Percent |

Subeulture” Subculture” * Subeatture”

e Non-Hispanic Hispanie  Non-hispanic Hispanic —Non-Hispanic—Hispanic———
Programs - "{Predominately Cuban) - (Predominately Mexican) (Predominately Puerto Rican)

Sppeial Education 11,97 8.87 9.7% 0.4 - 1150 7
Specific Leatning o o I -
Disabilities 3.9% Y L /A R A B
Fdicable Mentally . S - o o
' Retarded ST VSR R, BT S ¥ 1%
a

Represents four LEAs, 93,171 Hispanic students predoninately Cuban descent:
?Represents 74 LEAs; 401,818 Hispanic students ptédbmihéteiy Mexican descent:

;.‘ “Represents 14-LEAs, 115,392 Rispanic students predominately Puerto Rican descent.
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the Puerto Rican populations, thus;fméking a valid
compariSOn_amoné_the*subcuitﬁiéé rather risky.

socatl Educatidn Agencies whose Hispanic population

~ was predominately of MeXican origin revealed minimal .

]

différences . - when comparing non-Hispanic to

Hispanic enrollments in special education (9.7% and 10.4%).

Compared with the differences in the previously discussed

Puéfﬁé Rican_pépdiatiOns of 11.5% compared to 7%, there
were c0nsidera51é' VariétiOn§.  .

Two éxpianationS'érébéﬁééégféa?‘;iﬁ'ﬁas-fduhé througﬁ"”
crosstabulations thét.the_size of the Eéééi Eéuéatibn
Agencies was related to proportionate representetion; that

is, that small to medium school districts were slightly
more likely to be classfied as proportionatély represented
in special education. The great majority of Local Education

Agencies whose populations were of Mexican predonminance -

' explanation rests in the fact that high density of the

Hispanic popuiatiéﬁ'iéﬁaéa Yo be related to proportionate 

representation. School districts with Mexican pre inance

were often more denseély Hispanic than either those of
3 - .
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When nbn—ﬁispanic_eﬁféiiﬁéﬁf patterns were COﬁpared
to Hispanic enrollment patterns whose ﬁé@ﬁiétiéns were
predomin;ﬁély of cuban ‘descent, they were found to under-

" enroll ﬁispanic students iﬁto_s?eciéi.éauqation; while
-propcrt;onatéiy eﬁrolling_;n learning disabilities, and.
éiiéﬁfiy unaerénfoiiing in programs for the é&uéabiél
mentally retarded. Again, éxpianéticﬁs fééEé&liﬁ the size
of the sciicol districts, for one school district enrolled
87,000 Hiébanigfstuaehiéi most Bf whom wéré-of Cuban
4. béEé_wéfe collected in a manner SO as Eé.ﬁéké'SGmé
gross géﬁeralizations as to différéhteé or similarities
. among the three subcultures in_the‘selection and f{édﬁeﬁéy
student: Highlights of these differences are as follows:
a. criterion-referenced measures were used more
frequently by Eﬁésé séhdoié whose populations were
‘*\\\ . predominately of Cuban baékgroﬁﬁd, although the
< .

\\\\¥;differences amcng the remaining two subgroups were

‘minimal. The use of pluralistic assessment was

~
.
N
.

considerabtly tess by those of Mexican dominance
~ B

than by those of Puerto Rican or Cuban dominance. -
N o




b. Local school aiStriCts whose Hispanic students
‘éére predominately of Puerto Riééh or Cuban 6rigin
were less likely to teach test-taking gkiiis, whila
'those of Mexican Qrigin were Ey far the ﬁééE'Iikéiy
to provide this activity, although this PEAGELCE,
in general, was not ffé@ﬁéhtiy used.

c. Respondents who served schools of predominately
puerto Rican dqﬁinance tended to éﬁbléy the use of
an interpreter and to administer intelligence

ﬁests in-Sﬁéniéh»mo;e ffequentiy tﬁéﬁvthose of
Méxican dominance:

d. . Nonverbal subscales were used most fréqUén£1y
by Local Education Agencies of Cuban dominance,
followed by those df'ngicéﬂ and then §uertc Rican,
while findings revealed a low frequency of use of
local é£hnic norms féf scoring, regardless of
subculture.

e. Bécisiqp:making comm;ttees whcsé Hié@éﬁéé
subculturc was Gf;ﬁexicéﬁ origin were the most:
_iikéiy to include an Hiéﬁéﬁiébprdfe9§i0néi, however,
differences among the three subculture§%wéfg:§mall.

i

¢
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5. Contingency analysis was pérforméé between enrollment

patterns and frequency of use of nondiscriminatory

o}

ssessment procedures;: Statiétidé chi-square and;gémma
criterioﬁ-réferenced tests to be significant (x2, p<.05)
when crosstabulated with Hispanic enrollment into ieérging
disabled programs.

