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-H monograph eons' its Of seven chapters. The first (11.,Ipter offer a state omit

prohleni, defiaitions Of bilingual lucati,)", spin ial co bilin,inal
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The second and third chapters review Cio general area of assessrne;,r. Topics

include intelligence, testing practices, non-biased assessment, criteria for aon-biased

,-.ssesstnent, language assessment, cognitive learning styles, and assessment models.

ft:-ief descriptions of test reviews are provided. Because there is little literz,,ure in

the area of assessment that addresses the specific needs of 11, handicapped

students, ,nuch of what is included in this chapter relates tc :he ct,_sessment of

minority handicapped (principally black) chi:dr-en and regular bilingual education. To

the extent possible, the material was analyz- f:om the perspective of its applicability

to the education of Hisp inc andicapped students.

Chapter IV sets forth the issues involved in the placement o Tii:pa.lic children in

special education prog:ams. Tht- e issues include legislatior and

under-representation of Hispanics in sp..:t.al education, inappropriate pia,:errients, and

the unfortunate effects of labels. This chapter also provides a list .c.; non-biased

standards for placing children with limited English proficiency (LEP).
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lia,11( ppid ti. gently of edut ational ontioveisy.

1,i tO,it ion and visible advoc,i( y groups have brought the needs of these children to the'

pllhlit ',ye, highlighting the failure of school system,, to provide appropriate

pr.(3),,rtim (1\t'l gin, 1980).

Pducation of All Handicapped Lhildren Act (P. I,. '0-142) requires that each

state t11,1t receives hinds under this Act guarantees t free, appropriate public

education to all handicapped children. This law specifies that assessment instruments

and procedures used in classifying and placing handicapped children must be selected

and aciministered to avoid racial and ctdtiiral discrimination. This law includes the

right to he evaluated in his or her native language (Sapir and Wilson, 1978).

Hit thermore, one of the important philosophical viewpo,nts contained in this

legislation stresses that, to the maximum possible extent, handicapped individuals

should he included in everyday activities. The law also, specifies that parents receive

all oral and written communication in their own language if such communication

concerns the referral, evaluation, and placement of their children, as an important

aspect of their involvement in the education of their children (Access, 1981).

The issues presented in P. L. 94-142 that relate to non-discriminatory assessment

and placement practices have promoted extensive litigation on behalf of linguistic

minorities at the state and local levels. Presently, California, Louisiana,

Massachusetts, and New York City require that bilingual goals, programs, and servi,

be included in the Individualized Education Programs (I.E.P.) of bilingual handicapped

students (f,ac;, 1980h).

As a result of litigation in recent years, minority language handicapped student'

have been legally guaranteed equal access to education. Educational personnel and

parents have come to the realization that special education and bilingual education
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In order to provide .in appropt late r,dri, ational program tor this population, a
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conditions, first- and secoricl-lari;tiage icquisition, the ay,r-ssinerit of

handicapped students, personnel training rnodelsind service delivery Inodels.

1)efinition,,

For the purposes of this monnr,,aph, special education, handicapped bilingual

,'(111( tiOn, and bilingual special education are defined as follows:

1. Special education is defined as the "individualized application of

techniques, cocedures, instructional materials, and equipment, designed to

accommodate to unusual forms or rates 01 cognitive, affective and motor

status or development, to sensory deprivation, to lack of earlier schooling,

to ineffective earlier instruction, or to any other personal or environmental

conditions that stand in the way of a broad and thorough education"
(Reynolds and Birch, 1977).
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1 he follow pro( (-Jure', wer to gather information on current issue's,

t rolk, pr.0 in the education of } hispanic handicapped students.

A !irochure was prepared describing the goals of this project and requesting

assistance from researchers, practitioners, and local service agencies to

share special reports, research papers, recent publications, or any other
documentation that could be included in the monograph (see Appendix A).

This brochure was mailed to all persons who attended the national

(:onfrence on The Bilingual Exceptional Child, sponsored by the Council

for Exc -ptional Children in the Spring of 1981.
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CHAPTER II

,:)ver view

Since the early 1920's, educational institutions have found standardized testing
useful and convenient. In the United States alone, more than five million standardized
tests were being administered annually by 1929 (Flouts, 1975). At the present time,
more than two hundred and fifty million standardized tests of academic ability and

achievement are administered in the United States annually (Brim, Glass, Neulinger,

Firestone, and Lerner, 1969). In recent years, public and professional attitudes toward
tests have changed due to a greater awareness of the social consequences of the large-

normative use of standardized tests (Bernal, 1977).

Interest in studying the testing of "foreigners" living in the United States and
other countries began in the early 1920s. Condon, Peters, and Sueiro-Ross (1979)
reviewed the literature concerning the testing of non-English speakers from 1920
through the 1970s. Their review in eluded some of the following studies: Pintner and

Keller (1922), Davenport (1932), Garth, Elson and Morton (1936), Mahakian (1939),

Manuel and Hughes (1932), Carlson and Henderson (1950), Darcy (1946), Pasamanick

(1951), Anastasi and Cruz (1953), Cohen (1969), Arnold and Wist (1970), Grotberg (1965),

Kittell (1963), Peal and,Lambert (1962), Arnold (1969), Bowd (1974), Lesser, Fifer and

Clark (1965), Lesser and Stodolsky (1967), Laosa, Schwartz, and Diaz Guerrero (1974),

Killian (1971), and Philippus (1967).

The evidence accumulated during this period reveals a danger inherent in the use

of tests as well as other measurement tools administered to limited English-speaking
children: The results tend to discriminate against such children (Condon, Peters, and
Sueiro-Ross, 1979).



coh::er--,ing the nature of intelligence tests anh the mental abilities they ac-tually

measure. In 1954, Wechsler defined intelligence operationally "the aggregate or

global capacity of the individual to act purposefully, to think r, nally, and to deal

effectively with his environment". In 1967, Guilford described the structure of the

human intellect as consisting of four categories - cognition and memory, convergent

thinking, divergent thinking, and evaluation. Even though many scholars tend to agree

that intelligence is determined by the interactions between a person's innate ability

and his or her expe' iences, controversy regarding the nature-nurture issue continues

today (Samuda, 1975). Assumptions concerning intelligence and predetermined

development existed prior to 1900 and through the second World War period (Hunt,

1961). According to Oakland (1977), these assumptions were used to justify the idea

that intelligence was an innate dimension of the individual's capacity and that it

increased at a fixed rate to a level predetermined at birth. On the other side of this

issue, environmentalists refute the hereditarian's concept of a genetically determined

intelligence and maintain that environmental deprivation factors can explain

differences in intellectual performance (Samuda, 1975).

An article by Arthur Jensen, published in the Winter 1969 issue of the Harvard

Educational Review, prompted much of the renewed interest in the nature vs. nurture

controversy ( Samuda, 1975; Oakland, 1977). In the article, "How much can we boost IQ

and Scholastic Achievement?" (1969), Jensen discussed the effects of genetic and

environmental factors on intelligence. His research suggested that IQ is determined

more by genetic than environmental influences. Many professionals interpreted

Jensen's argument to imply that observed differences in cognitive performance are

largely genetic in origin and that very little could be done to reduce these differences

through educational interactions. Furthermore, Jensen implied that the reported

difference in average IQ between black and white children in the United States was

probably due to a large genetic component.

-6-
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This argunic_-.nt concerning the origins of intelligence has indirectly involved

di -,7nH tests, p-i.-ticula.rlv thr interpretation placed on scores obtJ .ed by

L.; \VIII or e: denied (Oakia 1

:Iligence fail to recognize that what constitutes an set of intelligent behavior is

inescapably linked to and determined by the values and standards of society (Samuda,

1975). A , a culture-bound concept, intelligence is inseparable from any given setting

or environmental milieu (Samuda, 1975).

Test Construction

Anastasi (1976) has defined a psychological test as an objective and standardized

measure of a sample of behavior. A test that falls within the parameters of this

definition must meet the criteria of objectivity. standardization, reliability, and

validity (Oakland, 1980; Perrone, 1977; and Olmedo, 1977).

Objectivity is met if everyone takes the test under the same basic conditions.

One format that supports the criteria of objectivity is the multiple-choice test, which

is limited by a "right" answer patter 1 (Perrone, 1977). However, it is important to note

that objectivity does not relate to the fairness nor the quality of the test.

A test is standardized if norms have been established for a large group of

subjects representative of the individuals for whom the test was designed (Olmedo,

1977). In a standardized test, the score of an individual has meaning only within the

context of the norm against which it is compared Scores earned on a standardized

test reflect the pupil's performance relative to the performance of those on whom the

test was standardized (Duffy, et al., 1981). Therefore, if a test is not properly

standardized for a particular student, such comparisons will be meaningless. In other

words, examining the standardization sample of a test is a prerequisite for a nonbiased

assessment of a student (Oakland, 1980).



The concept of reliability refers to the consistency of the scores obtained by the
carne ;trident in the same or equivalent test (01medo, 1977), Some of the popular

Peoi=1(- \v'F-10 either- use or take the test. Salvia and Ysselciyke (1973) have states that

many of the norm-referenced tests used to make decisions about minority students
lack necessary reliability. The results of such tests promote decisions based more on
errors than on actual characteristics (Duffy et al., 198!).

In simple terms, validity refers to "the degree to which a test measures what it
supposed to measure and/or to the degree to which the scores derived from a

particular test can be related to what the test is supposed to be measuring" (Perrone,
1977). Unlike reliability, the validity of a test is difficult to establish. Although
there are various types of test validity, only content validity has been established for
most standardized tests used in elementary and secondary schools. People who

criticize tests as biased basically question the lack of content validity. b ,ming that

the test content does not represent the socioeducational experiences of minority
children (Perrone, 1977). If a test is likely to be biased against certain minority
groups, or if its validity for minority groups has not been determined, it should be
clearly stated in the test manual (Fishman, 1978b).

Why Are Tests Created And Utilized?

The use of standardized tests has served two important functions in public
education. Historically, the primary function of tests has been the classification of
children to determine their eligibility for placement in educational programs (BASE,
1982; Williams, 1972).

When tests are used primarily to classify students, critics have demonstrated
how tests serve to dehumanize minority children, restrict their educational and
vocational opportunities, and maintain prejudicial attitudes (Oakland, 1973).

Intelligence tests were originally developed to identify children wh( you'd not benefit

-8-
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from instruction in ti regular classroom and who therefore should be placed in special

sc.hoois (Winer. and Simon, 1905). These tests historically have been used to exclude
('r) h'u to

:H! ? assess-neni: in orci -T

ImonHaL oc Has lJjUaily Hot Lee considered 3:, important as asse':-:-nent to

classify and place children. Further discussion of this function follows in another

section.

Other reasons that schools administer tests include: 1) to motivate student

learning; 2) to individualize instruction; 3) to cooperate with test publishers in the

norming of new tests and to comply with the official requirements of state and

federal agencies (Dyer, 1980).

Psychometric Testing vs. Assessment

Psychometric testing is basically an objective procedure that involves the

administration and scoring of tests (Oakland, 1980). Assessment is defined as "a

multifaceted process that considers many sources of data in developing

recommendations" (BASE). Practices limited to psychometric testing usually focus on

the need to categorize, label, and sort students, while assessment practices emphasize

the continuous gathering of information to further the development and evaluation of

educational programs for students. Assessment includes the interpretation of data

derived froni psychometric testing as well as other means of collecting information on

a student. Assessment must include educational programming, decision making, and

intervention. As Bernal (1977) has stated, "Testing is not equivalent to assessment,

and assessment is not an end in itself."

It is extremely important that educational diagnosticians not limit their

evaluations to standardized scores such as IQ percentiles, grade levels, etc. It is

crucial that school psychologists' reports be individually meaningful, leading to

spcciiic recommendations for educational interventions. Alvarez (1977) has stated

-9-
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that "the days of one-shot evaluations that end in a carefully composed Psychological

Report are gone." Frequent observations are required during the assessment process,

thy !--,e ohservatinns should occur in settings other than the examination room or the

11C

norm ,s- describing the 'nild's -.ctioning in terms o (=,`oal, uncifferentiated

measures (Alvarez, 1977). Assessment involves the analys:.:-: of every aspect of the

child's educational experience, not only for the purpose of knowing what and how slhe

needs to learn, but frequently to change the school situation, be it the grade, the

teacher, or the program (Strong, 1973).

Basic Assumptions Underlying Assessment

A fundamental principle underlying psychological testing is that in order for the

scores to be valid, certain assumptions must be met (Dent, 1976). Some of these

assumptions refer to the use of particular tests and how they are usually discussed in

the test's manual. Newland (1973) discusses two basic assumptions that are

particularly -elevant to testing Hispanics and other minorities. The first assumption

states that the examiner must be skilled and knowledgeable in administering and

scoring tests, in analyzing the results, and in establishing ar,d maintaining rapport with

studeits (Oakland, 1977). The results obtained from a Spanish-speaking student are

affected by a complex interaction among linguistic, cultural, and psychological

factors. Olmedo (1977) has listed some of these factors as: a) ethnic background, sex,

and testing style of the examiner; b) degree of acculturation of the examinee;

c) whether the test is administered in English, Spanish, or both (and if so, in what

order); and d) whether a bilingual interpreter is used in addition to a monolingual

examiner.

The second assumption is that there is a commonality of experiences shared by

all those who take the test (Dent, 1976). Stated differently, it is assumed that the

child being tested has been exposed to comparable acculturation patterns relative to

-10-
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the standardization sample. The acculturation patterns of many Hispanic children with

respect to child-rearing practices, language, culture, and informal and formal learning

experiences are not directly comparable to those of typical white, middle-class
tinn that

Other assumptions taken for granted whcn testing Hispanic stHcients include the

following: a) all students taking the test have equal facility in the English language;
and b) all students share the same value system. In other words, the first assumption

implies that a child from an English-speaking home has the same level of English

language proficiency as a chit :f from a non - English speaking home. The second

assumption does not rcognize the fact that differences in socio-cultural background

may influence the student and his or her family's values.

The assumptions discussed above must be carefully considered when assessing

Hispanic children. A child's potential may be severely underestimated if based on

scores f rorr tests which have been standardized on culturally different populations or

administered by improperly trained examiners.

Criticisms Of Testing Practices

The criticisms directed at the use of standardized tests have been derived in part

from the basic logic of measurement of human abilities and in part from the social

consequences of this type of measurement procedure (Oakland, 1977). The following

entmlerates some of the criticisms aimed at testing that have been discussed during

t le last decade:

Standardized tests are highly loaded with items based on whi`e, Anglo-
Saxon middle-class values and experiences (Samuda, 1976; Sabatino, Kelling
and Hayden, 1973; Mercer and Lewis, 1978; Hickey, 1972).

2. Standardized tests are unfair to persons from cultural and socioeconomic
minority backgrounds since they do not reflect their linguistic and

19



cognitive experiences (Oakland, 1977; Williams, 1970; De Avila, 1976;

Ramirez, et al., 1974).

3. Standardized tests sample cognitive styles that are directly opposed to
those of most children from culturally diN,erse groups (Ramirez, et al.,

'cuts have rot
l-::;panics, (Ramirez, et ai., 1974).

1th

6, Traditiomai tests often use language that is not understood by Hispanic
children. Either the test's vocabulary is unfamiliar or in many instances.
the you,-)g child does not understand nor speak English (Ramirez, et
1974). Furthermore, using an unfamiliar dialect of Spanish to
Hispanic child is comparable to administering the test in a language
totally Toreisn to him or her (Gonzalez, 1974). When such tests
with 1.a:-.y:!.,,age minority children, the scores obtained do not
indicate their lean ning abilities, but rather reflect their i-i,y

the dominant culture and the English language (Sabatino:
Hayden, 1973).

7. The testing situation is often foreign and threatening to HisDa7-lic students
(Ramirez, et al., 1974).

8. Educational personnel tend to overrate the information provided by
standardized tec-'- scores. There seems to be something seductive about the
apparent objectivity and simplicity of a score derived frryn a paper and
pencil test (Frechtling, 1982).

9. Tests are sometimes cdministered by incompetent pers3ns who do not
understand the culture and language of the studerkt and are therefore
unable to assess the child's underlying competence (Oakland, 1977).

10. Norm-referenced measures are not useful for educational purposes
(Oakland, 1977; Sapir and Wilson, 1978).

11. Standardized tests are based on the premise that human beings have only
innate and fixed abilities and characteristics (Oakland, 1977; DeAvila and
Havassy, 1975).

