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Ui monoprapi, State of the At ‘\irl__ijlg_lrxl‘g_lW_‘ﬁ)fj(thf_xr}m*?_i(_l_{_u‘_:__x_t_mn_, roowritten for
oo teachers, toacher trainers, o ychologists, parent organizers, administrators,
’ = v . AT S TN R A DTS [ETANEY SIS0 R Prarpdre o eed
e the wthor tees synthesized exasting informatic a o, e eaucation of Hie oo
fandicapped  aldeen s the hopes of presenting a compretr ¢ understanding o the

Laues invol od,

The monograph consists of seven chapters. The first chapter offers a statement
o the problem, definitions of bilingual e fucatine, special eacartion, bilingnal speciel
cloe i, and o brief description of e nethodologn o sed ans preaas g tho

mono;raph.

The second and third chapters revicw (it general area of assessment. Topics
include intelligence, testing practices, non-biaced assessment, criteria fou aon-biased
~ssessment, language assessinent, cognitive learning styles, and assessment maodels.
R-ief descriptions of test reviews are provided. Becausc there is little litere.ure in
fhe arca of assessment that addresses the specific needs of H: 4:anic handicarped
students, 'nuch of what is included in this chapter relates tc he <¢isessment of
minority handizapped (principally black) children and regular bilingual education. To
the extent possible, the material was analyz~ f-om the perspective of its applicability

to the education of Hisp nic handicapped students.

Chapter 1V sets {orth the issues involved in the placement o Hicpanic children in
special  education  prog.ams. These  issues  include leg;is!atior .ver- and
under-representaticn of riapanics in spwn.al education, inapptopriate pia-2ments, and
the unfortunate effects of labels. This chapter also provides a list <1 non-biased

standards for placing children with limited English proficisncy (LEP).
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CHIARTLE e
THE PROBEEM

(e cchie vion of aononty langoagee and handicapped students vepresents o e
Dodlengye to educ ational assten thiroughont the conntyy. Bodh ot Langeeye - and
hoauhie apped stadents aoe caoently e i of educational and Tepal controversy.
Litigration and visible advocacy groups have brought the needs of these children to the
public cye, highlighting the  failure of school systems  to provide appropriate

cdncational progeams (Berging 1980,

Mhe Fducation of Al Handicapped Children Act (PL L. 9% 142) requires that each
State that receives funds under  this Act guarantees a free, appropriate public

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

and procedures used in classifying and placing handic apped children must be selected
nd administered to avoid racial and cultural discrimination.  This law includes the
child right to be evaluated in his or her native language (Sapir and Wilson, 1978).
Forthermore, one  of  the  important  philosophical  viewponts  contained in this
legislation stresses that, to the maximuin possible extent, handicapped idividuals
should be included in rveryday activities. The law alsc 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-discrirninatory assessment
and placement practices have promoted extensive litigation on behalf of linguistic
minorities at the state and local levels. Presently, California, Louisiana,
Mlassachusetts, and New York City require that bilingual goals, programs, and servi: s
be included in the Individualized Education Programs (I.E.P.) of bilingual handicapped
students (Baca, 1980b).

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 realizicion that special education and bilingual education
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Vo chodenee tae g edne o tor ety mnne e e b et h
Gl S e e adags e e con be peovided e e e ve b Mapprop et
i atton tC o Ton, Peters, el TR N R D Pl cwtet of the bodlonge o
cvidenced by the thea ods of Thapante stadents corrently  poaticipating, i spe tal
cdducation propraens throughout the Phpted States. Inothe toar states with the highenst
nennbers of Thapanie students, the number of Fhspanic handicapped students, hoes been

i

Uy e o (4,00,

In order to provide an appropeiate edacational proyram for this  population, o
Critical need exists for adequately prepared personnel inoareas suchoas o bilingual
Lo hings, asaessient, speech and Dingruagee development, payeholoyy, and curriculam.
N present, tnaay school dericte et wes hertle ot any, fortaal troanime o erther
Syfvoead ecbe s o specral i Hion toowarl thee oo proyens . ey there e an
Conediate need tor basic and applied research e eas sich s asnessient ol
handicapping conditions, first- and second-language cquisition, the: assessmont ol

bilingual handicapped students, personnel training models, and service delivery inodels.
Definttions

For the purposes of this monogaph, special education, handicapped bitingual

education, and bilingual special education are defined as tollows:

l. Special education is defined as the "individualized application of
techniques, ,.cocedures, instructional materials, and equipment, designed to
dccommodate to unusual forms or rates ! cognitive, affective and motor
status or ovelopment, to sensory deprivation, to lack of earlier schooling,
1o ineffective earlier instruction, or to any other personal or environmentil
~onditions that stand in the way of a broad and thorough education™

(Reynolds and Birch, 1977).