Purthermoré when a high frequency of use of providing
test-taking activities was crosstabulated with.representatiéﬁ
in educable mentally retarded programs, gé was significant.

Finally, if a .school division frequently included an i

" Hispanic professional on decision-making committees for
special edUéatidh.piécéméht, thié school diviéiéﬁrﬁéé ﬁéfé
likely to be indexed in this study as “propb;tionétel§"A
‘enrolling Hispanic students into ENMR programs. (Table 4)

Hispanic éﬁrérlmépts into EMR programs; these were pigfaiiéﬁié
assessment, and the ééé-éf local ethnicznormé fo: §coring
tests. (Table 5)

| It-might be argued that those LSééi Bducation Agencies

who frequently used criterion-referenced tests as a part of

235



Table 4
Chi-square Analysis of Association Between Selected
hsséssuant Vatiables, and the Representation of .

Variable v‘ . Specific Learning Disabled  Educable Mentally Retarded
df %t pvalee . d x? p value

0.2 0.9
.50 0.89
4.61 0.79
5,78 0.4
16.39 0.03%
6.4 0.60
5,46 0.70
99 0:30
g . 1.82 055
8 876 70
5.33 0.7 8 16:10  0.0%%
g .
g
:

[ gn 2 1l

s

8.47 0.39
16,31 0.03
6:53 0.59
6.64 . 0.16
8:43 - 0:39

Pluralistic assessments

Cbiterion-referenced tests

g Qo O

Culture-falr tests’

‘Language proficiency tests

8

g

8

8

tuptove test skills §
1Q tests in Spanish - 858 0.73
| NS P
8
g
8

iﬁtérpretEr

oo oo oo o3 ool

“Hatch exaniner to éxaningé
Nonverbal subscales

Local ethnic norms
Classroon observation o
15.97 0.04%

Miltidisciplinary inciodes Hispanic 947 55

IEP Committee includes ﬁiSpanic ; . : 8.78 0,36 F 8 i_igigg;w 0.

33pecific Learning Disabilities Pducable Mentally Retarded % 5 .05

2
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T > . 7
. | :
Table § | .
7 The Statistic Gamma (G) Used to Show Strenmgth and Dizection of
ﬂ Association Between tlie Frequency 6% Use of Selected 7
AsséSS&ént Variables, and tHhe Réﬁféégﬁtgtion of
" hispanic Studenfs in Programs for .
Giftéd/Téién;éd;‘ot ﬁducabié
Mencaiiy Retarded
" . Gifted/Talented ©ER
¢  Variabte (© -3 o ©@  p
Pluralistic Assessments =.04. .62 . 28  .03%
Criterion-referenced tésts o210 10 - 0% .90
_ Culture-fair tests - -.22 08 : -.02 .92
‘Language Proficiency tests - -.06 N7 " l02 .92
Improve test-taking skills 14 .24 =.06 .65
IQ tests in Spanish .30 . .0Lkk 18 .22
1ﬁ£éf§fecef ' - =.38 ';dbiii ; _ol .96
Match examiner to examinee Co=i21 .09 e .1§
Nonverbal Subscales | o237 3w 15 .28
Local ethnic norms l-;i? .17 : .28 .05%
Classroom observation | | | 20 .17
Referral Comsitces | -
includes Hispanic = ' . .16 <34
Multidisciplinary
includes Hiépénic .05“5, .79
IEP Committee - e -
includes Hispanic - L .02 .88
*p > .05 .; . .

**p > ,01




" as proportiondtely énrollihg Hispanics .in programs for

» .
v . hY ~

Zi o

‘the asséssméent pfogess, were more iikéiy to be classified

~

-

B .

' ~

the learning &iééﬁieé;_-ﬁy making & classroom observation,

chances We§¢ Si}éﬁiiy better that the Hispanic student
would be in a school division classified as propQrtionétély

—

éﬁféiiiﬁg'studehté:iﬂto ﬁMﬁ érégramé; Tﬁé;secon&‘Variabie,

.

i T T T e - =
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Altirough the frequency of use of each of these was low, _
of thase respondents who always provided tést-taking
activities, two-thirds were ciassified. as proportionate.

The use uf ioCéi‘éthnic norms for scoring éfbViaéa evidence
too Gonflicting to make a suggested interpretations
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inclusion increased the prediction that
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