Legal Basis for Non-biased Assessment

The legal basis for equal education for handicapped children came in part from

the 1954, Brown v. Board of Education, Supreme Court decision:

-12-
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In these days it is doubtful that any child may f-sasonably be expected to succeed
in life if he is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity,
where the state has undertaken to provide rt, is a right which must be made
available to all on equal terms (Brown v. Bua, a of Education, 1954, 347 U.S. 483,
74 S.CT. 686, 98 L.ED. 873)

uiricisions l lai have cie.-alt with the rig`his of handicapped children

The Ic't;a1 prir,ciplo is equal i;rotection under the law, which originates from the
Fourteenth Amendment of_ the United States Constitution. This requires tha- where

the state has undertaken to provide a benefit such as public education to the people,
the benefits must be provided to all the people in the absence of a compelling reason

to do otherwise.

Against the background of Brown v. Board of Education, a federal district court
in Washington, D.C., :leard Hobsen v. Hansen (1967), the first case in which a court
directly dealt with the testing Lontroversy. The court undertook to determine if
ability grouping or "tracking", a form of classificatory activity, has a rational basis-
The court asserted that discrimination on the baSis of ability could be defended only if
judgments about ability were based on measures that assesse children's innate
endowment or capac'Iy to learn, not their present love! of skills. The law has a sp?!cial
concern for victims with long histories of purposeful -nd malicious discrimination, as
is the case of most racial minorities. The school system was asked to explain why

black (and poor) children disproportionately populated the lower tracks of the

educatio ,a1 system. The court statement, ..ihich was to have a profound effect on the
use of educational and psychological tests to this day, reads as follows:

The evidence shows that the method by which track assignn,ents are made
depends essentially on standardized aptitude tests which, although given on a
system-wide basis, are completely inappropriate for use with a large segment of
the student body. Because tests are standardized primarily on and are relevant
to a white middle class group of students, they produce inaccurate and
misleading test scores when given to lower class and Negro students....These
students are in reality being classified on factors which have nothing to do with
innate ability.

-13-



One of the most important of the post-Hobson cases is Larry P. v. Riles (1972).

This case began in 1971 as a class action suit initiated on behalf of black children

placed in classes for the educable mentally retarded (EMR), supposedly because their

I.Q. scores '; -re lower than 75 on state- appro'.ed intelligence tests, predominantly the

Hint' r)nt- ret-n--(-10-1

In the case of Diana v. Board of Education of California (1973), action was

brought by nine Mexican-American children whose predominant language was Spanish.

Following traditional testing procedures, these children had been placed in classes for

the mentally retarded. The children were retested in Spanish and the majority scored

within the "normal" range. Even though the case was settled out of court, i-c revealed

the bias of test scores when children are examined in a non-dominant language

(Gallegos, Garner, and Rodriguez, 1978).

During the period from 1971 to 1975, the U.S. Congress passed landmark
legislation dealing with many of these same issues. Most significant to date was the

passage of Public Law 94-142 in 1975, which required that the states, to remain eligible

to receive federal financial aid for education programs for handicapped children,

comply with a series of regulations. Earlier legislation (P.L. 93-380) had specified that

an': assessment device used for the purposes of classification and placement of
handicapped children will be selected and administere:1 so as not to be racially and

culturally discriminatory. In November 1974, the Bureau for the Education of the

Handicapped issued guidelines that interpreted the legislative intent (Sapir and Wilson,

1978). According to these guidelines, an evaluation must include the three following

criteria and should be completed prior to classification and placement:

1. A comprehensive view of the child from the perspective of the school,
house, and community, utilizing a full range of interviews, observations,
tests, developmental scales, and physical screening to determine the child's
abilities and adaptive behavior in each setting;

-14-
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2. Culturally and linguistically appropriate measures (i.e., intelligence tests)
administered and interpreted by persons qualified to take cultural
differences into account in interpreting the meaning of multiple sets of
data from both the house and the school; and

3. A local school district evaluation and placement team .-:omposed of all
persons who directy or indirectly are involved in or influence the child's

Hchichnr, h'.; t

related )ersonnel, inci ninister. anc
family physician might also be appropriate.

Public Law 94-142 and its implementing regulations reaffirmed this mandate
concerning nondiscriminatory assessment and specified the meaning of this

requirement as follows:

Procedures to assure that testing and evaluation materials utilized for the
purposes of evaluation and placement of handicapped children will be selected
and administered so as not to be racially or culturally discriminatory. Such
materials or procedures shall be provided and administered in the child's native
language or mode of communication, unless it clearly is not feasible to do so, and
no single procedure shall be the sole criterion for determining an appropriate
educational program for the child (Federal Register, August 23, 19"/ 7).

In addition to the evaluation safeguards discussed above, this law also requires
state plans to include the following procedures to insure that handicapped children and
their parents are guaranteed procedural safeguards in de "isions regarding their
evaluation:

(Due Process Guarantees) - (i) prior notice to parents or guardians when a change
in the child's placement is proposed; (ii) opportunity for parents or guardians to
obtain an impartial due process hearing, examine all relevant records, and obtain
an independent evaluation of the child; (iii) protection of the child's rights when
his parents or guardians are not known, available, or he is a State ward; and (iv)
provision to insure that the due process decisions in (ii) are binding on all parties
(U.S. Congress, P.L. 93-380, Sec. 614, Part d.).

In order for school districts to comply with these federal regulations regarding
nondiscriminatory assessment, it is of utmost importance that parents be informed of
their children's pending evaluation, and they be allowed to review test findings.

Providing parents with knowledge of their rights under the law, thereby focusing on
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procedural guarantees, is one way of insuring that psychoecucation,s' i.ssessment
not have a discriminatory impact on minorities.

In New York City, recent litigation, such as Lora v. Board of Edi, ion City

jo,;( P. v. Pioi-ird of EdU( 10T1 (J. r I

pror

i-cmoved them frOM

iti

was discriminatory. Because of vague and subjective criterion for ider Ation,

evaluation, and plaLement, the plaintiffs charged that they were trea' favoi ably

than white students who were more likely to be placed in C' lsses for the emotionally
handicapped rather than in separate schools. Fart of the plaintiffs' complaint was that
inadequate and improper evaluations led to these disparities (Oakland, 1980).

In the "Jose P. v. Ambach court case, the judgments requi. ed the Board of
Education to make many changes in its special education division, including the
following:

1. To provide parents a copy of "Your Child's Rights to Special Education in
New York City" upon referral of their child, and to provide these
d. cuments to Spanish-speaking parents in Spanish.

By January 9, 1980, to plan for temporary and permanent procedures for
evaluating and placing students with limited English proficiency in their
n itive language or mode of communication.

3. By February 1, 1980, to invite parents to attend each Committee on the
Handicapped (COH) meeting held to discuss their child's needs.

One recent case battle that will continue to impact on non-biased assessment of
minority children is Pase vs. Hannon (1978). In July, 1980, a federal district court judge
decided that the Chicago Public Schools should be allowed to continue use

standardized intelligence tests as a basis for making placement decisions concerning
black children in special education classes for the mentally retarded. The judge

reviewed the WISC-Revised, WISC, and Stanford Binet Intelligence Tests, item by
item. In an 82-page opinion, he stated that he had found only a few items that he
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believed would place black students at a disadvantage and concluded it is not the test

itself that accounts for the large number of black students in classes for the mentally

retarded. He agreed with mne board of education position that I.Q. differences are

caused by socio-ecc,nomic factors that interfere with the development of intellectual

Sr k c 1rrier,-11 1 agropd that children in classes for the rnent-illy retirderi

Laws, court decisions, and supplementary guidelines have created a certain

a:lxiety" among professionals involved in meeting the needs of Hispanic handicapped

children. According to Sapir and Wilson, "some professionals are concerned about fear

of prosecution, loss of funds, or embarrassing scrutinizing; and others are concerned

with avoiding misclassification of children" (1978). Fortunately, others are viewing in

"these legal events the opportunity to re-evaluate the whole of special education"

(Bernal, 1972). Federal legislation has provided the opportunity or parents and

professionals to reassess the assessment process. Hopefully, the force of law will

continue to support them as they struggle on behalf of the individuality of exceptional

children, so that evaluation tools and procedures can become a useful, valid, and

integral part of their education.

Criteria for Non-biased Assessment

This section will review criteria for non-biased assessment as presented in the

literature. Even though many instances are fouu, ,n the literature where testing of

minority children is considered to be biased. only a few authors hav^ provided actual

guidance as to which standards or criteria determine whether an instrument or

procedure is biased and how to eliminate any bias that may exist. Alternatives to

standardized testing that have been proposed in the literature will be discussed in the

next section.
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A nondiscriminatory measure has been defined as "one which results in similar

performance distribution across cultural groups" Alley and Foster, 1978). While these

groups may differ with respect th language/dialect, cultural experiences, values, and

I 'arning styles, in order for d test to be considered nondiscriminatory, it should result

r. distribotion,, thcit are statistically equivient across the groups tested. If the

Dias

relevant tests designed to tap the experiences and abilities of the stude-Ts

who will be -,sse._,sed. Along this same line of thought, Oakland (1980) believes that

"the fundamental principle underlying a non-biased assessment program is that, if

necessari.,some attempts will be made to facilitate children's development".

Cleary, et al. (1975), stated that no objective measures have been developed to

assess the intellectual abilities of bilingual children. Cleary and his colleagues believe

that testing, in both languages is an essential criteria for the non-biased assessment of

bilingual children. Furthermore, test administrators should realize that either language

score, standing alone, is clearly an underestimate of the bilingual child's current

repertoire. Test instruments should assess the use of bath languages in different

contextual settings and take into consideration the child's dialect, socioeconomic,

familial, and cultural background (Mowder, 1979).

When a test with an inappropriate standardized sample is used, assessment is also

considered to be biased. Knowing the reliability, validity, and standardization sample

of a test before using it is a prerequisite for a non-biased assessment (Oakland, 1980;

Fishman, 1978).

Gliedman and Roth (1980) have presented a new approach that should he

considered seriously when assessing handicapped minority students. They state that

assessment procedures used at the present time measure the child's mental ability or

social development according to norms established for able-bodied members of his or

her social group. They strongly believe that there is currently a critical need to
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develop tests that take into consideration the unique socialization experiences of

handicapped children from a variety of cultural backgrounds. Those few tests that

have been developed specifically for minority children have been designed for the

able-bodied students. Black and Hispanic children with handicapping conditions are

therefore judged by the same ethnic group norms as their able-bodied peers. In their

book, Ti.ie Unexpected Minority, Gliedman and Roth state that, whenever possible,

handicapped children should be assessed by pluralistic norms that explicitly compare

them to children with similar handicaps and similar socio-cultural backgrounds.

Sapir and Wilson (1978) discuss important developmental principles that si id be

considered when diagnosing a child. Among these principles, the following are of

particular importance when conducting a non-biased comprehensive assessment of

minority children:

o The child must be seen first as a person, not a patient.

o The child's functioning is never static; it is a circular dynamic flow in which
change is constantly taking place.

o The child's cognitive and emotional development affects and is affected by
the attitudes, frustrations, and disappointments of the important people in his
or her life; the child's place in the family; the family members;
communication with each other (verbal anu nonverbal); and the ego strength
of each family member.

o The child develops compensatory systems that help or Tinder growth with
different degrees of awareness.

o All children have some emotional strength and resiliency that permit them to
function. Given support, they a, 2 able to function at a higher level.

o Any stress situation evokes extremes of behavior. Children will behave
different', the doctor's office, with parents, while playing with other
children, anc while doing skill work in school. The child's functioning and
behavic- will :Mange dramatically with alterations of the environment..

o The examination should begin with pleasing, nonstressful activities; more
difficult demands should be interspersed carefully.
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Rivera (1980 has presenteo Hie onw.),),m_;

limited English-speaking students:

1,11,1, 1(11 11111 )711,111 1/4/

I ; I ' .1 I f,r-(.nt na(-1<ffoi in(l,; are

assessed, a professional of the same background should he involved in the choice
of the assessment procedures to be used and in the interpretation of the data
collected. Determination of language dominance should be established through
use of multiple tests and procedures, including language samples.

R tionale: Behavior that would be considered normal or typical by one ethnic or
socioeconomic group may he considered abnormal or deviant by members
of another ethnic or socioeconomic group. individuals who are
unfamiliar with these ethnically or economically related behavior
patterns may misinterpret them and/or consider them inappropriate or
seriously deviant. When the educational personnel who gather and
interpret data on children do not come from the same ethnic group as
the children whom they are assessing, this fact substantially increases
the risk of bias and discrimination. Thus, precautions must be taken to
reduce the chances that cultural, ethnic and economic factors influence
the perceptions and interpretation of assessment data. One such
precaution is to include professionals from the same ethnic background
as the children being assessed - both when formulating assessment plans
and when interpreting assessment data. Professionals charged with
determining language dominance should have the special training and
competence used for this complex task.

2. Parents should understand and approve the procedures to asses their child's
adjustment in school.

Rationale: At the time parental permission is sought for assessment, assessment
personnel should show parents samples of the instruments to be used,
describe the procedures to them, and answer any questions they may
have. If assessment personnei think it would be useful to use other
assessment procedures than those initially approved, they should seek
parental consent to the change in plan. Example: Parents who have
approved an assessment of their child for language problems should be
consulted again before the child is administered any other battery of
psychometric tests.

3. Discussic of assessment procedures with parents should take place in their
dominant language. Assessment persona' l should be sensitive to
misunderstandings that might result from cultural differences. If qualified
assessment personnel are not available, and interpreters are used, the reasons for
the failure to use qualified personnel should be noted and explained in the case
record.

Rationale: Problems have arisen in communication between parents and assessmert
personnel as well as between assessment personnel and students. It is

the responsibility of the schools to address these problems.
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Ay,e't,iii('Ilt should be in the student's dominant language, and assessineni
personnel should have documented fluency in that language. When personnel
lacking language competence are us' the efforts made to locate suitable
personnel should be documented and an interpreter provided.

The tv,ie of linguistic ally annropiate asse:-isnp,mt instruments is not
sufficient to establish that the procedure is non-discriminatory.
Prcviding assessment personnel who can communicate with students in
their dominant language is also the responsibility of school personnel.

5. Assessment persc el should be familiar with and sensitive to the cultural
identification of j ,u de n t s . These qualifications of assessment personnel should
he documented in assessment reports.

Rationale: Cultural differences between assessment personnel and students can be a
major barrier to communication. 'gain, the resolution of such problems
is the responsibility of school personnel.

6. Assessment personnel will conduct structured observations of a student in
multiple settings.

Rationale: By conducting structured observations in more than one setting,
decision-makers will be better able to ascertain that the student has a
serious life-adjustment problem that is not specific to a single set of
circumstances. A basic assumption regarding the classification of
persons who are seriously emotionally disturbed is that problem behavior
occurs in multiple settings. Example: A student's problem behavior may
occur only during a third period Math class with a particular instructor
and group of peers. This becomes clear only when s/he is observed in
other classes as well.

7. Assessment personnel will conduct multiple structured observations in at least
the primary setting.

Rationale: Day to day variability of human behavior is a well-established fact. Any
single sample of behavior obtained during a structured observation may
fail to represent thoroughly the average frequency, duration, and
intensity of an individual student's behavior in a school settin- Thus,
multiple samples are needed if decision-makers are to have confidence
that assessment data accurately portray the student's current
functioning level.

8. Assessment personnel will collect at least two types of data (teacher ratings,
direct observations, test scores, self reports).

Rationale: All data are potentially subject to problems of reliability and validity.
For example, data obtained through direct observation may be colored by
the perceptions of the observer. Teacher judgments (behavior rating
scales or checklists) are clearly subjective in nature and thereby subject
to individual bias. The potentially destructive influence of any single
type or source of data is reduced by the existence of data of other types
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or trout other sour :es. Thir;, a,; deLision-rnaker., have ,i(-(:ess to a 'variety
of data about an individual student they are less lil<ely to rely overly on
any single data source that might include biased or discriminatory
information.

1-11, following r,t,iHrfard-, are among thow oi;orf in Mii3sachti5ett5 to evalw tr

mi ted English Proficient (LEP) handicapped students (Landurand,

1. Each evaluation TEAM for a limited English speaking child includes at least one
person fluent in the child's primary language.