-2-
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o e Leae a0 e b b D de e o ettt e le
bty plo ot natrones ot these Grevnolds ot 10 [y, 1

Bcheapoal cdoc vtione o leto e T e O R TAN N FECREER TR VRRNES BRI NUEY

Fogrbeshyy o ecdines o vnesteac trons tor the sanne pogl popedation e o wed
orpancsed propra. This encompasses all or part of the curciculhaom and
e ludes the stady of the astory and caltare associated with the mmother
tonprae o the qrpdenr A cornplete poovr o develops and antainsg the
hulden et etecrn oaet o Tt te prede s both cnltares” (LSS O fpoe

of ebication, E971)

. Bilingual Special Education 1o detimed as "those eaching strategies which
allow  for the devetopment of personal wdentification, self-worth, and
achiteveme:st of co'tradly and g tically ditferent exceptional children.
Pinder ot defimction, cach chalb owonld bhe provided an o individoad

cdicatonal proygran atilcanye the preterced fanpuape and/or node ot

Cotpntinte o abion (e e 1IN

The tollowimny procedures weres aed to gather information on current issues,

trends, and practices in the education of Hispanic handicapped students.

l. A brochure 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

docurmentation that could be included in the monograph (see Appendix A).

This brochure was mailed to all persons who attended the nationat
confrrence on The Bilingual Exceptional Child, sponsored by the Council

for Ex -ptional Children in the Spring of 1981,

-3
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CHAPTER I

FSSFSME

Jverview

Since the early 1920's, educational institutions have fcund standardized testing
useful and convenient. In the United States alone, more than five million standardized
tests were being administered annually by 1929 {Houts, 1975). At the present time,
more ihan 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-

=~-’e 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-luded 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 accumdlated 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).
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concerning the nature of

intelligence tests and the menta: abilities thev actually
measure. In 1954, Wechsler defired intelligence operationally "the aggregate or
global capacity of the individual to act purposefully, to think r. nally, and to deal
effectively with his environmer.t”. 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.



This argu.uent concerning the origins of intelligence has indirectly involved

cbardized tests, pacticularly the interpretation placed on soores obt: od by

Cppartentlios will pe Lajtad ar e 1 denled (Uakiare, 90 Losc ol o0 de e s 0l
. .lligence fail to recognize that what constitutes an act of intelligent behavior is
inescapably linked to and determined by the values and standards of society (Samuda,
1975). /., a culture-bound concept, intelligence is inseparable frem 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 pararmeters 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 patte.a (Perrone, !977). 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 comparad. 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). .

15
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The concept of reliability refers to the consistency of the scores obtained by the

came stident in the same or equivalent test (Olmedo, 1977). Some of the popular

S DDESH U DI ORI SO0 G D G e T st g e D
c1opeople wha 2ither use or take the test. Salvia and Ysseldyke (I578) have stated that
many of the norm-referenced tests used to make decisions about minority students
lack necessary reliability. The resuits of such tests promote decisions based more on

errors than on actual characteristics (Duffy et al., 1981).

In simple terms, validity refers to "the degree to which a test measures what it
is 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,
1577). 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 e'ementary 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 whc would not benefit

16
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from instruction in ti - regular classroom and who thereiare should be placed in special

schools (Dinet and Simon, 1905). These tests historically have been used to exclude

! G el e W ile theos sra Coo mpny have neen hepefichal to the
L I N N R TR N Uniostunatciy, assessment in ordor 1o

RS - . . : - - : P .- . ey o - P , - ~
ACUUITe O et dy Wolasty vt Leen considered ao unportant as asse<scment to

classity 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 4) to comply with the official requirements of state and

federal agencies (Dyer, 1980).

Psychiometric 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
recommendaticns" (BASE). Practices Iimited to psychometric testing usually focus on
the need to categorize, labcl, 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 fromi psychometric testing as well as other means of collecting information on
2 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. [t is

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

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

-9-



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,
snel these abservations should occur in settings other than the examination room or the

[ A B
[
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sroup norims describing the child's fo-ctioning in terms o iobal, undifferentiated
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 s’he
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 orinciple underlying pcychological testing is that in order for the
scores to be valid, certair 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 relevant 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 ard maintaining rapport with
students (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, mjddle-class

/ o vt : . R . s . ]

N v T et cntan Coite e it e frra censide ction that

Other assumptions taken for granted when testing Hispanic stidents inciude 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 child from a non-Engiish speaking home. The second
assumption does not recognize 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 fror tests which have been standardized on culturally different populations or

administered by improperly trained examiners.

Criticisms Of Testing Practices

The criticisms direct.d 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
enumerates some of the criticisms aimed at testing that have been discussed during

t1e last decade:

1. 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

“11-
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6.

10.

1i.

cognitive experiences (Oakland, 1977; Williams, 1970; DeAvila, 197C;
Ramirez, et al., 1974).

Standardized tests sample cognitive styles that are directly opposed to
those of most chiidren from cuiturally diverse groups (Ramirez, et al.,
|27,

Vhegn

st Jdarcized (ests nave Mot S GLiaaned oo danidned woLse wrth

; T 3
Lspanics (Ramirez, et al., 1974).

Traditicnai tests often use language that is not understcod by Hispanic
children. Either the test's vocabulary is unfamiliar or in many instances,
the young child does not understand nor speak English (Ramirez, et ai.,
1974). Furthermore, using an unfamiliar dialect of Spanish to to-r
Hispanic child is comparable to administering the testin a language t-at i
totally foreign to him or her (Gonzalez, 1974). When such tests w7 -
with lancceage minority children, the scores obtained do not adzguach
indicate tiwir learning abilities, but rather veflect their unfamiliciiy with
the deminant culture and the English language {(Sabatino. keuing, wnd
Hayden, 1973).

The testing situation is often foreign and threatening to dispaniv students
(Ramirez, et al., 1974).

Educational personnel tend to overrate the information provided hy
standardized te=* scores. There seems to be something seductive about the
apparent objectivity and simplicity of a score derived frsn a paper and
pencil test (Frechtling, 1982).

Tests are sometimes ~dministered by incompetent persons who do not
understand the culiure and language of the student and are therefore
unable to assess the child's underlying competence (Cakland, 1977).

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

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 cnildren came in part from

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

-12-
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In these davs it is doubtful that any child may r~asonably be expected to succeed
in life if he i¢ denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity,
whe-e the state has undertaken to providc¢ 't, is a right which must be made
available to all on equal terms (Brown v. Bca o of Education, 1954, 347 U.S. 483,
74 S.CT. 686, 98 L.ED. 873)

corce oo gecisions vhatl have dealt with the 'egal righits of handicapped children

<

‘he legal principle is equal protection under the law, which originates from the
Fourteenth Amendment cf tre United States Constitution. This requires tha: where
the state has :ndertaken to provide a benefit such as public education to the .=ople,
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., heard Hobsen v. Hansen (1967), the first case in which a court

directly dealt with the testing controversy. 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
endowmeni or capacitiy to learn, not their present leve! of skills. The law has a sp-cial
concern for victiras with long histories of purposzfu’ ~nd malicious discrimination, as
is the case of most racial minorities. The school system was asked to explain why
black f{and poor) children disproporticnately populated the lower tracks of the
educatio a! system. The court statement, "vhich 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
1.0. scores ere lower than 75 on state-approved intelligence tests, predominantly the

Aaint i clymed they were nat aeptally retarded and

Pt e

oL or phacasent of eniidren inospecial ecucation classroces.

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

brought by nine Mexican-American children wl:ose predominant language was Spanish.
Following traditional testing procedures, these children had been placed in classes for
the mentaily retarded. The children were retested in Spanish and the majority scored
within the "normal" range. Even though the case was settled out of court, it revealed
the bias of test scores when children are examined in a non—domiﬁant 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 reczive federa! financial aid for education programs for handicappes 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 administerei 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:

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

3. A local school district evaluation and placement team ~omposed of all
persons who direct)y or indirectly are involved in or influence the child's
S stienald suceces dncloding . the oagent, and thelr comraunity

St
A N A S RIS A B VY IR SN SIS tuitbt faddio
commen D related personnel, including L rooministere anu
teimily 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, 1977).

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

-15-
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procedural guarantees, is one wa, of insuring that psychoecucation.' assessment will

not have a discriminatory impact on minorities.