2. For a limited English speaking child, assessments of language dominance and
proficiency are completed prior to any other testing.

All persons conducting health L-. family history assessments are fluent in the
parents' primary language and if such personnel is not available, efforts to locate
fluent persons are documented and an interpreter is provided.

4. The tests selected for a cultural/linguistic minority child are appropriate and
assessors are fluent in the primary language of student.

5. Each Individualized Education Plan (IEP) for the limited English speaking child
shows dominant language of child and primary language of home on the front
page.

6. The personnel selected by a Special Education Administrator to deliver services
to the limited English speaking children are fluent in child's dominant language.

7. All efforts to contact a parent are in the parent's primary language.

3. The IEP and parent letter are in the primary language of the home or they are
explained by an interpreter familiar with procedures.

9. The annual review for a limited English speaking child must include a
reassessment of language proficiency.

The following standards for evaluation are presented as a checklist in the

nondiscriminatory assessment guide developed by the San Diego Department of

Education in California (Watson, et al., 1980):

1. Are all purposes of the test clearly defined and stated'

2. Does the manual outline possible limitations or misuses of the test?

3. What is the most recent revision of the test?



1 ( ) 1 1
I I I I I ' 1' d I I I r, ! .1 II I(

a. Number of subjects,
b. Sex of subjects,

Fthnicity of ,ihjects,
A br grade t,
Region of the country where the subjects were obtained,
Socioeconomic status of subjects, and

g. Specification of special conditions, such as handicaps.

5. Aire standardization groups for test development, reliability, and validity clearly
differentiated from each other and adequately described, -is in 114?

6. Is the child being tested represented by the standardization groups in terms of
background, culture, etc.?

/. Are theoretical constructs and their relevance to behaviors measured by the test
clearly explained?

8. Are the time of administration and method of administration appropriate to the
child's:

a. Development lel. ',
b. Cultural backgroui, i,
c. Dominant language, and
d. Special limitations, i.e., handicaps, etc.?

9. Is there reliability data reflecting:

a. Test-retest reliability,
b. Alternate form reliability, and/or
c. Split-ha,f or internal consistency?

10. Is the reliability correlation coefficient of sufficient strength to establish
consistency, i.e., + .80 or higher?

11. Does the manual provide standard errors of measurement for:

a. Each subtest and total score,
b. Each age/grade level,
c. Both sexes,
d. Each ethnic group, and
e. Any other subpopulation?

12. Does the test manual provide validity data for:

a. Each intended use of the test,
b. Each subpopulation in the standardization group,
c. Face validity,
d. Criterion validity, including predictive and concurrent, and

e. Construct validity?
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1. All subpopulatiens,
b. Developmental levek of children on who test will be usel,
(1!. Language skills of children on whom test will be used, and

Cultural values of children on whom test will be used?

Alternative!, ro Traditional Testing Practices

In this section, the various alternatives to standardized testing procedures that

have emerged during the past several years will be presented and critiqued. This new

trend in asessment practices may be explained by a combination of interrelated

factors: I) The variability in cultural and linguistic patterns of this society are
increasingly recognized and accepted; 2) New views of educational practices are

evolving; and 3) Litigation, legislation, and actions by professional organizations have

provided pressure that have required responses (Oakland, 1977).

The following alternatives represent new trends that are particularly relevant to

bilingual children:

I. Culture Fair Tests: These tests de-emphasize factors of speed, item content,

and stress on verbal content, since these factors are believed to mitigate against the

performance of minority group children. A test is judged to be culture-fair if it meets

the following conditions: a) The mean scores and standard deviations for all racial,

ethnic, and social-class groups within one country are the same; b) The standardization

sample includes persons from various racial, ethnic, and social class groups; c) The

items are presented primarily as non-verbal tasks; and d) It does not involve strict

time limits (Oakland, 1980).

In culture-fair tests, directions are given orally, in simple and clear fashion, and

materials consist of pictures, drawings, and diagrams. All the items selected

represent knowledge, skills, and experiences that are equally common to all groups

(Samuda, 1975; Sabatino, Kelling, and Hayden, 1973). Among the culture-fair tests

reviewed by Samuda (1975) are the followin;: 1) The Cattell Culture-Free Intelligence

Test; 2) The n vis-Fells Games; 3) Ravens Progressive Matrices; 4) Leiter
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At. the present time, culture-fair tests have proved disappointing, since minority

ildren ;Live bet-n ,;ho\.vn to perform, if not more poorly, at least just --1`; badly as they

JO orr t a..L tonal standardized measures (Samuda, ill 1. vat imis wt lieu (:(: tha t

this type of test is extremely difficult to construct (DeAvila and Havassy, 1974;

Samuda, 1975; Mercer, 1973). According to Padilla and Garza (1975), "culture free"

tests are no, a plausible alternative because there is no such thing as culture free

learning. Learning occurs in environmental contexts.

2. F.,tablishilwHt of Regional and Ethnic Norms; According to l3ernal (1977),

establishing regional and ethnic norms is a malpractice that consists of awarding bonus

points to scores of Hispanic students to compensate for their "deprived background."

He believes this is basically a way of making low scores among ethnic minorities more

palpable, since it does not increase the test's validity. Usually, ethnic norms do not

take into consideration the complex reasons why minority children score lower than

middle-class Anglos. DeAvila (1973) believes such norms are potentially dangerous,

since practitioners tend to claim that lower scores are indicative of lower potential.

3. Culture-Specific Tests: These are tests developed for a specific racial or ethnic

group having a common, identifiable cultural background. An example of a culture-

specific test is the Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity (BITCH) for

adolescents and adults. This is a vocabulary test consisting of 100 multiple-choice

items obtained from black culture and is biased in favor of black people (Williams,

1972). Williams developed this measure to emphasize the need to revalidate

conventional tests to responses of black persons on "white-oriented tests" (Alley and

Foster, 1978). The Enchilada Test (Ortiz and Ball 1972) is )other example of a

culture-specific test. It consists of 31 multiple-choice items that are based exclusively

on the experiences common to a child growing up in a Mexican American barrio.

Culture-specific tests have demonstrated low predictive validity and have been

rejected by the dominant cultural group (Duffy, et al., 1981). Duffy states that it is

-25-

33



ii HI I,) ,1,vi1=11) Illllli '+)", ';111, r)I

(lie lir' 1111111 I kilind ill ,11111 IIliIlI ,1 iIll 111''"I'.

4. Pluralistic Assessment Procedures: This approach has been suppor ted and developed

primari1y by lane Mercer and her associates at l -rside, California. It calls for a

1,1111I-,II" pctivf, Hie 11' fl/

account the individual's socio-cultural charact, istics when evaluating scores On

standardized tests (Oakland, 1977; Samuda, 19/ This approach requires that a

culturally aware pluralistic interpretation would thus evaluate the intelligence of each

person only in relation to others who have come from similar socio-cultural

backgrounds, and who have had approxin.ately the same opportunity to acquire the

knowledge and skills to answer questions on an intelligence test designed for an Anglo-

.,,ocietv (Mercer, 1971).

This perspective implier.; that norms must be developed for each distinct
sociocultural group within the ethnic group to which the individual belongs. In the

case of Hispanics. separate norms would have to be developed for Mexican Americans,

Puerto Ricans. Cubans, Columbians, etc.

Mercer and Kewis, (1978) developed the System of Multicultural Pluralistic

Assessment(SOMPA). This instrument utilizes the WISC-R as a cognitive measure and

norms have been developed in relation to students with similar cultural backgrounds,

thereby offering the opportunity to compare a child's overall cognitive performance

against similarly matched peers (BASE, 1982). Separate regression equations are used

to compute the estimated learning potential of children from black, Anglo, and

Chicano groups.

Twomey, et al, (1980) have stated that the SOMPA represents a well-developed

alternative to traditional testing and is not as widely used as it should be. On the

other hand, Duffy, e- al. (1981), believe that a procedure such as the SOMPA fails to

account for the extremely heterogeneous nature of any one cultural or ethnic group.

Alley (1976) believes a limitation of such an approach is that it solidifies the status quo

of minority children. To use one of Mercer's own examples, a Mexican American child
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to determine the child's areas of strength or to search for detects in the test
.Alley and Foster, 1978). Furthermore; "this procedure does not consider the language

1111, ; or thf. minor i child! ,n" (r;At 1`)7(,).

Lungui,,H. Translation of Existing Tests: The translations of existing, intelligence

re:A--; for me with non-English speaking children represcat another response to the

cr ticisrns of testing practices with minority groups (Oakland, 1977). In most cases,

tl is practice has not included subsequent modification and validation of the test

(Lernal, 1977). The procedure entailed in translating literally the Stanford-Binet,

Pahody Picture Vocabulary Test, etc., into Spanish appears to he i simple and

inethod of equating the language difference of majority group children with

miaority group children (Alley and Foster, 1978). It is specifically stated in P.L. 94-

14? that this procedure meets one of the requirements of nondiscriminatory testing.

11owever, various writers have affirmed that language differences can not be equated

by this procedure when one take-3 into consideration the complex language, idioms,

colloquialisms, v.fords with multiple meaning, and words with similar but not identical

me.,ning that characterize all languages (Alley and Foster, 1978; Sabatino, Kelling and

I-' ydcn, 1973; Garcia, 1976; Samuda, 1975).

In addition to the linguistic factors discussed above, test translations fail to

equate for the differing cultural information, learning styles, and value systems unless

the test items are changed to reflect these factors (Alley and Foster, 1978; Samuda,

1975). The available evidence indicates that test translations have not been successful

l'ecaus: of differences between the Spanish spoken at home and the Spanish used in

tests (Samuda, 1975; Bernal, 1977).

In the process of translation, the meaning of test items is often ch,-clged. In

those instances where meaning is retained, a test item may not preserve its original

level of difficulty when translated into another language, thereby destroying the order

of item difficulty (Sabatino, Kelling and Hayden, 1973; Bernal, 1977). In addition, in
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1/eAViia and f favassy 974), the following, summarizes some of the problems of test

translations: I) Regional linguistic differences make it difficult to use a single

translation; 2) Since t bilingual child's language may he a combination of two

languages, simple moi lingual translations are inappropriate; and 3) Many bilingual

I hildren do not read in their dori,nant, spoken language. For a more complete

()t thc pi tf,111., tr reftr t11 '-trillida (1975) and h\ernal (1977).

(1. Criterion - Referenced Measures: As opposed to a noun- reference measure, which

compares one child's performance to that of others on the same measure, criterion-

referenced measures are those that are used to ascertain an individual's status with

respect to an established criterion or standard of peri,,, inance. This approach

"interprets achievement by describing in behaviora: terms the student's performance

regarding a particular instructional objective without reference to the level of

performance of other members of the groups" (Oakland, 1977). The goal of these tests

is to obtain measures of achievement that can be expressed on the basis of student

performance on already specified educational tasks.

The us, of criterion-referenced testing has been considered a potentially

appropriate alternative to traditional testing practices for use with bilingual children

(Laosa, 1973; Martinez, 1972). The SABER-Espanol (Cornejo, 1974) represents one

attempt to develop a criterion-referenced system designed to provide a comprehensive

assessment of Spanish reading.

Althouo, generally speaking, criterion-referenced evaluations have received

significant support (Drew, 1973; Samuda, 1975), the method is not free from problems.

A development of a good criterion-referenced test requires that the following
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I. Piagetian Alternative: In contrast to the psychometric approach, the
b4 thr4H,

examination o1 intra-individual, rather than inter-individual, ..approaches (DeAvila and

Havassy, 1974). Research results seem to indicate a similarity in the cognitive

development of children from diverse cultural backgrounds when it is determined by

performance on Piagetian tasks. In another study by DeAvila and Havassy (1975), the

researchers did not find differences in level of cognitive developmental performance
betwen Anglo and Mexican American children. DeAvila and Havassy concluded,

"Mexican- (1merican children develop cognitively the same and at basically the

,attie ,rte' Anglo-American children."

The following are amoilg the results of research on the neo-piagetian approach to

testing conducted by DeAvila and Havassy (1974): 1) Performance of Mexican

American children is developmentally appropriate; 2) Scores of children taking the test

in English, Spanish, or bilingually are not significantly different; 3) No ethnic
differences were found on the neo - piagetian measures of cognitive development; and

4) No meaningful differences were found between the sexes.

S. Matching the Background of the Examiner and Student: Garcia and Zimmerman

(1972) conducted a study to determine the relationship between the ethnic and

language background of the examiner and the performance of bilingual children. They

found that children performed significantly better when the examiner was of the same

ethnic and linguistic background. Mowder (1979) has stated chat, even though the

relationship between the examiner's background and he performance of the child

being assessed is unclear, it is evident that bilingual examiners are necessary to

determine bilingual children's language usage. Bilingual examiners are also necessary

to accurately determine handicapping conditions in children of limited English

proficiency.
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rhey f,tate three conditions that have been overlooki,,t by ,itivt,t ,it(u, of

pro, edlit the first place, attitudes of one person toward armtlif.r ill,ty reflect

social class (hilt.; ences to a greater extent than racial or ethnic differences.

111),, itittior t y )cr ()Hi, chi (91:

Wagner

I I It 'I I

\limy of today's scholars and teachers came frorn culturally dein ived
backgrounds. NI.Iny of these same individuals, however, when confronted
with students whose present social and economic predicament is of unlike
their own tend to escape the painful memory of their Own prior lower

t it us.

t)rld 11'1 no, to attinkli", hara, tot I I HI HP'

If, Ii 1W I I I 't dtytiii.rit:

"I came from a neighborhood like *his, and I pulled myself up without all
the help which has been provided to you; you can pull yourself up too;" and
(then they) drive away to their suburban houses.

The third reason is that representing the same cultural group as the student is

not enough to assure nondiscriminatory testing. A minority child is not able to display

his or her strengths on conventional tests, regardless of the examiner's ethnic

background. Only by providing the minority examiner with alternative measures that

can tap the child's potential can nondiscriminatory results be obtained.

9. Psychological Factors Affecting Student Performance: It is generally agreed that

teachers' attitudes are directly effected by children's characteristics. Children who

are considered bright, linguistically motivated, compliant, and academically motivated

tend to be preferred and favored by educators (Oakland, 1980). In the previous section,

it was noted that teachers perceive students who speak in nonstari 'ard English less

favorably than students who speak standard English. Laosa (1978) writ s:
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Inc ,nsistenr y irl environments rh,in and pn,da (19/'0) have midi( ated that a
conflict arises when the school requires a learning style which is not consistent
with the learning required in the home arid community.

Ilvelopment of a positive ,,e lf -con( ept - Garwood (1979) suggested that the
(Minority child rn,ly he ftinniperf.,1 by ftllf), of Iff,pfc.tpLicy and (lepro,('d self
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1. Considerations on specific handicapping conditions - When "normal" bilingual
children are placed in classes for the mildly hail licapped based on biased
assessment measures, the child is faced with the added conflict of being not only
linguistically and culturally different but different in "other" ways looked upon
as negative by teachers and peers. Those bilingual children with real physical,
cognitive, sensory and/or emotional problems need to develop and relate in two
languages and cultures while they deal with their handicapping condition.

When a child believes that he or she is being evaluated to determine his or r

,I,Nficits: it is natural that such a threat will limit the student's responses to those s/he

feels truly confident about (Herbert, 1979). In terms of language, this means that

bilingual children may hesitate to use idiomatic or nonstandard forms of both

languages, seeking to give those forms arid structures that s/he believes are acceptable

in school. This limitation will have an obvious impact on the child's performance and

his or her learning abilities and true learning potential may not be accurately
demonstrated.
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en within the framework it c trrrent psycholinguistic and

,,ociolinguistic theory as presented by Erickson arid Oinirk (1981) in Communication

1)1 Child; and

,rrucr It,tl hniyristics het low prominent (1)ay, 1930. The

'.11 1, :,If ,11 VI "A' )t laiiguage, 1ae,1 oil the behavior ',HMO! 01 psych, )Iogy, , states that

Aikir a person hears or speak, represents languai..;y ability. First and second language

,n develops as a result of habit fot mation. Furthermore, language was seen as

a series of district structural units (e.g., phonemes, monophonemes), and mastery of

the language was seen as equivalent to mastery of -dch of these separate units (Day,

1931). There was very little concern with the process of language acquisition and its

of hcr upon language ability (Erickson and Omark, 1981).