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

Of Swews e 1979 et Tase Poove Poard of Educ jon of Oty ol Tley S

coc slodenns clareed The o e disprop rtienate relorts WEI L
SNy PR ooyt R N e T N e R AT T e e R T ¥ eyt N R . - RSN
SpEYL L wdy 5CA0CHs, AL TSINOVEG LRSI ITCIT LNEe MaGIiNstidaa St NI SO
was discriminatory. Because of vague and subjective criterion for ider :-ation,

evaluation, and placement, the plaintiffs charged that they were trea - 2~ favc.ably
than white students who were more likely to be placed in «'isses ior 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, tne judgments requi.ed the Boarc of

Education to make many changes in its special education division, including the

following:

L. 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
¢.cuments to Spanish-speaking parents in Spanish.

2. By January 9, 1980, to plan for temporary and permanent procedures for
evaluating and placing students with limited English proficiency in their
nitive 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

-16-
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believed would place black students at a disadvantage and concluded it is not the test
itself that accounts for the larme number of black students in classes for the mentally
retarded. He agreed with wne board of education position that 1.Q. differences are
~aused by socio-ecunomic factors that interfere with the development of intellectual

it Siece it is penerally agreed that children in classes for the mentally retarded

Laws, cuurt decisions, and supplementary guidelines have crected a certain
“.axiety" 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 aducation"
(Bernal, 1972). Federal legislation has provided the opportunity Ior parents and
professionals to reassess the assessment process. Hopefully, the force pof law will
continue to support them as they struggle on behalf of the individuality of exceptional
children, so that cvaluation 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 founu in the literature where testing of
minority children is considered to be biased. only a few authors hav~ provided actuai
guidance as to which standards or criieria 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.

_17-



A nondiscriminatory measure has been defined as "one which results in simtlar
performance distribution across cultural groups" {Alley and Foster, 1978). While these
groups may differ with respect tn larguage/dialect, cultural experiences, values, and
L-arning styles, in order for a test to be considered nondiscriminatory, it should result
in distributions that are statistically equiv.lent across the groups tested. [If the

R ITET R [N Pt
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cultucatly relevant tests designed to tap the experiences and abilities ot the studerrs
who will be wsse.sed. Along this same line of thought, Oakland (1980) believes that
"the fundamental principle underlying a non-biased assessment program is that, if

necessar., some attempts will be made to facilitate chrildren'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 bzth 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 inapnropriate 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 (0Oakland, 1980;

Fishman, 1978).

Gliedman and Roth (1980) have presented a new approach that should be
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.e 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 s: 1d 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 affacts 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 ana nonverbal); and the ego strength
of each family member.

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

o All children have some emotional strength and resiliency that permit them to
function. Given support, they a. : 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
childrer. anc while doing skill work in school. The child's functioning and
behavic- will change dramatically with alterations of the environment.

o The examination should begin with pleasing, nonstressful activities; more
difficult demands should be interspersed carefully.

~-19-
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Rivera (19%]) has presented the FOHOWIN, HTe L 101 N0 2Eanti st e o

limited English-speaking students:

Slich studChiv, fromie oot loer T e My ditterent  backgrounds  are
assessed, a professional of the same background should be 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 sarnples.

Rationale: Rehavior that would be considered normal or typical by one ethnic or

socioeconomic group may be considered abnormal or deviant by mambers
of another ethnic or socioeconomic group. individuals who are
anfamiliar with thess ethnically or economically related behavior
patterns rmay misinterpret them and/or consider them inappropriate or
seriously deviant. When the educational personnel who gather and
interpret data on children do not ceme from the same ethnic group as
the children whom they are assessirg, 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
cornpetence usad for this complex task.

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.

Discussic - of assessment procedures with parents should take place in their
dominant language. Assessment personn-| should be sensitive to
misunderstandings that might result from cultural differences. If qualified
assessment personne! 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 assessmer:t

personnel as well as between assessment personnel and students. It is
the responsibility of the schools to address these problems.

-20-
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. Asnessinent  should be in the swudent's dominant  language, and assessinent
personnel should have documented fluency in that language. When personnel
lacking language competence ar: usc”. the efforts made to locate suitable
personnel should be documented and an interpreter provided.

0 calon The use of linguistically anpropriate assessinent instruments 1s not
sutficient to establish that the procedure is non-discriminatory.
Previding assessment personnel who can comrnunicate with students in
their dominant language is also the responsibility of school personnel.

5. Assessment persc' el should be familiar with and sensilive to the cultural
identification of suudents. These qualifications of assessment personnel should
be documented in assessment reports.

Rationale: Cultural differences between assessment personnel and students can be a
major barrier to communication. Again, 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.

3. 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

-2]-
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ot Lrom other sources. Thus, as decision-rnakers have access to a variety
of data about an individual student they are less likely to rely overly on
any single data source that might include biased or discriminatory
information.

The following stadards are among those nsed in Massachusetts to evalunte

Limited English Proficient (LEP) handicapped students (Landurand, 1978):

L. 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 <+ family history assessments are fluent in the
parents' prirnary 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 cf 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):

—
.

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?

-22-
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o the stanedardsadron popitactiere, e el e Podloning, cdeoo by e bined
aned delineated?

. Number of subjects,

b. Sex of subjects,

- Fthnicity of ibjects,

; /\gv«u*grddv‘ quhyw‘hh

", Region of the country where the subjects were obtained,
i. Socioeconomic status of subjects, and

g. Specification of special conditions, such as handicaps.

Are standardization groups for test development, reliability, and validity clearly
differentiated from each other and adequately described, as in #47

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

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

Are the time of administration and method of administration appfopriate to the
child's:

Development lev ',

Cultural backgrou.. |,

Dominant language, and

Special limitations, i.e., handicaps, etc.?

an o

Is there reliability data reflecting:

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

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

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?

Does the test manual provide validity data for:

a. Each intended use of the test,
b. Each subpopulation in the standardization group,
o8 Face validity,
d. Criterion validity, including predictive and concurrent, and
e. Construct validity?
=23~
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Nt content o appropttate for:

AL All subpopulatiens,

b. Developimental leve's of childeen on whon test will be uset
<. Language skills of children on whom test will be used, and
d. Cultural values of children on whom test will be used?

Alternatives To Traditional Testing Practices

In this section, the various alternatives to standardized testing procedures that
have emerged during the past several years wiil be presented and critiqued. This new
trend in assessiment practices may be explained by a combination of interrelated
factors: 1) The variability in cultural and linguistic patterns cf this society are
increasingly recogmized 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 followinz: 1) The Cattell Culture-Free Intelligence

Test; 2) The Dovis-Fells Games; 3) Ravens Progressive Matrices; 4) Leiter

~24.
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At the present time, culture-fair tests have proved disappointing, since rminority
SNiledren nove been shown to perform, if not more poorly, at least just as hadly as they
do on tradistonal standardized measures (Samuda, 197970 varous wiiters agree that
this type ol test is extremely difficult to construct (DeAvila and Havassy, 1974;
Sainuda, 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. Forablishiment of Regional and Ethnic Norins: According to Bernal (1977,
establishing regional and ethnic norms is @ 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 mincrities 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 Inteliigence 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 pecple (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 ccmmon to & 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

-Z5-
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Qi onlt to devetap cnd e spec e tes s, sine e no crmyle test s aatis b tonly e

the beeteropencore, geonps o talde o found inany alticad o cihore prong.

b, Pluralistic Assessinent Procedures: This approach has been suppor ted and developed
primarily by Jane Mercer and her associates at R crside, California. It calls for a
b S ntaralt perspective an the e of oo ities by dal ooy anta
Lecount  the individual's socio-cultural charact: istics  when evaluating  scores on
standardized tests (Oakland, 1977; Samuda, 197 »  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 approxirn.ately the same opportunity to acquire the
knowledge and skills to answer questions on an intelligence test designed for an Anglo-

Acnorican society (Mercer, 1971,

This perspective implics 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 simiiar 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, Duftfy, 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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ottt o 1O b S v it preted e nomad perfortnace relative toothe socios nltural
pronp ob which heoor e o et (Mete o, 19790 1 sy he nphe 1 thad e e
Chuldren Trom that particul w group wonld adways perforin poorly, no attempt <hould be
ot to determine the child's arcas of strength or to search for defects in the test
Alley and Foster, 1978). Furthermore; "this procedure does not consider the language
Coe e ol the i ane or e Teaening styles of the panority childen™ (G 1976.).
S Lngustic: Translation of Existing Tests: The translations of existing intelligence
tests for use with non-English speaking children represcat another response to the
criticisims of testing practices with minority groups (Oakland, 1977). In most cases,
this practice has not included subsequent modification and validation of the test
(ernal, 1977).  The procedure entailed in translating literally the Stanford-Binet,
[ en, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, ete., into Spanish appears to be + simple and
o onient method 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-
142 that this procedure meets one of the requirements of nondiscriminatory testing.
llowever, various writers have affirmed that language differences can not be equated
by th.s procedure whecn one takes into consideration the complex language, idioms,
collequialisms, words with multiple meaning, and words with similar but not identical
meaning that characterize all languages (Alley and Foster, 1978; Sabatino, Kelling and

P yden, 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
Lecause of differences between the Spanish spoken at home and the Spanish used in

tests (Sanuda, 1975; Bernal, 1977).

In the process of translation, the meaning of test items is often chainged. 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 additicn, in
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low (Duttey et al., 1931).