A reinterpretation of the nature of language was proposed by Chomsky's (1965)

cognitive orientation. His transformational-generative point of view suggested that

each individual possesses a basic competence for language that underlies the

generative nature of language performance. The psvoholinguistic interpretation
proposed by Chomsky was extended by others into discussions such as the cognitive

view of lingui!=tic structures, the existence of language universals, and the idea that

each one of u.; is born with a language acquisition device that predisposes us to

language learning (Bloom, 1970; Slobin, 1971; Brown, 1973).

During the past decade, researchers have become increasingly concerned with

the sociological orientation for first and second language learning. The importance of

the social setting interactors and topic of discussion has been studied by Cazden (1970;

1972a; 1972b). A focus on minority dialects and bilingualism has been studied by
-32-
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Assessment of Communication in Bilingual Children: Factors to be Considered

One of the most important needs for a diagnostician working with bilingual

children is to identify a test, method, or procedure to determine which children are in

need of bilingual services (Woodford, 1977). Traditionally, this has consisted of the use

of commercially developed tests of language dominance and language proficiency. The

following is one of many definitions provided for language dominance:

"...language dominance is defined as the higher of two proficiency scores in
English and Spanish. Dominance in a given language, however, does not
necessarily mean proficiency in that language, since a child with a genuine
language handicap may not meet criterion performance for proficiency" (Bernal,
1977).

From the point of view of Lau v. Nichols (1974), the only defensible reason for

testing is to determine which children do or do not have the requisite skills to allow

them to participate in the mainstream monolingual classroom (DeAvila and Duncan,

1978). Given this legal precedent, many have interpreted this by simply determining a

child's "dominant" language. DeAvila and Duncan (1978) believe that language

dominance testing may satisfy legal requirements but that it tells nothing concerning

the educational needs of an individual child. In reference to LEP handicapped

students, Bernal (1977) has noted that "for eligibility for special education, language

dominance is not the issue; proficiency is. Thus tests which do not explicitly measure

proficiency should not be used."

According to Nrt, Dulay, and Hernandez (1976), the parameters that comprise

' in7uage dominance e the following: lexicon, structural proficiency, chronological

:rol, fluency, and communicative skills. Dominance in one of the parameters does

not imply dominance in the others. That is to say, a child may be dominant in one

aspect of the first language and dominant in a different aspect of the second language.

Thereiore, for a measure of language dominance to be considered appropriate, it would

have to take all these factors into consideration, as well as determining the bilingual
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Bernal ( H ;7) criticizes language dominance tests because of their failure to
adequately sample the receptive and productive domains of language. He further
affirms that these measures do not cover a sufficiently broad range of syntactic
structures and rely too heavily on vocabulary-related skills. Furthermore, language

dominance tests do not use validated criteria nor standard scores for their operational
definition of language dominance, but instead, determine language dominance on the

basis of raw scores. Bernal (1977) believes that assessment of language dominance

made without an examination of language proficiency has supported two beliefs that

have desensitized teachers to the individual needs of children. The first belief is that

children can not be proficient in tb uage in which they are not dominant; the
second, that children must be competc-it in their dominant language. Bernal further
states that some bilingual children with true language dysfunctions lack linguistic

competence in their dominant language.

Another factor that must be discussed when considering language dominance and

proficiency is that all Spanish-speaking bilinguals do not form a homogeneous group.

Laosa (1975) notes that there are several distinct Spanish-American groups in the

United States (Mexican-American, Cuban-Americans, and Puerto Ricans), each with

different cultural, linguistic, and socio-economic characteristics. He found, for

example, that Cubans and Puerto Ricans generally use their parents' language pattern

in the familial context, but that Mexican-American children tend to use a mixture,

eve- if their parents use Spanish at home.

There is a general agreement that the assessment of bilingualism is a very
complex and difficult task and that the present state of language assessment of

bilingual children is a very sad one (Bernal, 1977; Mowder, 1979; Twomey, et al., 1980;

Shuv, 1977; Pedraza and Pousada, 1980).

For the past several years, many linguists have agreed that it is not possible to
determine language dominance through the use of a standardized testing procedure. In
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Bilingual education programs repeatedly have to assess the language skills
of their students, both for placement purposes and for evaluating individual and
program success. Most attempts to examine children's language repertoires
depend on data from one context alone - either standardized tests of language
dominance or check of home language use.

However, children are subject to competing influences from home,
community, and school; and in order to accurately assess their linguistic
performances and/or capabilities, it is vital to consider the entire scope of their
language experiences in and out of school. Tests determine only a very
restricted type of language ability (and that only if the child is able to get over
his fear of the test situation and respond more or less naturally). Home language
surveys are answered by parents who are asked to determine their children's
language proficiency. Most are exceedingly brief and go no further than
ascertaining the language most frequently used or the language preferred in the
home.

Pedraza and Pousada believe that what is needed is an interdisciplinary approach

to language assessment with a strong ethnographic base. It is difficult to establish an

objective standard by which to measure ability when more than one variety of each

language exists in the same community. Speakers may also vary in their abilities at

different levels of linguistic competence, e.g., oral language, reading, writing, etc.

Shuy (1977) believes that measuring functional language use provides a more

realistic alternative to dominance testing for the classroom situation. He states that

"Functional language competence is the underlying knowledge that allows people ,o

use their language to make utterances to others in terms of their goals. It includes a

knowledge of what kinds of goals language can accomplish (the functions of language)

and of what are permissible utterances to accomplish each function (language

strategies)."

McCollum (1981) points out that, unlike grammatical and phonological

competence, functional language use is not restricted to a certain developmental

period. Children learn strategies such as attention-getting and interrupting at a young

age. Presently, there is a lack of commercial tests that measure first-language

735-

4 3



UV,

Even though such tests are only in the developmental stage, they promise to be

of more value than traditional language dominance tests in providing teachers an

estimation of a child's language development level and how effectively the child
communicates and accomplishes goals in a second language (McCollum, 1981).

Until such instruments are available, there are several techniques teachers may

use in obtaining the information needed to enhance the perception of a child's language

capabilities. Pedraza and Pousada (1980) have outlined the following strategies, which

may be used until such tests become available: (I) Teachers may check the validity of

a child's language assessment by listening to the child interact with his peers in a
variety of settings, particularly those settings which are not teacher controlled, e.g.,

lunchroom or playground; (2) Tea-hers may get a sense of the child's home language

environment by talking to parents, visiting the home, and seeing the child interact

with his or her family. If home visits are not possible, the teacher may observe the

child with his or her parents at dismissal time; and (3) Teachers should listen to the

children's code-switching in and out of the classroom. Both the amount and type of
switching can be indicators of the dominance of the child and the level of development

of each of his or her languages.

An Assessment Model Based on Language Function/Communicative Competence

Today, only discrete point language tests are being used in most second language

and bilingual programs. Despite current linguistic theory and federal legislation that

have pressured school districts into developing instruments that determine a child's

ability to function in a second language, the great majority of the test instruments

currently in use are essentially discrete point in nature (Day, 1981). These tests arose

out of the thinking of structural linguistics prominent in the 1950's as discussed above.

Particularly in the field of English as-a-second-language, assessment approaches are
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e.:arnpic.-_= of those types of tests include the Test C

Comprehension of Language (Carrow, 1973), the Del Rio Language Scree,.

(Toronto, et al., 1975), and the James Language Dominance Test (James, 1975), which

have Spanish and English versions for testing a child's lexical and syntactic ability.

The discrete point approach to testing has been widely criticized. DeAvila and

Duncan (1978) are in agreement that vocabulary tests are inappropriate when

evaluating the cognitive development of limited English-speaking children. In one of

their studies, an analysis was made of forty-six currently available language

assessment instruments. They found that forty-three of the forty-six tests claimed to

measure various levels of lexical ability, defined as "the ability to respond to isolated

words."

It is generally agreed that there is a critical need for new methods of assessing

language competence that more closely reflect contemporary linguistic research and

theory. Erickson (1981) has developed a language assessment model that "samples

communication in a natural setting and obtains supportive information from

integrative testing and interviews, including probes into specific functions and forms

of language use." The model focuses on the assessment of language function or

communicative competence. This approach reflects the nature of the communication

process and evaluates the major use of language, "that of a verbal/social

communicative interaction in a natural setting" (Erickson, 1981).

Examiner Characteristics and Teacher Attitudes

Whether the ethnic and linguistic background of the examiner make a difference in

children's test performance is a question often asked in the bilingual special education

field. DeAvila and Pulos (1976) and Oakland (1977) have noted that the assessment

process involves a complex social interaction between three potentially distinct

cultures as reflected by the examiner, examinee, and the test itself. The rapport that
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will enable them to obtain the full promise that America holds out for them (Fishman,

1978).

Research examining the relationship between the examiner's race and test

performance of minority children is inconclusive. As previously stated, Garcia and

Zimmerman (1972) investigated this relationship and found that Mexican-Am( ican

children performed significantly better when the examiner was of the same ethnic

background and spoke the same language they did. Mowder (1979) states that, even

though the relationship between examiner's ethnicity and student performance is

unclear at this time, it is clear that bilingual examiners are necessary in order to

determine bilingual children's communicative competence.

Ramirez and Gonzalez (1972) have argued that Chicano children perform Letter

on tests if the examiner reflects behaviors similar to those found in field - sensitive

teachers. Field-sensitive persons tend to be holistic, inductive thinkers and sens :ive

to environment. On the other hand, many research studies reveal no general tendency

for minority children to score higher or lower when tested by an Anglo or a group

examiner of the same ethnic background (Pryswansky, 1974).

On the issue of teacher expectations and attitudes, DeAvila and Havassy (1975)

believe that teacher attitudes toward students are as important in non-biased

assessment as are the tests. Oakland (1980) has written that an indi.1dualis behavior

tends to move toward the expectations of others. A child who is expected to fail on a

test is very likely to underperform. Low expectations from examiners and teachers

tend to exacerbate other problems and decrease the validity of test data.

Some of the problems that teachers and students exf erience with one another

may result from differential role expectations (Henderson, 1980). This is particularly

true in the case of families from subcultural groups that do not completely share the
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and Politzer, 1976; Williams, Whitehead, and Miller, 1972) suggest that teachers

perceive students who speak lonstandard F.tglish ie: favorably than students who

speak a standard version of the English language. Lowe:- expectations and negative

attitudes on the part of teachers and examiners lead to the biased labeling of bilingual

children. Gil lend and Rucker (1977) found that labels carry a negative connotation that

results in lower teacher expectations for both regular and special education teachers.

In their study, teachers perceived a child described with a label as having more severe

academic or behavioral problems and requiring more intensive special services than

the same child described without a label.

In reference to bilingual handicapped students, the examiner must be bilingual in

the same language to accurately differentiate language deficits from language

differences and to identify the child's educational need3. However, even if the

examiner is bilingual, problems may still occur. "The exariiner's dominant language

may not be the same as that of the child being assessed, or even if the dominant

languages are the same, the dialect, regional, and cultural background may differ"

(Mowder, 1979). Ideally, the diagnosticians will be thoroughly familiar with the dialect

and cultural background of the children they assess. However, as Sabatino, Kelling,

and Hayden (1973) have noted, there is a critical lack of diagnosticians and special

educators with fluency in a second language. The status quo of test administration

with bilingual children is often defended because of personnel shortage. These writers

strongly urge institutions of higher educatic..n to address this problem by offering

training programs that wil; de, elop bilingual psychologists and other personnel.

Cogntive Learning Style

In the past ten years, researchers have been interested in studying the concept of

cognitive style from a cross-cultural perspective (Ramirez and Castaneda, 1974).
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Social scientists argue that, as a result of different socialization experiences, children
.H.r1 11-t:i it .1n

The two cognitive learning styles that have been Isolated through extensive

te.'search are field-independent and field-sensitive. In general terms, the field-
independent person perceives and responds to events and objects in his or her
environment independent of the total field. This style is oriented toward an analytic

approach to information processing that emphasizes the individual facts of a whole

one. The field-sensitive style is characterized by an integrative approach to

Inf ormation processing. Field-sensitive individuals organize their world in terms of

wholes or totalities and are generally sensitive to the overall context (such as social

atmosphere) of objects or events (Ramirez; 1973).

Ramirez (1973) asserts that the relative failure of Mexican-American children is

a product of their field-sensitive cognitive style and the bias of Anglo-American

schools toward achievement via a field-independent cognitive style. On the other

hand, a study conducted by Sanders and Scholz (1976) examined the hypothesis that

field-dependent Mexican-American children tend to make better academic progress

when matched with teachers with the same cognitive style, and found that field -

dependent children matched with field-independent teachers gained more than those

with field-dependent teacher-s.

Ramirez and Castaneda (1974) have observed that the more bilingual and

bicultural a child is, the greater his or her bicognitive abilities. When compared to

monolinguals, bilinguals have a greater ability to switch between a field-sensitive and

a field-independent approach. Furthermore, bicognitive children are able to combine

elements of both cognitive styles to develop new coping and problem-solving

strategies. Findings by Bain (1974, 1975) support the notion that bilingual/bicultural

children have more cognitive flexibility.
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Assessment Models

:'es, as as a definition of what considered hdrmal and

abnormal. The most commonly used assessment models include (a) the Medical Model,

(b) the Psychoeducational Process Model, (c) the Task Analysis Model, (d) the

Pluralistic Model, and (e) the Clinic 11-Diagnostic Teaching Model. A brief description

of each follows.

a. The Medical Model: This mooel defines abnormality as biological pathology that

is evidenced by the presence of biological symptoms (Oakland, 1977). According to

Oakland, this model, appropriately us ad, does not discriminate racially and culturally

except in cases where poverty and socio-economic deprivation are associatd with

poverty-related organic pathology.

b. The Psychoeducational Model: This may be better known as the "deficit" model.

It views abnormality as the presence of process or ability deficits that interfere with

the acquisition of academic skills (Oakland, 1977). The basic assumption of this model

is that "academic problems are auied by deficits or disabilities within the child." As

Oakland (1977) has stated, "a ( o. ollary of this assumption is that children's academic

difficulties are not the result. of inadequate teaching or inadequate educational

experiences." This model em; ..asizes the child's weaknesses and limitations, rather

than helping the child become coghizant of his or her strengths and coping abilities

(Gliedman and Roth, 1980). It is a completely culture-bound model, since educational

failure is defined in terms of failure to acquire those specific skills that reflect the

values and goals of the schools (Oakland, 1977). This model is based on scores derived

from norm-referenced measures such as the WISC-R, Stanford-Binet, Bender Visual

Motor Gestalt Test, ITPA, PPUT, and The Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey.

The Psychoeducational Model is generally osed in special education programs. It

is better known as the diagnostic-prescriptive model. According to Sapir (1980),

evaluation in this model "assumes the child is either correct or incorrect with the
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locus on the outcome (product), not on the differing ways a child may have used to

f c-oltcryrIn (proc(sss)." F,xample,, of model include programs such

1\/1 Lie!, _vi ",me .31 a i-nen-L plan.

Sal-.)at:no ilq73) have indicated that the diagnostic-prescriptive methodology,

which develops educational programs based on the strengths and weaknesses of the

child's peri_ormance on particular tests, has little validity. Sapir (1980) considers this

model a limited informational system, since it does not consider the way children

develop schemata, assimilate, and accommodate new learnings to their schematic

system.

c. The Task Analysis Model: In this model, a child's behaviors are evaluated in

terms of an apparent ability or inability to perform certain tasks. Within this model,

each child is treated individually rather than in reference to other children.
Therefore, it involves no formal definition of normal or abnormal behaviors (Oakland,

1977).

The main assumption of the Task Analysis Model is that there are skilled

hierarchies and that the development of complex skills is dependent upon the

acquisition of lower level enabling behaviors (Oakland, 1980). Unfortunately, this

model is culture bound because the specific skills that are considered important are

determined by the school, which reflects the goals and values of the culture (Oakland,

1977). This model uses criterion-referenced measures and behavioral observation

techniques. Each child's score is used to evaluate skill development and is not

compared with the scores of others (Oakland, 1980).