[ (1977) helieves that mare than translation and superticial adaptation is
Heceosary betore a test can be constdered appropriately equuvatent.  Accocding o
DeAviia and Havassy (1974, the following suminarizes some of the problems of test
translations: 1) Regional linguistic differences make it difficult to use a single
translation; 2) Since a bilingual child's language may be a combination of two
languages, simple mou lingual translations are inappropriate; and 3) Many bilingual
chitdren do not read in their dorinant, spoken language. For a morc complete

dive ceedon ot the prifalls of test te, dations, refer to Samuada (197 5) and Bernal (1977).

6. Criterion-Referenced Measures:  As opposed to a normn-reference imeasure, 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 periu.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 oi 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-Espancl (Cornejo, 1974) represents one
attempt to develop a criterion-referenced system designed to provide a comprehensive

assessment of Spanish reading.
Although, 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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/. The Piagetian Alternative:  In contrast to the psychometric approach, the
Y et oot et e e ot he pudied throoens the
examination of intra-individual, rather than inter-individual, approaches (DeAvila and
Havassy, 1974).  Research results seern to indicate a simnilarity in the cognitive
development ot 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 developrental performance
hetween Anglo and Mexican American childeen. DeAvila and Havassy concluded,
"exican American children develop cognitively the same as, and at basically the

catne fate as, Anglo-American children.”

The following are among the results of research on the neo-piagetian approach to
testing conducted by DeAvila and Havassy (1974): 1) Performnance 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 meaningfui differences were found between the sexes.

3. Matching the Background of the Examiner and Siudent: Garcia and Zimmerman
(1972) conducted a study to determine the relationship between the etimic 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 that, 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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Vany of today's scholars and teachers came from culturally depr wved
backgrounds. Many or these same individuals, however, when confronted
with students whose present social and economic predicament is ot unlike
their own tend to escape the painful memory of their own prior lower
Statis,

A econd teason Telres ta some practtionet s attitades o charactery s < ban the

following statement:

" 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 sane cultural group as the student 1s
not enough to assure nondiscriminatory testing. A minority child is not able to display
his or her strengths on conventional tests, regardless of the cxaminer's ethnic
background. Only by providing the minority examiner with alternative measures that

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

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 nonstan ‘ard Fnglish less

ravorably than students who speak standard English. Laosa (1978) writzs:

~
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Negative  perceptions of teachers towards Hispanie stadents ace sipnificantly

i reasod when they 1ce chibdren with cither what s perceived as ory, i reahity, 15 a

. .
Lo [ NEERE N I A ) o et thae

Bonede apped tonorciy uald Faces the totlowing contte

Inconsistency in environments - Chanand Rueda (1979) have aindicated that o
conflict arises when the school requires a learning style which 15 not consistent
with the fearmimg styles required in the home and community.

Development of 4 positive sclf-concept - Garwood (1979) sugpested that the
minority child may be hampered by feelings ot mmadeqgnacy and depressed self-
Concept resulting from marked  difterences betweens s cnstomary - social
envitonment and that of the school.

Considerations on specific handicapping conditions - When "normal” bilingual
children are placed in classes for the mildly han'icapped 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

c~ficits, 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, sceking to give those forms and structures that s/he believes are acceptable

in school. This lirnitation 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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socolinguistic theory as presented by Erickson and Omark (1981) in Communication

Assessinent of the Bilingual Biculturdd Childs Tswies and Guidelines.

Moy the IO steact nal iistees beeane prominent (Dray, 1981, The
S s ad viesw ot langiage, based on the behavior st school of psychology, states that
what o person hears or speaks represents  language ability. First and second language
acquisition develops as a result of habit formation. Furtherrnore, 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 ~.«h of these separate units (Day,
19%1). There was very little concern with the process of language acquisition and its

effect 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
cach individual possesses a basic competence for language that underlies the
genecrative nature of language performance. The psvcholinguistic interpretation
proposed by Chomsky was extended by others into discussions such as the cognitive
view of linguistic structures, the existence of language universals, and the idea that
each one of us is born with a language acquisition device that predisposes us to

langiage 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
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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 servizes (Woodford, 1977). Traditionally, this has consisted of the use
of commercially develcped tests of language dominance and language proficiency. The

following is one of many definitions provided for language dominance:

"...Janguage 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 Byrt, Dulay, and Hernandez (1976), the parameters that comprise
' mouage dominance e the following: lexicon, structural proficiency, chronological
- n.:zrol, fluency, and communicative skills. Dominance in one of the parameters does
not imply dominance in the others. That is to say, a childwrmay 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
-33.
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Bernal (...7) criticizes language dominance tests because of their tailure 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 th .. zuage in which they are not dominant; the
second, that children must be competc.t 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 cf
bilingual children is a very sad one (Bernal, 1977; Mowder, 1979; Twomey, et al., 1930;
Shuv, 1977; Pedraza and Pousada, 1930).