Sapir (1980) believes that the principal problem with the Task An sis Model is

that the assessment is short-ranged, since it pays more attention to product than to

process. He furthor notes that task analysis has value only when it increases

understanding of the processes used by a child. Understanding the process will enable

the teacher to plan long-range strategies to assist the student's learning process.
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d. The Pluralistic Model: This model attempts to discover talent and potential
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.approaches within this model. One approach is the culture - specific test,

which measures the child on the basis of his or her particular cultural experiences and

is standa,,,,.:.ed on a well-defined and usually major sample. The Black Intelligence

Test for Children (BITCH Test) developed by Williams (1972) is an example of this

approach. A second approach attempts to determine a child's ability to learn. Using a

pre-test, teach, and post-test procedure, the amount of gain a child shows between the

two tests is used as an index of his or her potential (Oakland, 1980).

Mercer and Kewis (1978) propose an example of the third approach to the
Pluralistic Model, which uses multiple test norms for children from various socio-

cultural, socio-economic, racial-ethnic, and geographic groups. In this model,

racial-ethnic bias is eliminated by specifying a norm group of which a child :Is a

member and comparing his or her score only to children within the same. norm group

(Oakland, 1980). Gliedman and Roth (1980) indicate that Mercer's pluralistic approach

provides certain advantages for the assessment of handicapped children. Whenever

possible, handicapped children should be assessed by pluralistic norms that explicitly

compare them to children with similar handicaps and similar socio-cultural

backgrounds.

e. The Clinical Diagnostic Teaching Model: In the area of assessment, the

Diagnostic Teaching Model assumes that instructional decisions make little sense when

they are divorced from clinical diagnosis. What is needed is the coordination of

treatment and diagnostic processes. This approach is predicated on the principle that

diagnosis proceeds from observing the child's attempts to solve tasks; being able to

analyze the tasks in terms of what processes are involved; and discovering together

those parts of the task wi which the child can be successful as well as those parts

that are causing problems. The goal is a precise match between the cognitive style of

the learner and the cognitive demand of the task (Sapir, 1980).
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In addition to the above1 -the folio Nang principles are also basic to the Clinical

Diagnostic Teaching Vodel: (1) Th' 'vorks with the child's strengths, providing

ore successfAly th;-mgh the developmental st.ze. This

model implies a of treatment and diagnosis, so that the continually emerging

patterns of the development lead :o the refinement of diagnosis and revision of

teaching strategies.

Test Reviews Available

Tests and various collections and reviews of psychoeducational and language
tests used with Hispanic children have been prepared either by specific school
districts, st-ite education agencies, or professional organizations. The following are

'ews that have been identified during the preparation of this monograph.

1. The American Speech, Language and Hearing Association prepared a Resource
Guide to Multicultural Tests and Materials (Cole and Snope; 1981). This guide was

prepared to assist the diagnostician in locating tests and materials for use with
minority language groups. A total of thirty-five tests for Spanish speakers were
included. This guide specifies whether the test measures articulation, receptive
language, syntax and morphology, language dominance, reading, and/or other abilities

such as cognitive development. Copies of this guide may be obtained by writing to the

Office of Minority Concerns, ASHA, 10801 Rockville Pike, Rockville, MD 20852.

2. The Bilingual-Bicultural Assistance to Special Education Project, supported by a

grant from the San Diego County Department of Education (Kare, 1981), reviews

sixteen tests utilized with bilingual handicapped students. This review includes only

two tests that have been translated into Spanish, neither of which provide information

on its validity, reliability, or standardization. The review includes The Bohem Test of

Basic Concepts and The Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities. It offers
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information on test purpose, age/grade level, target population, time of

-idministr,ition, test description, and technical information, including validity,

Cro\\,e11, and Omar 19S0). Approximately 500 tests

are reviev,ed concerning the following areas: a) academ. and school readiness;

b) beha ,ior, development, and social competence; (2 communication and

language skills (includes tests for language dominance and native language

proficiency); d) intellectual and cognitive abilities; e) learning approach, learning

style, focus of control, and social/cultural skills; f) perceptual skills; g) personality,
emotional disturbance, and self-concept; h) psychomotor skills and neurological

impairment; and 9) vocational and occupational interest and aptitude. Data are

provided about each test's reliability, validity, administration times and mode,
standardization groups, and apparent best usage.

4. The School Board of Broward County, Florida, reviewed the assessment

instruments used in their county with limited English speakers. In the area of
language, the tests reviewed include the following: a) Language Assessment Scales;

b) Bikhgual Syntax Measure; c) Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery; d) Test For

Auditory Comprehension of Language, and e) Expressive One- \X ord Picture Vocabulary

Test. Tests used to evaluate intellectual functioning include ie System of

Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) and the Cartoon Conservation Scales,

Levels I and II. Technical information is provided only on the measures of intellectual

development.

5. The Dade County Public Schools, Florida, developed a procedures manual as one

of the products of its project entitled, "Evaluating the Non-English Speaking

Handicapped." The manual reviews eight intelligence tests that are available in

Spanish or are of the non-verbal type. Information provided on each test includes

validity, reliability, standardization, age/grade level, and time required.
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6. The Bilingual Multicultural Special Education Project of The Massachusetts
Department Df Education (1980), reviews psychoeducational and language tests used in

on ,ind Hispanic Child:

Pcrspectives Co!---',)n, Peters, and Sueiro-Ross, 1979). In this document, the

tests that are reviewed and described are those that have been used with some

measure f success to diagnose exceptionalities in Spanish-speaking children. These
tests are; The Hickey-Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude; The Bender Visual Motor
Gestalt Test; Raven's Progressive Matrices; Benton Revised Visual Retention Test; The

Goodenough-Harris Draw-a-Person Test; The Developmental Test of Visual-Motor
Integration; and The Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities. This review includes a

discussion of research studies conducted on the appropriateness of each of these tests
for diagnosis of handicapping conditions in Hispanic ci .Idren. Towers (1981) discusses

the procedures followed for the non-biased assessment of limited English proficiency

students in the public schools of Montgomery County, Maryland.





CHAPTER IV

PLACEMENT

Introduction

During the past decade, thy: field of special education has made considerable
progress in the development of more effective method3 of identification, referral, and

placement of all exceptional children.. Milofsky, 1977). However, there is a critical
need to adapt these improvements to the needs of Hispanic students. Among limited
English-s )eaking children, there are still large numbers whose impairments remain
unnoticed or are improperly diagnosed by school personnel. Although the literature on
this subject is extremely lirnited, recently, there has been renewed interest, increased

research, and the development of model programs in bilingual special education.

This chapter discusses litigation related to the placement of Hispanic students,
issues involved in the placerr -n- of children in special classes, and standards for the

non-biased placement of limited English-speaking children in special education.

Litigation

Discriminatory practices in the classification and placement of Hispanic child, en

have resulted in a number of court cases brought against schools by parents and
community groups. However, litigation has not focused exclusively on the assessment
practices for placing minority children in classes for the educable mentally retarded,

emotionally disturbed, and other mild handicapping conditions. The following

discussion focuses on the issue of placement as dealt with in some of the cases
presented in Chapter I as well as additional relevant cases.

In Arreola v. Board of Education, Orange County, California (1968), the court

action secured parents' participation in the decision to place Hispanic students in

educable mentally retarded classes. An injunction was granted to prohibit the
continuation of the special classes unless a hearing was provided before placement.
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In v. nalitornia State Board of Education (1970), an it-of-court

icrlient illccl ior a revision of placement procedures to include testing in the

home language (Bergin, 1980). In Covarrubias v. San Diego School District (1970), the

court established the right of parents to be provided information in their "house

language" regarding the nature of the educational program under consideration. This

in t ,11,1 ;111()W p;11',1-0i to give in f ()Merl consent about the placement of

the r child in a special education program (Gallegos, Garner, and Rodriguez, 1978).

With respect to the emotionally handicapped, Lora v. New York City Board of

Education (1978) considered disproportionate placement or overrepresentation of black

and Hispanic students in Special Day Schools for the Socially Mal-adjusted and

Emotionally Disturbed. This led to an investigation of the board's assessment and
placement policies that resulted in a decision against the Board of Education. A lack

of adequate facilities in the public i,, led to restrictive programs in racially and

segregated schools (Baca, 19'', 't Court held that, on constitutional
grounds, and according to P 9' ar on .504 of the Rehabilitation Act, the

special day schools were i. .e.cm Iv: plaintiffs suffered discriminatory

treatment in the referral, e .alua, pros -_ass procedures.

In Jose P. v. New Education (1979), the plaintiffs,

representing physically handicapped children or --lispanic heritage, claimed that board

policies resulted in exclusionary 1, es leading to underrepresentation in public

school programs. The court rcl that the defendant had failed to evaluate and place

minority group children in a timely manner. The board was directed to provide

schoe' level assessment for all pupils with suspected handicaps with testing to

be nduct, in the child's native language.

A complaint in United Cerebral Palsy v. New Yorl. City Board of Education

(1979), raised a series of issues involving the failure of York City's Board of

Education to provide appropriate services to children who have disabilities resulting

from brain injury or other impairment of the central nervous system (Baca, 1980).

Dyrcia S. v. Board of Education was filed on October 2, 1979, on behalf of Puerto

Rican and other Hispanic students with handicapping conditions residing in New York
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city. jilemly, l'eliruary 19;(), c.c)n,;olidated j,v1r.rac,ni kyjr,1 in tj,

Icii tr,(1 :yrc-b? 11 Liky ,trid !Vt.( th1( Inv{ >iv )1"t IL, I ,111 pr Vr))4)Ir-, )I dcc

:low P. order. This judgment has at fected virtually every aspect of spec c cl education

in New York City (Papa, 1980). The aspect that related specifically to placement

states:

Appropriate Programs in the Least Restrictive Environment - One
provision of a continuance of services including preventive services,
resource room programs in all regular schools, and sufficient
programs for all handicapped children and low incidence disabilities
as close to their houses as possible, and the provision of appropriate
bilingual programs at each level of the continuance for children with
limited English speaking proficiency.

Lording to Baca, while the- 1:,_itter of bilingual special education has not yet

'bed the nation's courts, indicators are that additional litigation based on the

Jose P case can be expected (1980).

Issues in the Placement of Hispanic Children

The following issues have been identified in the literature concerning the

placer ent of Hispanic children in appropriate educational programs.

Overrepresentation in Special Education

A primary concern has been the overrepresentation of minority group children in

self-contained special classes, particularly those for the mentally retarded. In an

intensive, eight-year study conducted in Riverside, California, Mercer (1973) reported

that the rate of placement of Mexican-American children in special classes was four

times greater than would be expected on the basis of their numbers in the population

at large. It was found that Spanish surname students, while representing 15.2% of the

public school population, constituted 23% of those in special classes for the mentally

retarded. On the other hand, Anglos constituted 72.4% of the total school population,

but only 50% were in classes for the mentally retarded.
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sc'ntatinn Of minority ( hildt ',oil vrote

hot or edlication than special class placement is needed for
dITI"i`.1("(1 childreri ,,y11-11 pr()1)1('I1i. who

have been labeled educable mentally retarded....The number of
special day classes for the retarded has been increasing by leaps and
bounds. The most recent 1967-68 statistics compiled by the U.S.
Office of Education now indicate that there are approximately 32,000
teachers of the retarded employed by local school systems - over
one-third of all special educators in the nation. In my best
judgement about 60-80 percent of the pupils taught by these teachers
;ire from low status backgrounds - including Afro-American,
American Indian, Mexican, and Puerto Rican American; those from
nonstandard English speaking, broken, disorganized and inadequate
homes; and children from other non-middle class environment. This

xpensive proliferation of self contained special schools and classes
raises serious educational and civil rights issues which must be
squarely faced. 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
pi .,grams.

According to Gliedman and Roth (1980), there is evidence that racial

discrimination sometimes marches under the flag of special education. For example,

the incidence of handicaps that stem from a physical or genetic cause is approximately

the same among all ethnic groups. However, minority children are greatly

overrepresent in such handicapping conditions as mild retardation and mild

emotional disturbance, when no clear physica! or genetic cause can be attributed

(Gliedman and Roth, 1980).

Bernal (1977) also believes that the problems of misclassification and

inappropriate placement are most acute with the cognitively and emotionally "mildly

handicapped" groups. In many instances, cultural, linguistic, and cognitive style

differences are considered to be learning deficits (Mercer, 1974).



, (P) 1) 'o eleven the twelve Mh,isouri school district, that received

H.d,' Hi edu, ahle mentally retarded (EMP) and learning disabled (LD) children.
,turfy found that, whereas about one-third ut all children in EMI: classes were

black, only about three percent of all children in LD classes were black. Furtherrnor,-.L.,

white children accounted for about two-thirds of all students in EMR classes and about

97% of all students in LD classes.

A study conducted by Ortega (1971) revealed that special education placement in
(..:alifornia does not follow expectations according to the curve of normal probability.

Ortega found a disproportionate number of Mexican American children in EMR classes.

As a cesponse to these discriminatory practices, on May 25, 1970, I. Stanley

Pottinger, Director of the Office of Civil Rights, issued a memorandum stating that
"school districts Hoist not assign national origin, minority students to EMR classes
solely on the basis of criteria which essentially measures skills in the English language"

(Oakland, 1930).

Underrepresentation

As a result of litigation against disproportionate placement of Hispanic students
in classes for the mildly handicapped, today we find increased numbers of handicapped

LEP students in regular bilingual classrooms. Bergin (1980) has stated that "in an
almost complete turnaround from the days in which discriminatory overrepresentation
of minority language youngsters in special education was the issue, there emerged a

concern that minority language youngsters who also needed special education were not

being appropriately screened or placed."

Contrary to the literature, Hispanics are underrepresented in all categories of

handicapping conditic s with the exception of learning disabilities (Ortiz and Yates,

1981). In 1973, a leading advocacy group in Boston, "Massachusetts Advocacy,"

published a study entitled, "Double Jeopardy." This study referred to fifteen towns in

Massachusetts in which there was a denial of appropriate special education services to
linguistic and racial minority students. The study concluded that, in Massachusetts,

minority students are both over- and under-represented in special education. Students
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Another study, conducted by the United States General Acs ()tinting Offi,:e

(1931), revealed ,hat there is yet a substantial number of children in regular

!ve )eed . 1,1 I t.()

special education. The study also indicates that handicapped migrant ,,indent , are

definitely an under served population.

An explanation for the decline in the incidence of mildly handicapped

nay be the fact that schools are becoming reluctant to classify minority children as

handicapped for fear that the will not be able to defend the assessment procederes

'hey use (Bergin, 980; Ortiz and A.lother reason that has been cited is

ti lack of bilingual education teachers (Bergin, 1950).

Given the legal mandates fur bilingual programs and the lack of b"liagLal special

education services available, the bil -.gual classroom has often been regardei as the

"best" placement available. Tnerefore regular classrooms ,nave become an

alternative to special ecluca-.nn placement (Ortiz and Y tes, 1981). Presently, the

state of the art oders ninority lan,.;nage handi:..appr.d students two eq..ally

inappropriate choices: placement in an cvercrowded bilingual classroom, or placement

in a monolingual special education program (Bergin, 1980).

Inappropriate Placements

Hill ':1915) has that 15% more 'lisoanics than Anglo or black students

were referrer' to education based upon acad_:rnic diffi versu- physical

or( aisc noted that there appears to exist a high correlation betwee

facility in F.N..,lish And academic perfo-ma.nee, as ciernonsted by the high (78%)

number r i students referred for linguistic p.oblems.



Ii (lir( 1111010 niit tifd, ( :MI111111111( atively

.ipp, Hie 'State H the .111 in 1'0;0," Dully, i\or , mid McKeon (1')S0),

Ilk' 'I III( proh",',It)11.ii' vf),/e(f th,(I ght there may In I ii.,panic

n& lien who are being inappropriately placed into progr..uns for the ..ieverely language

and speech impaired. Along the same lines, in New York City, over 60% of the 1200

children placed in monolingual classes for the severely language impaired are of

In the' the SlY)nic-,h-cpoiki,, child with a true language

disorder i., additionally handicapped by being "submeiT,. ,I" in an classroom

(Or tit, 1')/')).

The Hill study (1975) also discovered that many Spanish-speaking children unable

to function in a regular monolingual classroom were placed in special education classes

';imply be there were no other programs available in the schools to meet their

need.,

In May, 1978, the Delegate Assembly of the Council for Exceptional Children

approved a Minority Position Policy Statement (CEC, 1978). The concerns expressed

that are relevant to this topic are: (1) Minority children are being improperly assessed

and inappropriately placed in lower ability groups or special education programs; and

(2) Educational services provided to handicapped minority children often do not take

into consideration the cultural differences that may z---:company the handicaps.

Gliedman and Roth (1980) have also affirmed that, even when minority
handicapped children are properly classified, they tend to be assigned to educational

programs that are not designed to meet their individual needs. For example, a

learning disabled child might be classified as mentally retarded and placed in a class

for slow learners from whit` he or she will never escape. They further note that, "in

many instances, the only consistent criterion for acceptance, classification and

placement of children in particular classes was administrative convenience."

Ortiz and Yates (1981) have indicated that one of the reasons many Hispanic

students are inappropriately classified is the lack of adequate procedures to identify

handicapping conditions or to determine when linguistic and cultural factors are
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tr11,-1 mg \VIII1 arlur I hey ako I,11 ihat 111, .,n,ept

re.ur try,' environment" is not when dealing \vitli ndents.

'hildreu are ,dte,,, III,I, ed in (.11111 ,itioi) pi ()ii ,1 hill _time with th,

,'ape, LIE 1,)II I i tl i)111[1r,11,l1 teal her', will he ,11)le be,,t deal With thou prol)lems. In

the ase tr lily handicapped students, a bilingual teacher does not adequately

Ilief't their special education needs, thereby constituting an inappropriate placement.

Although placement

t,

in a bilingual education program will most probably meet the

Inigir II It 11'111111'

tr,nrung needed to (1(.11 with handicapped (-hilciren (1Zodrigtiy,z, et al., 1.979).

A major issue related to the inappropriate diagnosis and placement of Hispanic

children is that of declassification. Even though the goal of the special education
program should he to declassify the child and return him or her to either the
iii(Tholihr,mil or bilingual regular classroom as soon as possible, it is generally agreed

th,it ,,ncn child plac11 tdipAtior, chill((--; Of escaping are

rilirithhil (Ortiz. and Yates, 198l; Salinas, 1971).

Parents' involvement is crucial in the process of classification and

declassification of children with special needs. Even though P.L. 94-142 requires

parental consent before a child is placed in a special education program, that
requirement is frequently ignored (Gliedman and Roth, 1980). Usually, parents are

informed that type of placement is the only option available and are threatened with

various typ.s of sanctions should they reject it. In situations where school personnel

speak only English and parents speak little or no English, misunderstandings and

intimidation become even more common (Gliedman and Roth, 1980).

Even though P.L. 94-142 stipulates 'hat the school must make every effort to
inform limited English proficient parents about prospective educational decisions in

their own language, it does not provide for free translation services during hearings, or

for translations of school records (Gliedman and Roth, 1980).
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snteri,, will fermal'y or informally establish administrative
procedures that provide for speedy review of challenges to initial
classification and program placeinent arid much slower review of

t() haw. ?hr. child re-clay:ifi,.d nr priced in different
In /,,,LHI, 1111. ti R')111,

Peearch hr; found th it on;y about one ohild in ten has been declas:,,iied from

the categories of emotionally thsturbed, mildly retarded, or perceptually handicapped,

and has returned t) the regular ;sroorn (Kirp, ftiss, and Kuriloff, 1974).

I ,C',)oh!)''

( AI
1
,m(-(.r-r, among minority professionals is their belief that many

special education labels are stigmatizing, negatively affect children's self-concepts,

and doubly penalize minority group children, who already are discriminated against by

virtue of their racial or ethnic identity (ones, 1976).

Gljedman and Roth (1`)80) believe that, since children labeled EMR or

emotionally disturbed perform just as well in regular as in special classes, the result of

the labeling of minority childt en is to subject them to the potential stigma associated

with a handicapping condition and to perpetuate traditional patterns of racial

segregation in a new guise.

Special educators ire caught in a dilemma. On one hand, they want to guard

against biased labeThg of children; on the other hand, they are aware that fund will

not he allocated for use with handicapped children unless the equitable expenditure of

funds for a specified population is as (Duffy, et al., 1981).



111 0 I. 111( ii1.11 1/1%,

1'11111111.11HW, 't( I t11nifi)',11 It

(1111( ,It 111(11111, 'O11)11k hared 111)4111 the 01

11 i, i h. Ind 1(1/111.

A« ()r (lift:, 1(1 1)111Iy, categories such as "mental retarclati(iiii," "einotion,id

disturban«,," "learning disabilities," and "language impairment" create problems
, 011 110i Hi., 10! ill dir.f ' th It .Ippo,kr- aS mu(-li

011(1 1111)',111,,t.i« liver .,ity ,v, because Of 0 11011(11C,IppIng

t t.)11. It l mi)()'..,11)1(' 1111 the (111 forence bet ween the two (Did f y, et al., 19S1).

1i11)bs (1975) summarizes the dilemma facing the vecial education field in the

I(L of the Project on Classification of Exceptional Children:

lullrrn who and labeled as di f [orient may ho
manently ',tir,matiz(1, rejected by i.ulults and (Hier (:hildren, and

'xcluded from opportunities essential for their full and healthy
development. Yet categorization is necessary to open doors to
opportunity: To get help for a child, to write legislation, to
appropriate funds, to design service programs, to evaluate outcomes,
to conduct research, even to communicate about the problems of the
exceptional child.

Reynolds believe, that, with present technology and expertise, it is possible to

develop oducationa" programs that provide for the needs of all children without

categorizing any of them beyond their ability to perform various skills (Reynolds,

19S0).

Standards for the Placement of LEP Children

Ns Tucker (1950) noted, school personnel must utilize all the available data from

all the relevant sources possible before making a decision that would place the child in

a learning environment othe, than the regular classroom. Tucker states that

"Knowledge gained from the assessment of language proficiency will help guide
subsequent educational decision-making and, if necessary, placement, thereby assuring

that the students rights have been respected."
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a full time hi and (.') the rp,i1 of the pl )//14)11141 alway., be to declassify the

Iiild and ieniin kiln or her to a regular e(111(-atim program (Ortiz and Yates, I9X I).

\,;,' I p 'I) a 1 I l' ,.1Hy1)1, 1.,1 ,[ ',! vlt f", I,'

iii 'il4I ,I« 4'141111;4', 141 WI) 4114 )41I'1,
111, ,)1 ')0't vt 4)),," pi,)vided by

(19(,.'). HI - e I.

Fm following Indards, c ilia ill the literature, are intended to reduce bias in

, 1111411'0H 111 III`fII 4-1f educ,itien servi(

1 '1 I, ,.1I1,'III li (.. if (1 lot 1 , divt k)i)( llotidtt 11111111wt

,14141' 11I, prt, ',i)4'4 ,i1!011 pr,Igr lin', appear to come from certain cultural,

ethnic, or sex groups, placement procedures should be examined for biases and changed

if hia,;,,,-; are discovered (Alley and Foster, 1978).

re,tch,,r,; should examine their own records of refer ring individuals for special

edin servi(-, . It they have tended to refer a high percentage of minority

studenh,, they should try to determine the basis upon which these recommendations

were made (Alley and Foster, 1973).

3. If the child is found not to be handicapped, s/he should be placed into the

bilingual program or the monolingual English program, based upon language proficiency

(Porn,. I and Tucker, 19S1).

4. If the child is mildly handicapped, s/he should be placed in the bilingual or

En,.;iish program according to language proficiency, and additional support and

resources should be provided. Special education provisions must be applied, including

the Individualized Education Program (IEP) and periodic reviews of progren and

reassessment of status (Bernal and Tucker, 1981).
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Supplementary Teaching or Treatinent

Bilingual Education Classroom with Consultation

Most Problems Handle I in Bilingual Education Clas:

*Adapted from Reynolds (1962), Special Education Placement Alternatives, p.39.
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V). Written progress reports, telephone contacts, and meetings should he in the

ormiary of the parents (Rivera,
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Table 1 presents information based on a 19/6 ,,urvy conducted by the Office of

)f ill of Fdlo- Won. .H)c. Ow extent of the problem

bum1),r ((-)r

fotal
Population

I able 1

ot...11 Total
Hispanic Handicapped

Total Hispanic
Handicapped

Cali fornia 4,313,926 851,884 245,179 42,057

Illinois 2,211,075 105,133 131,199 8,344

Ne,,: York 3,270,423 352,421 116,833 14,002

Texas 3,827,101 706,181 233,461 58,556

Data obtained from OET6CR

At the present time, institutions of higher education (IHE's) are very little to

pre i}via.i special education teachers (Baca. 1980; Ortiz and Yates, 1981). The

few training programs that are currently being developed are projects funded either

through the Division of Personnel Preparation of the Office of Special Education or

through Title VII (Baca, 1980). These programs are in their infanc4 stage and need to
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1-1( n par- r-,7-1n ,,,=,,Thred

Spec:

ny preschool handicappeJ children have been integrated

_ire, Head Start, and other mainstream, early childhood settings. There also

t!le num1-.)-_-'r of therapeutic nurseries serving Hispanic children

ages of three and five. The training of these specialists should foster

:in-1 experiences related to "normal" preschool children, since the
who ha ,_)rked only with handicapped children may lose persrective on what

.ire and d re not appropriate behaviors and skills for a given age (Ortiz, 1981).

Fuchigami (1980) has noted that, "if an appropriate public education for
culturally diverse populations is to become a reality, it is critical that persons in

posi tions to deliver that education - teachers and administrators - have the necessary

knowledge and skills to teach minority children." For institutes of higher education to

be able to train effective bilingual special education personnel, it is apparent that

teacher-training faculty members need training, themselves, about the specific

du, it_ional needs of biflngual handicapped children. The idea of Title VII Dean's

u is to provide faculty inservice training with a focus on cultural diversity and the

minority handicapped child has been suggested. Ortiz 0980 has stated, "there is also

a critical need for bilingual personnel with advanced degrees to join the faculties of

colleges and universities interested in initiating training programs in bilingual special

education." She goes on to say that bilingual individuals should be recruited into post-

master's and doctoral programs in the fields of language development and disorders,

psychology, and special education. Information concerning scholarships and

fellowships must be widely disseminated in the various target communities since these

provide at least an incentive for bilinguals to enter the complex field of bilingual

special education (Gray, 1978).



Training

C' pis

three years. The following is a discussion of the most critical issues discussed in the

limited sources available.

Recruitmeht of Students: As has been indicated, the recruitment of sufficient
numbers of bilingual students into the bilingual special education field is and will

continue to be a problem (Ortiz and Yates, 1980). As these authors have noted, "to

speak of an appropriate catchment (sic.) population for a further refined population,

i.e., bilingual, with appropriate characteristics for serving exceptional children,
indicates immediately signficant recruitment difficulties."

Connections among Regular Education, Bilingual Education an f Special Education:

Ideally, enough bilingual people would be trained in bilingual special education to meet

the needs of all LEP handicapped students. Unfortunately, there is a very limited
number of bilingual persons interested in special education (Ortiz, 1981; Gray, 1978).

Given this scenario, institutions of higher education are faced with the task of
providing training at different levels. For example, the resource teacher model has

been developed as a compromise between the student's instructional needs and the lack

of availability of appropriately trained bilingual professionals (Lerman, 1980).

Baca (1980) believes that regular teacher training programs should require

special education and multicultural education courses that address the issue of how to

work with the bilingual handicapped child. Cortes (1977) suggested that universities

assume the role of change a- by approaching the training of bilingual special

education staff through an disciplinary approach rather than waiting for all
components to be in place before creating a new specialization in bilingual special

education. Bergin (1980) agrees with an interd'sciplinary approach because it avoids
the petty jealousies that often arise as individual departments compete for students.

Integration of information concerning minority exception students into the regular
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't:eachc --a.tion program will help faculty and students ultimately improve the

Baca (1980) believes that special education students should be required to

complete a course on working with the bilingual handicapped child and, by the sa,.:e

token, bilingual education students should be required to take a course about

exceptional children. The courses should include a practicum or field .lased

component that involves working with bilingual handicapped students.

According to Ortiz (1981), institutes of higher education need to train two

different types of individuals: (a) bilingual education majors interested in becoming

bilingual special education specialists, and (b) monolingual, English-speaking regular

and special education teachers interested in becoming sensitive to the linguistic,

cultural, and educational needs of minority handicapped children.

The complexity of the personnel preparation effort required is evident, given the

population to he servrd, i.e., bilingual handicapped students. It is clear that the

training of se individuals will require an interaction of two complementary
disciplines within teacher preparation; that is to say, bilingual education and special

education. The great number of similarities and differences between these two areas

of education have been discussed by Ortiz and Yates (1980).

The resistance met by bilingual education as it has sought integration of its

content into the overall offerings of schools of education already points out the

problems to be faced by the more specialized bilingual special education field (Gray,

1978; Ortiz and Yates, 1980). The following statement by Ortiz (1981) supports the

philu ,phi,-al basis for the integration of regular education, bilingual education, and

:al education:



A bilingual special education teacher training program should grow
out of the education of the bilingual child in the regular classroom.

act ties sho! lid include courses in normal eh i

(_

Sell-cor:tained spocial educates a classrooms are expected
e\-.entw=.11y be mainstreamed and served through a Resource Room
Program. Colleges should help teachers become knowledgeable in the
"normal" academic and language functioning of English and Spanish-
speaking children so that program graduates will be able to
di fferentiate between those "normal" Hispanic children with apparent
i,_ndicapping conditio . and those who are truly impaired.

Bilingual special education training activities should be integrated into the on-

going special education and regular education training activities to the maximum

degree possible. Such an integrative approach will allow bilingual and non-bilingual

students to share ideas and concerns and to gain new insights into their own style and

competencies as teachers. Through sharing in courses and practica, students and
faculty members who are nut. bilingual learn from those who are involved in the
Hispanic culture and learn the issues concerning the education of the Hispanic

handicapped child (Ortiz, 1981).

An integrated program must include many of the common content areas typically

associated with a general teacher-preparation program. In addition, the program
should provide specialized training that is unique to serving bilingual students, i.e.,

first- and second-language acquisition, bilingual curriculum, etc. Furthermore, the

highly specialized persona to serve bilingual exceptional students would need to

develop all the compe. 'ncies required for special education certification. According

to Ortiz and Yates (1980), "in addition to the integration of complementary disciplines,

there is the assumption that there is a body of knowledge supportive of and unique to

bilingual special education." In other words, "the sum of the competency development

is more than the mere integration of three, complementary, teacher training

disciplines" (Ortiz and Yates, 1980).

Some of the problems that may be anticipated include concerns over course

ownership, student credit hours, time available to focus on specialized content areas,

student selection and enrollment, degree, certification, etc. (Ortiz and Yates, 1980).
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Although this interfacing and integr .n seem to be extremely difficult to
, (1')xr, He f-vnes among =hose that may

)c,,,(2 ()paroling modes of

prep., bias, etc.

2. There are legislated/litigated mandates to serve the unique population of
cone 1, i.e., Public Law 914-142, Title VII Regulations, etc.

3. There are increasing demographic variables of support, i.e., Hispanics are
the largest minority in the Southwest and by 1985 will be the largest
minority in the United States. Increasing numbers of Hispanics are
assuming political and other leadership roles.

4. Greater commonalities than discrepancies of competencies and learnings
are required in preparation.

5. New training markets hold promise to bolster enrollment in colleges of
education at a time when they are experiencing enrollment decline,
retrenchment, and reduction of resources.

Teacher Att les and Expectations: Teacher and administrative attitudes and
expectations i,ave been identified as the main issue in teacher education programs, as
they prepare future educators to meet the needs of culturally diverse students

(Fuchigarni, 1980). Fuchigami affirms that_, "if attitudes and expectations are to be

altered, colleges of education and district inservice training programs will need to

provide edicators with information and skills about how to teach culturally diverse

children and also provide them with opportunities to apply the skills in appropriate

field settings."

Identification of Instructional Materials: There exists a perceived shortage of

bilingual/bicultural teacher training materials. In a marketing survey conducted in

1978 for the Council for Exceptional Children by Fuchigarni, 78% of the 250 colleges

and universities that responded reported that they lacked training materials on

minority groups. In reality, there is a wide variety of available bilingual/multicultural

training and instructional materials developed by Title VII projects, Teacher Corps

projects, Ethnic Heritage projects, and commercial publishing companies (Fuchigarni,

1980).
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Rec(,mrhended Competencies for Bilingual Special Eduction Perscnnel

Iocuseci on r_eac.,(-H, 3n(7,:= tnu-; is the area of greatest dema,;,:i. :-her- L./ e some

programs that prepare ther types of personnel needed to serve bilingual handicapped

students.