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 chiidren'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 mora 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
objcctive 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 accemplish (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
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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, 198}).

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: (1) 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 promirent in the 1950's as discussed above.

Particularly in the field of English-as-a-second-language, assessment approaches are
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(0950, So.ne exampies of those types of lests include the Test ¢
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 apprcach 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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wiil enable them to obtain the full promise that America nolds out for theim (Fishiman,
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 tetter
on tests if the examiner reflects behaviors simiiar to those found in field-sens'tive
teachers. Field-sensitive persons tend to be holistic, inductive thirkers and sens.:ive
to environmen:. On the other hand, many research studies reveal no general tendzncy
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*dual's 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 anc teachers

tend to exacerbate other problems and decrease the validity of test data.
Some of the problems that teachers and students exferience 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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Recnits of o least three stidies (Chov and odd, 1976 Ramirez, Arce-lorrez,
and Politzer, 1976; Williams, Whitehead, and Miller, 1972) suggest that teachers
perceive students who speak uicinstandard F.glish lecs faverably than students who
speak a standard version of the English language. Lcwer expectations and negative
attitudes on the part of teachers and examiners lead to the biased labeling of bilingual
children. Gillend and Rucker (1977) found that labels carry a negative connotation that
results in lower teacher expectations ior 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 needs. 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 packground 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 educatici: to address this problem by offering

training programs that wili dexelop bilingual psychologists and other personnel.

Cognitive Learning Style

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

cognitive style from a cross-zultural perspective (Ramirez and Castaneda, 1974).

~39.
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Social scientists argue that, as a result of different socialization experiences, children
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The two cognitive learning styles that have been isolated through extensive
rasearch 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
‘nformation 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-sensiti:/e 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 teachers.

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

Cechigues. and procedares, as cen as a definition of what is considered normal 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 1l-Diagnostic Teaching Model. A brief description

of each follows.

a. The Medical Model: This model defines abnormality as biological pathology that
is evidenced by the presence of biolcgical symptoms (Oakland, 1977). According to
Oakland, this model, appropriately usz2d, 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
1s that "academic problems are aused by deficits or disabilities within the child." As
Oakland (1977) has stated, "a co-ollary of this assumption is that children's academic
difficulties are not the resul: of inadequate teaching or inadequate educational
experiences." This model em!tasizes the child's weaknesses and limitations, rather
than helping the child become cognizant 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 Perceptuc!-Motor Survey.

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

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

evaluation in this model "assumes the child is either correct or incorrect with the
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t1ans nd Sabatino (1973) have indicared that the diagnostic-prescriptive methodology,
which develops educational programs based on the strengths and weaknesses of the
child's periorinance on particular tests, has little validity. Sapir (1980) considers this
model a limited informational system, since it does nct 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 ofher children.
Therefore, it involves no formai definition of normal or abnormal behaviors (Qakland,
1977).

The rnain 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 further 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 anc potential

1
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sssible approaches within this model.  One approach is the culture-specitic 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 Childreri (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 wii 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 ot

the learner and the cognitive demand of the task (Sapir, 1930).
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In addition to the above;sthe following principies are also basic to the Clinical
Niagnostic Teaching Viodel: (1) Th- t~ach.»r works with the child's strengths, providing
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hiselt o herself » 0 oo oore successfually theough the developmental stage.  This
model implies a linking of treatment and diagnosis, so that the continually emerzing
patterns of the caild's development lead ©o the refinement of diagnosis and revision of

teaching strategies.

Test Reviews Available

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

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

l. The American Speech, Language and Hearing Association prepared a Resource

Guide to Multicultural Tests and Materials (Cole and Snope/,/l981). 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, 1080l 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

b
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information on test purpose, age/grade level, target population, time of

wdrninistration, test  description, and technical information, including validity,