In this section, the knowledge, attitudes, and skills required of bilingual special

educa ion teachers and bilingual psychologists will be briefly examined. The reader is

referred to additional sources for further information. The importance of parent

wining programs also will be discussed.

Teachers: In relation to the bilingual special education teacher, Arciniega (1978)

states:

Defining successfully the role of the ideal teacher for a bilingual/bicultural
special education program is no easy task because a successful program
requires the teacher to function effectively in multiple roles, i.e., the
teacher as community liaison person, the teacher as ethnic role model, the
teacher as a master teacher of the handicapped, the teacher as bilingual
specialist, and, to a large extent, the teacher as change agent. Thus,
although we may not be able to lay blame -And responsibility on the
teachers in programs that are not functioning well, it is difficult to
overemphasize their importance.

Ortiz (1980 discusses the functions, roles, and competencies required of
bilingual special education specialists and of monolingual English-speaking teachers.

Regarding the latter group, she states that teachers of Hispanic handicapped children

participating in a bilingual special edk,.:ation training program should be sincerely

committed to the multicultural approach in education and linguistic background. The

following roles were presented as possibilities for a bilingual special education

specialist: (1) special education teacher to work with English and/or Spanish speaking
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handicapped children in a self-contained classroom; (2) resource room teacher to work

with and /or Spanish-speaking children; (3) bilingualirmilticultural specialists in

, anG

extensive in vary, depending upon the philosophy of education or the auth:: or

institution s/he represents. Nevertheless, careful analysis of the lists reveal the

following competencies to be considered consistently important in a teacher-training

progrJM:

1. Ability to diagnose a student's strengths and weaknesses, using formal and
informal non-discriminatory assessment measures and procedures.

2. Ability to identify and understand the developmental process of first and
second language acquisition and Ian& age disorders in Hispanic children.

3. Ability to identify and understand regional, social, and developmental
varieties in a child's language(s) at the phonological, grammatical,
syntactical, pragmatic, and semantic levels.

4. Ability to differentiate among difference, delay, and disorder when
evaluating a child's language.

5. Ability to utilize assessment data to develop curriculum appropriate for
handicapped non-English speaking, limited speaking, and bilingual
children.

6. Ability to create, evaluate, and use bilingual/bicultural materials.

7. Ability to involve parents in the instructional process.

8. Ability to respond positively to the diversi,y of behavior involved in cross-
cultural environments.

9. Awareness of his or her personal beliefs, value systems, and attitudes, and
the effect these variables have on personal behavior and decision-making in
working with Hispanic handicapped children.
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Psychologists: It is generally agreed that IHE's need to address the issue of bilingual

non-discriminatory assessment and prepare bilingual psychologists capable of

Knowledge of the basic sc1,,,01 acculturation needs of ethnic minority group
children.

3. Knowledge of different cognitive styles and learning modes of ethnic
minority group children.

4. Knowledge of the standards for educational and psychological tests, and of
the ethical standards of psychologists.

5. Knowledge of resources and methods of obtaining information useful in
providing services to ethnic minority group children.

6. Knowledge and application of methods and techniques for assessment of
ethnic minority group children, and ability to develop appropriate
educational plans.

Parent Participation: Parental participation is critical in the education of

handicapped children. Lack of parental involvement amounts to a delay in the

provision of special education and related services to handicapped children (A.P.N.I.,

1978). Legislation such as P.L. 94- 142 mandates parents' involvement throughout the

process of referral, evaluation, and placement of students in a special education

program. Unfortunately, only through the pressure of public opinion in general, and of

parents of the handicapped in particular, are laws implemented fully and in timely

fashion by the corresponding authorities (A.P.N.I., 1978). According to Ayala (1978),

most of the gains of the exceptional child in terms of acceptance, programs, research,

and other areas have been a direct result of the work of parents.

There is a critical need for parent training programs that, in addition to making

them cognizant of their rights under P.L. 94-142, prepare them to provide follow-up at

home to the child's educational program. A knowledgeable and involved parent can be

a valuable member of the instructional team, facilitating the continuity between home

and classroom activities (Baca, 1980).
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In terms of secondary students, it is critical tha-;: parents be made aware of
occupational opportunities in relation to their children's abilities and interests. This

typo of training enables parents to stir-nulate their children's motivation for work and

...to bring bilingual ;Parents of handicapped children into active
participation in school and community organizaitons, and together to
advocate for enriched and expanded career education programs and
services in the school and the community."



CHAPTER VI

DELIVERY OF SERV, L'5.

Live s.ignificantiv of [ected the edacation of bilingual

handicapped children. This piece of federal legislation not only included a provision
for non-discriminatory assessment but, in addition, required an appropriate education
for each child, to be accomplished through an Individualized Education Program

(I.E.P.). (Baca, 1 ;O.)

An I.E.P. can require that instruction be carried out using a bilingual approach.

At the present time, California, Louisiana, and New York City require the inclusion of

bilingual goals and objectives, programs, and services in the I.E.P. of bilingual
handicapped students (Baca, 1980). Bergin (1980) states that P.L. 94-142 guarantees
minority language handicapped students equal access to education. In order for access

to become a reality, "special education and bilingual education must come together
within the administrative structure of a school system to provide in practice, what the

law requires" (Bergin, 1980).

Issues in ihe Delivery of Services

The basic issues related to the appropriate delivery of services for language

minority students relate to various philosophical and political perspectives that range

from insistence by school personnel that therapy be provided in English because "this is

Americ " to equally firm insistence by parents and other professionals that services

be provided in Spanish in order to facilitate learning of academic content and to

reinforce maintenance of the primary or home language (Hendrickson, 1982). Although

it is generally agreed that the fields of bilingual education and special education must

come together in order to benefit language minority handicapped children, there are

many ways in which this juncture is occurring in bilingual special education programs

throughout the country. Some of the models found at the present time include the
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following: (1) self-contained classrooms with or without bilingual assistance;

(2) bilingual selfcontained classrooms; (3) regular bilingual c srooms with a resoll ce

ninr ,Mnr: ,'n1-7 (' r-nc-7111.ir- HonaHvi.',H.11 -n irce

research Ilustrating the effectiveness of the models listed above. During the
preparation of this monogrJbh, an extensive llterature review revealed a complete
absence of research studies on the effectivenes,-- of bilingual special education service

delivery models.

Native vs. English language Instruction: A Review of the Literature

The use of aative vs. English language instruction with language minority
hanclic-Tped stndents has been identified as one of the most important issues facing
education today. Before discussing the advantages and disadvantages of using native

language instruction with handicapped students, a definition of bilingual education
must be provided. For the purposes of this discussion, bilingual education is defined
a

...the use of two languages, one of which is English, as mediums of
instruction for the same pupil population in a well organized program. This
encompasses all or part of the curriculum and includes the study of the
history and culture associated with the mother tongue of the students. A
complete program develops and maintains the children's self-esteem and a
legitimate pride in both cultures (U.S. Office of Education, 1971).

The main purpose of bilingual education is not to teach language, per se, but to
provide students with the opportunity to acquire knowledge and skills through the
language they know best .hile, at the same time, adding English to their linguistic
repertoire. Authorities such as Lambert and Tucker (1972), Saville and Troike (1971),

Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976), and Tucker (1975) are convinced that the
native language is not only the best language for instructional purposes, but that its
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use in chool can only enhance the child's self-image and esteem for his or her own

culture.

1
1H

1

ded in
'nce, mu socially aaritt (Peal ana Lampert., 196.2.1. However, an

analysis of the search methodology used in these studies indicates that they did not

control. `_OT Jch important confounding variables as degree of bilingualism,

socio-economic status, and the quality of educational programs. Additionally, many of

the so-called "bilinguals" were actually limited in one of the two target languages.

P amirez and Gonzalez (1972) identified the following critical confounding variables

that were not controlled for in previous research: 1) cultural inappropriateness of

tests, 2) language, 3) test atmosphere, and 4) cognitive style reflected in test

instruments and procer:ures.

Since the 1960s, researchers who have concentrated on the dynamic variables of

cognitive functioning have concluded that, contrary to previous assertions,

bilingualism has a positive effect on cogni nve development (Lambert and Tucker,

1972; Cummins, 1979). One of the earliest studies that indicated the beneficial

effects )f bilinguah;rn on intellectual development was that of Peal and Lambert

(1962). They found that a group of ten-year-old French and glish balanced

bilinguals in Montreal showed a higher level of nonverbal and verbal intelligence than a

monolingual control group. Peal and Lambert concluded:

The picture that em, cges of the French-English bilinguals in Montreal is
that of a youngster whose wider experiences in two cultures have given him
advantages which a monolingual does not enjoy. Intellectually his
experiences with two language systems seems to have left him with a
mental flexibility, a superiority in concept formation, and a more
diversified set of mental abilities in the sense that the patterns of abilities
developed by bilinguals were more heterogeneous... In contrast, the
monolingual appears to have a more unitary structure of intelligence which
he must use for all types of intellectual tasks.
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Confirmation for the study has emerged from carefully conducted research
around the world, e.g., from Singapore (Torrance, Gowan, William, and Aliotti, 1970),

Switzerland (Balkan, 1970), South Africa (Ianco-Worrall, 1972), Israel and New York

-rr, 1

Ind H-R) rid ',..1(mtr(':11 ()t',

:0 1.2.;-)glILIge q72, 1 976,

Feldman and ',hen, 1971). In addition, a positive association between bilingualism and
divergent =hi eking has been documented (Carringer, 1974; Cum 'es and Gulutsan,

1974; Scott, 1973).

Some of the resea[ cases cited above are based on immersion bilingual
education programs. Generally, immersion programs involve a home-school language
switch, where the home language is highly valued, where parents actively encourage
literacy, and where it is known that the children will succeed in a classroom in which

all schooling takes place in a second language (Cummins, 1979). In an immersion

program, both languago-. live social value, and respect for the cr riaren and parents is

a given. For example, rr 2anada, where English-speaking Canadians value French as

well as English, a French immersion program adds a second, socially relevant language

to their repertory of skills (Lambert, 1977). According to Lambert, this is what might

he referred tr- i an "additive" form of bilingualism, in which case, learning the second

languag- A,ould in no form portend the slow replacement of it for the home language.

In contrast, French Canadians or Spanish Americans in the United States who

dev,_:)p skills in English might experience a "subtractive" form of bilingualism. This is

often the case for Spanish-speakir :hildren who are placed in an educational program

where En8 1,h ir, the only language of instruction. Lambert refers to this as a

"subrn bilingual education program. Among the Spanish-speaking children, their

lack of proficiency in English is often treated as a sign of limited intellectual and

academic ability (Cummins, 1979). Children in submersion programs may often
become frustrated because of difficulties in communicating with the teacher. These

difficulties often arise because the teacher is unlikely to understand the child's
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language and also because of ditterent culturally determined expectations 01

appropriate behavior (Shuy, 1977).

L:ondueted by SkutnabL.. ,c-angas and Toukomaa (1976) in Sweden. The results indicated

that Finnish children who ca to a Swedish school system between the ages of 7 and

S ye-17s, when their skills in their first language were already established, were more

iiroficient in learnini ',vedish than those who had been placed in the Swedish schools

before the basic linguistic aspects of their mother tongue had been acquired. Those

children who arrived in Sweden at age 9 or over"...achieve(d) language skills

comparable to those of Lhe Swedes although learning the language takes place more

,lowly." The authors concluded that "the better a pupil has preserved his mother
tongue, the better are his prerequisites for learning a sec, ' :Hguage."

Bilingual Education Studies

One of the first studies conducted to determine the educational need

Hispanic HIpaired Children was a three-year study New \:C.;

(Lerman, 1979). The total sampi consisted of 106 Hispanic language disc

students served through the Schools for Languag.' and Hearing Impaired C lren

(SLHIC) in New York City. The study evaluated the subjects' social-emc
behavior, communication, and family background. The study revealed that nost

parents in the sample wanted to be identified as Hispanic rather than American

were concerned that their children learn to speak and understand Spanish as well as

Englis'i. In communicating with the language disordered child, most parents and other

family members used only the Spanish language. In addition, parents interviewed were

nearly unanimous in their belief that Spanish should be taught to their children by the

school system. Furthermore, the majority of parents indicated that, even if requested
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i w()111.1

i} H i Id.

111)1'i 11 I iI I', ,1 I 1 ," 1 I r,11`.11 1 h

\ study conducted by Wyszewianski-Langdon (1977) attempted to determine the

1,1 \JO: p unsidered to be language disordered. The sample consisted of twe groups of

enildren of Puerto Rican descent. The subjects, 6 to S years of age, :Jere matched

,r .ineconomic status, intellectu, capacity, the number of years spent on the

Ill i nd, and school experience. One group consisted of so-called "norm als" and, the

, of children who were refs,-r,!d by their regular classroom teacher as having
I 1,1c II C The following series of task: were admini',t:ered: (1) articul tion

,nd in connected seee, h; (2) adi tory di scrit,- ,nation; (3) sentence

,,nprohension; (4) sentence repetition, and (3) sentence e .pression. The study

revealed ..at both groups nerforme, consistently better in Spanish than in English on

all tasks. The author states that for children suspected of a language problem, it is

:ecoinrnended that they first )e given specific language-skills training in '.ipanish.

laving a sound basis in one language will enhance the learning of the second language.

These findings that the language disordered group had disabilities not only in

igiish but also in their native language.

_A,.guistic Considerations

l'he most commonly used argument inst bilingual programming for many

IS of special students, language impa.ir,A, hearing i,,ipaired, learning disabled,

itally retarded, neurologically impaired, etc., states: Since it is so difficult for

Luclent to learn one language, how we expect them 'o learn two languages?

this argument, T-'isch nd (1982) has stated that, regardless of the severity

the liandicapping condition and age upon entering school, the impaired cild has

eady begun the process of language acquisition. "This position implies the rejection

of descriptions of children which conclude that 'hey have 'no language,' and an
(-cptd.ice of a view of language which says that language is more than just an

oi producible phonics or testable vocabulary." The Child will be dominant in
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the 1,tWt: t tonmg HI I he v.1 vel.

e chgrun ers tl 't r, f the leigukti( cdu( ,liar', should

bc, it; ,'.oncernirlg the language of ins,

used i th hearing impaired ( Lrom linguistically and cult erse

1,1'1`)11,1Vr di j j,' I.

( pro;,' .iir-,

With regard to 1- rearing, in,pair-2d

where the child has a sev-
Linguage iM tat,-; the

pointin,

)sed to one lati,,t

)otrar-,t 3cient-,

home language ,

mirion f. tor found in hilingual children place-

;

r3olen (1981) suggests that, in those cases

f and hearing loss, exposing the child to only one
FischgrutH reacts ro Bolen's statement

t I Jr the fart that the child has already been
xt,esitt-e will continue as long as it is the hcrne
v7:s..--.g-und believes that "early exposure to the

Jr in the child's early educational program, and

that or her co,-iti,ued r to :ha home languag_ must be dealt with and

progn .neci try. ough,' . i te child's educational career. Handicapped students

wlose lelayed in.the first language will be able to enter a
second I(iarn,ng orlly if there is continued development and use of the

first 'or :;gage."

Cummins' (I5-.1) .'dctelopmental interdependence hypothesis" supports this

tton fur both normal and as well as handicapped children (1979). His hypothesis

pro- Ises that "the level of L2 (the second language) competence which a bilingual

(Mild at ins is partially ,unction of the type of competence the child has develop(1

in r.

I, I tional or

) t,tn) the time when intensive exposure to L2 begins." Many

, do not ceiHide: this linguistic interdependence, therefore, most

LEY h "Student; thelnselves in a simHar situati -n to the nue d,.:scribed

r. and Juukornaa (1976);

If in an early stage of developn-L .It a minority child finds himself/herself in
a foreign-language learning environment without contemporaneously
receiving the requisite support in their mother tongue, the development of
skill in the mother tongue will slow down and even cease, leaving the child
without a basis for learning the second language.
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\ ,'r 01111

111,)'.1

1,1 un()10.; parent edn( (1) c(c)iriphints Hrentt-,

that their child H losing his or her home language, and (2) complair is from educational

personnel that the not doing well in school due to his or her lin', ations in using

T-H,,H,11 {:,;(-H7lind (1987) declares that, "rather than explaining thee

dill], , ,,tying, in the first case that the child would rather .peak f7,nglit,h (the

parent.,' complaint), or in the second case (the teacher's complaints; ' it the child has

an additional disability, one should examine the developmental interdependence

hypothesis to understand why corumunicatioa breakdown in -OK_ home and poor

.LcadetrliC achievement are inextricably interrelated."

SPe( I, 1:,clucation Model

The followiria programs have been identified.

1. Bills, ial/Bicultural Moe:- Pr Agra ,1 for Soani, h-Speaking Language Hearing
Impaired Children

Po_pulation served: Language and Hearing f npair Spam:Al-Speaking Child,

Ages: 5-g years

Languages: Spanish and English

Con tact /Address:

Dr. Carmen D. Ortiz
Bank Street College f rduc
610 %Vest 112th Street
New `i ark, N.Y. 1002

Project Des n ion:

i

This project provides al instructional services to Hispanic
children served through the schools for Language and Hearing Impaired children of the
Divison of Special Education and Pupil Personnel Services in New York City. The
program has been implemented in Public School 25 in School District 7, Bronx, New
York.
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develop and implement a bilingual/bicultural ediv:ational curriculum and
to docurnert and access school aH,if Hunt, development of Spanish and
1-'r list) language proficiency, II-concep interpersonal relations, and

to develop, refine, and do(-10,. 0,:hnique.,, and instruments
used in the evaluation and diagnoses ()i- language-impaired children from
Spanish-speaking homes;

to dc iclop bilingual curriculum material to be used with Spanish-speakii
handicapped children; and

to provide guidelines in the area of parental involvement in bilingual
1..t1 education.

model is being nnplen )ted in two -contained bilingual special
edu,.;tion ,-lassrooins. Children ar-- II instrearn( or special activities such as music,
motor education, and dramatic art-; for a minirnu: A three times a eek.

,', Mass Me .1 Approach toSign Language Instruction for Spanish-Speaking
Parents

Pepulation Served: Spanish-Speaking Parents and Their Deaf. Children

Languages: Spanish-Sign Langua-E,iglish

Contact/Address:

Kathee M- Christensen
Departrn(.nt o Communicative Disorders
San Diego State University
San Diego, CA. 92182

jn)iect Descript

Through a two-year grant ;:undeci by U.S. Department of ELication, Office of
Special Education arid Rehabilitation the Communication Depu :vent of San
Diego State University is airing a weei,ly, 30-minute television program that teaches
sign language to speakers of Spanish. Each progran- 'Tcntains a fourteen-minute
"lesson" followed by a sixteen-minute "interactive" session, with television viewers
telephoning questions to the instructors (project personnel). During the first twenty
months of the two-year project, the series will be aired weekly via cable television to
over 250,000 homes in San Diego County. A user's manual to accompany the tapes will
be prepared and refined. A trilingual series of 14 instructional videotapes also will be
available. During the last four months of the project, the video -tape ; and User's
Manual will be mass-produced, marketed, and disseminated to the national audience.
Another component of the project is training teachers of the deaf in Spanish as well as
training Spanish-speaking teachers in sign language.
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1)! Vall It

vi( )livry:

)(,)(

icir I h,
Biliniyial/N, id d l'r-ograni for flouring- Iltip.1J cl

IA2pulation Ser 'ed: I bearing Impair,H-1, if Children WL Arc
Portuguese-Sped: 1-longs

Irv! CI) <if ) or

ges/Grade Level: The age at which the handl( ,pned is identified through 21
ye,_irs old

1-11:gh thii; 1/[or ttighe', Sign

siosy-ph I:. Tay hgrun(..1

Rhode ?sand School for the Deaf
Ct)rliss Park
Providence, RI 02905

H t Desc t

Project Oport-unidad e, a Title VII Demonstration Proje,:f --hat serves 60 hearing-
jinpajcid children. The nL .L sever* impaired children attend i-hode Island School for
the :.)(-J t..!1 time. The other children are mainsl r earned into Rhode Island Public
School ..inC -7' 'O. to School for the Deaf H) receive supportive services.

Deiiven'

Children dominalt in English spend most of the day in a class for deaf children
with a Monolingual Engiir.h-speaking toucher. They also go to the resource room to

wi a Ich,.-T ,rho is Nilingual and certifies n the education of the deaf and/or
a:3 a spocial rc,,,,nrce teacLer. Children who are dominant in Spanish spend
50 5 of their time in thu rnu (7rghsh) special education class and 50°6 with
the resour,--e teacher. ore rnainstreah- in the Public Schools

.2s,-_,urce room riLiy.

H tic VII Bilingual Exceptional Student Education De:nen:,Lration Project (ESE)

Population Served: Educable mentally retarded, emotionally handicapped,
specific learning disability, gifted creative, and talented students who are
limited -E, rglish proficient.
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Vilrno T. Piaz
Proiect Manager

w,50 t tin oad
Davie, FL. 333 t4

Doi;cription:

The Bilingual Exceptior Student Education Demonstration Projeci_ is a three-
year prorarri (1930-198.3i presently serving 200 Hispanic and Haitian
lUnited-English-proficient students ni the Jades K-8 classrooms r,f Broward County.
I P; a ci-.)iiiprehetv,ive demonstration program offered at si:\ selected school centers.

the project is divided into five components: (1) Identification, (2) 'staff
dev !(opinent, (3) instructional proci,r.an elementary and middle r,:- (tool, (4) guidance,
and (5) parent training.

The program consists of a pa, aprofessional model and a c -riculum model that
stress cultural spects, linguistic --t.rengths, and each student's dominant language.
The prow no tves educable merilly retarded, emotionally handicapped, specific
learning di.,,ab .ity, gifted creative, and talented students.

The following materials have been developed by the project:

Y-ut. Right to Special Education: A Handbood for Parents (19S1-1982),
esource Cuidebo, k for Teachers of Bilingual Emotionally Handicapped Students

NArir-ner 1931), 3) Curriculum G, de for bilingual SLD (Summe, -nd 4) A School
Social Worker's View of Parent Invo. ement in the B.I.E.P.

Pr-e} ct Goals

are:

to 1:-r, U < nu 1-iC team to identify an- ;..are students in an propriate
edu, al program based on his her unique ional
linguist>_; u_1 cultu: al characteristics;

to delop a t-aining program for instructional and
persona gel;

3. to assess "
arni ;mg and emotional problems through studeni: placement in a

diagnostic prescr tive class while the student obtains counseling services;

4. to offer unique and innovative programs that incorporate culture; and

5. to involve parents in the diagnostic consultatic ocess and in the planning
and evaluation of program activities.
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I

,,11
I , + I11 .1 , ont,,111,1 i,11 atwi,

dpi.iplimi, up,II the it y of the 11,111(11(',11)1)illr, 1011. He 111,li()11 t y t

On hen, are if the tt I , P'.
tc, pr ovi(le 1,1r1r,iiiii};(,i ill ,,iui-ti()n and support servic("i.

1'njn in c)erved: {ter', ta.1(ir.c.i(1ind ex(
superior, sup(T or.

6_es/Grade Level: I< -

,anish/Lngl

\lary !o

Holli,ier School 1-District
761 South c,-e(11-,
Hollister,

P: o nesci

The H., Hoi i)t!-:trict began Title VII Demonsiration 1' )1e :t in

T)- -tuber of 15b. The ore,je impler»ented a new technique for ' .igual

:ia,--,-,rocrn instruction that incoi'poriies peer /cross -age teaching; and group
This technique, called t "jigsaw approa' promotes equality

and inter-ethnic interaction eating an educational et Ling that
neraction of students possessi:,, varying intellectual and linguistic
A child who has learning difficulties is sur,ounded by a peer support

rha 71creases his or her chances of acquiring information. In the bilingual
cl ,,,,sroom, the interaction of the different linguistic canbilities of each member of
the group will promote strong language practice in a natural setting. Group
partHination will encourage students to interact in a sociaii and linguistically
rr Hal manner. This approach also ser to foster and broaden students'

ding of tura! heritage,; ,iner than their own. Morenver, if is an approach
L. used at ihancin,, the (r-self-esteern cf hildren with ,lifferent intellectual

y. and cultur:ii Harkgi Paren'-, in the community are also involved in

Gifted and excepional children are mainstreamed in the model bingual
classroom, in which groups of four to !-ik students are formed during the regularly
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'Hit et' ,oir L -11 -, oi "M`," ()tip" Heti ,t

,/11, i, 1 ,1)11',11,11', 1,1

il )11p. `11, ( ,111,1,11l I ,
I

3,1)1101t,ilt l k (-4,11)11'd till' ',e1;III(.111 11111'1 ht 11'0 In
()ri One dnother lot MI nation. In 1111

., t(a.(:het- &Tye., I1ut ()illy a. ancl rt" 11111 t'

,11.`) as di example of o(>1),.r,itivc,l)(,11,avior-.

Prop', : 1 ,Arlt()Ill() `), 11 I

Populat i Ki ted Hi' I.

,'"\{1(./(firacle Level: K in five cilementary tool ,

r)uni,

Mary 1111,1!
fall rItotit1) IndeH, ndent
1111rig' ti] Edu(iation
;41 Lavaca c,t.
Sari Antonio, TX. 7821n

Te(7tnescriptic,ii:

n ENAI\1..1:. Is .
Tit:e VII-L Aided program ii,,.,igned to idea ,f, and meet

i nee c,,ifted ow! r,d(inted, English proficiency stud(' Its. . (eject
snid"rin all he pi ou.'irkid wt systernaii bilingual nicgram for tho Concurrent
developin- -u of cognitive rage skills from kindergarten tnrough tif Lfi grades.

trot, 1 or(--'ides of tutation end small group sessions the nicin. rs of
the St,,, well as wort,-show) and field exp for the parents. ':oinpilters are
part of the eduf:ational progr<-1

Prcije, 1 ac)als:

The -oak for the proj,

lrrh t1 of
ti ca ti I

of pro' Tylu,
LL..i

of , ;y in provide .g for
and talented students includiiv, use of sci esol (:e

r,,oin setting. ll (2) use of individualized -Hu-. iu1 ought

panning by cid'. -room teach, LeSOim-

community resource persons; and

3. a curriculum for cogni'' development that concurr-- tiy add'
develoomerital langww,-%
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,j(kot Hied, 1,1c1e\vood (i)endem `-,c Hoot

1), trl(-1

ue/iii,cle I evTI: in four el,ThenLit V

[ ,

'.orw
110,

)ropc,t H' 'r Lion:

Project -,.\13E't is a Lle VII funded program that ident fif gifted
Pilingual stud: its in four inentar iIOol in exa,, It iriist if the
toliowin; emipelient

1
C(.)Tr.po;eHut.;!-;ISted ,

2. Staff Development personnel trainiry

)). Community Involvement -- use of community resouvue,-,, training p n

the characteristic's of ;,',ifted and talented children, and trining parent',
con( ring copi-g and ..upperriv,' strategies.

goaI., ,.e

, I,, it ed learnin:"-y; 1-eni, in ._;r III
6, emphasi'.7.in7 language arts s tor

aca;ieni poi.--:,ti .ither art'' or 1-

to ,ievelop and iinpiei rE instruc.tional proi' am for thou develoci-p_mt of
hi cognitive proce- !s;
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tit ,

!,)'(1 h11111):' i,11)111' rlf ,11()11r,

t('(I %il)
,,p.i.i;eri,; and

and
11,1 1 nr,ln,l)

to ft,e cif mai and community resonr('es in developing ted
talented en 1111011)0i innovative

1), I i v,ly

it inr111,i, te.o..liei I hey
&)ri lni('-dr)(1'.1-11,1 hours

Her ,
111,1 I y mina( dly , 111 ktitc.r \v()i-1<.

(;i;t((-1 Ind T,d,,rif.,-H Pro,

,, j. (I 111,1

-,/(;--ade I I iC thr, ,11

1,y1age'y. Ervl,,-;11/(:,, i)

Con tact/Addre,is:

.Al'.. Edna R. Vega
Dir, for

P.S. 1 )5
319 Pint 117th Str Poo-,

ew 1 N.Y. P,

Project 1m ';,-ription:

32r

NI11('`, Si1perdt)t,id()',

The Demons ition bilingual Gifted and Talented Program in Community School

Distrirt is T.': -I project, funded in 1.(30 for a three-year period. This project is
uni,TK in that it :!.ve,,.igatinc--; and th2 needs of gifted children who are

,t 11 1-)iciiitural. In adjiti-)n, Ir is ene of the first bilingual dernonstraji-)n
ects f,-)r red children be fr aided in New York State.

divided into thc' following corn'

Lurri,:ulurn. The gifted and talented student are provided with a
curriculum that is enricHd and expanded. The model used throughout the
urriculum is Bloom'

levels of increasing
previously acquired
Enrichment Triad Moodi.

nomy c Cognitive Dorn.1:,.:;, which six
tex thinking skills, each level depending upon

.edge. The v Ddel is also based on Renzulli's



Pro

11(111' 'I I1,, !!1!III11!! 11,11,'"

t'vb,!. ()I :,',111,!!! ni,'11111 I! !111 )II 1111111,,i1, (1,

\VII() are 111\,. .1111 III
) 1 are o i I 1) ',loft it v.

',1.)i ilVel))i)iiiiii

)1

H11! 111

(011(1,1(.(s. thrutiol 1 ,m1,10,11 sy!!t('m t!

helps ,.!!ident understand their "gilt" and E!) blend of 1 ectively within
school, home, and Coftlfii(Iflity enviroturierits.

ti I I I..11 II 11 I) I I its ii.,).)
leatur!!, f t(.d chiln. Suggestions Are pruvichd f ('III i( [lent

tutu child's resour( 0,--room (...xpericii! es, and
,fte Of I ere( . l .tits on how to deal with tile psychological and ac,-.1de!!,
ti(),)(1., of gif tcu nildren.

Ti ` 1 thi', projr l!, e t. thre 1( 't I

!.1 e ti "I 11 le 111,i

11.,( , t t 11,Iit been
LI) 1):/ 'J,

ini I /or ideritificati!)o H ruin
I',. culturally and Ia gmistir,111y'IitIerent );

1 order to

2. to establish a program for gifted bilingual children that will enrich
and st..,,plement existiHg .iiingual programs; and

to train teaeher and to identify J[1.1 deal of f,-'' vol I ')gual
ill t( !! Lhildren.

1),1[.._.ry

elementary and the Thnior I li. !) components of the program are located
schools. The children placed in regul!,, )ilingual classrooms with a

t, her for the majority of the day. A bilingual resource room is also used on
a ,lady bas;s. I.! he resource rcy,...n, basic computers are used, involving the students in

n -ations an(' programming techniques. The students are grouped into sets of
shnilar needs. Each group consists of the fo' f-haracteristii.-;:

(!! of the population is proficient in both Sp,.-- Is an' Lnglish; (h) One-third
)-'f the noptii (tion :s artic' ti, !it in either Spanish or Lnglish; and (c) One-third

-He Tulatio!I H ! either Spanish or English.

to:

id!!

OtH Hlouel .;rams ore identified and described by 1!3e din (b)
, interest would be generat,.(1 to "bring about an exchLi.rige of

in . I e'Lhusidsm to oc'ne these ini Hai nndels."
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4.

Pei it 1,)iy,hip H..t\kieen 1:,nglish-language proficiency and probability of being
nain,,treame,I into a re:yilar clay-,rooin '-,etting with the appropriate

Rate of declassi f ication among Hispanic students with di t toren t

handicapping conditions and/or labels.

Effect of parents' involvement on the referral, assessment, placement, and
1-1;1,,,-,ifir707on of Hispanic stildontc.

rtfor t of federal and state special education policies on the process of
clas,iification and dech, fication of Hispanic: students.

orsolinel 1)reparatio:-.

o Effect of various teacher-training models on the education of Hispanic
handicapped students.

.)ervi( DHivyry

1. Effectiveness of the various service delivery models when used with
Hispanic children who have different handicapping conditions.

2. The effects of bilingual vs. monolingual English-language instruction )n the
cognitive, social, and emotional development of Hispanic handicapped
students.

3. Attitudes and perceptions of Hispanic parents towards bilingual vs. English-
only instructional programs.

4. Validity of Cummins' (1979) developmental interdependence hypothesis
when applied to Hispanic children who have different handicapping
conditionc.
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