St
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SSRTET Lot es Wb ason, Crowell, Heller, and Omar 1980). Approximately 500 tests
are reviewrd concerning the following areas: a) academ.. and school readiness;
b) s.daptive behu/ior, development, and social competence; <. 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/cuitural 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 incluae the following: a) Language Assessment Scales;
b) Bil:ingual Syntax Measure; c) Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery; d) Test For
Auditory Coinprehension of Language, and e) Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary
Test. Tests used to evaluate intellectual functioning include “he System of
Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) and the Cartoon Conservation Scales,
Levels | 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
Nepartment »f Education (1980), reviews psychoeducational and language tests used in

sy vie

oo ook ent e, Special cuacicion and The Hispanic Childs

Cultural Derspectives (Coron, 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 reviéw includes a
discussion of research studies conducted on the appropriateness of each of these tests
for diagnusis of handicapping conditions in Hispanic ci.ldren. Towers (1981) discusses
the procedures followed for the non-biased assessment of limited English proficiency

students in the public schools of Montgomery County, Maryland.
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CHAPTER 1V
PLACEMENT

Introduction

During the past decade, the field of special education has made considerable
progress in the development of more effective methods of identification, referral, and
placement of all exceptiunal childrer‘k Milofsky, 1977). However, there is a critical
need to adapt these improvements to the needs of Hispanic students. Among limited
English-s seaking 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 linited, 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 children
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 ciasses. An injunction was granted to prohibit the

continuation of the special classes unless a hearing was provided before placement.
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I Do v, Calitornia State Roard (Z)f#_'EVdU( ation (1970), an o 1t-of-court

b etient called 1or a revision of placemont procedures to include testing in the

home language (Bergin, 1980). In Covarrubias v. San Dieygo 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
Ul inrendad raallow parents to give informed consent about the placement of

there child in a special education program (Gallegos, Garner, and Rocriguez, 1973).

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 Maladjusted and
Emotionally Disturbed. This led to an investigation of the board's assessment and
placement policies that resulted in a decision against the Roard of Education. A lack
of adequate facilities in the public 1+ '3 led to restrictive programs in racially and
segregated schools (Baca, 19% ). Vhe i <t Court held that, on constitutional
grounds, and according to F _. 9" "/ a ~c "on 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, the
special day schools werc 1 " acmise  plaintiffs suffered discriminatory

treatment in the referral, ¢ -alua: .~ pro: ©ss procedures.

In Jose P. v. New 2ity vard -: Education (1979), the plaintiffs,
representing physically handicap .ad children of Hispanic heritage, claimed that board
policies resulted in exclusionary . '+ o leading to underrepresentation in public
school programs. The court ruin! tnat the defendant had failed to evaluate and place

minority group children in a timely manner. The board was directed to provide
schoc!’l.vilding level assessment for all pupils with suspected handicaps with testing to

be . nducti. 1in 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 Maw 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. Subscequently, on Febroary 2/, 1950, a0 consolidated jodpraent wae issued in the

3

Pinited Corebral Palay and Dyrone S50 cases that incorporated all the provisions ol 1

e
Jose P.oorder. This judgment has attected virtually every aspect of special education
in New York City (Baca, 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.

“ccording to Baca, while the natter of bilingual special education has not yet
rsoched the nation's courts, indicators are that additional itigation based on the
Jose I’ case can be expected (1980).

[ssues 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 schoo! 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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1068, Duann wroce o bassic paper that broupht together issues related to the
e ot detnonetable bene i annon tated wath el eontaine spectal chassens well
W the dsetie o overcepresentation of minority children in such classes. Dunn wrote as

follows:

A hetter edueation than special class placement is needed for
oo tnradly deprived chitdren wirh mild Tearning problems who
have been labeled educable mentally retarded....The number ot
special day classes for the retarded has been increasing by leaps and
bounds. The most recent 1967-68 statistics combpiled 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
‘re frorn 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 frorn 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
ceprived children as mentally retarded. Furthermore, we must stop
segregating them by placing them into our allegedly special
i .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 a'song all ethnic groups. However, minority children are greatly
overrepresen: . in such handicapping conditions as mild retardation and mild
emotional disturbance, when no clear physical or genetic cause can be attributed

(Gliedman and Roth, 1980).

Rernal (1977) u.lso 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

diiferences are considered to be learning deficits (Mercer, 1974).
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Franks (1971) woudied eleven - the twelve Missonri school districts that receivedd
e ad Tor educdbbe mentally retarded (EMIR)Y and learning disabled (LD) children.
Lo Study tound thaty, whereas about one-third ot atl children in EMR - classes were
black, only about three percent of all children in LD classes were black. Furtheriors,
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
California 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 response to these discriminatory practices, on May 25, 1970, I. Stanley
Pottinger, Director of the Office of Civil Rights, issued a memorandum stating that
"sehool districts st not assign national origin, minority students to EMR classes
solely on the basis of criteria which essentially measures skills in the English language"

(Oaklind, 1980).

Underrepresentation

As a result of litigation against disprop.rtionate 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 1978, 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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ol Tionted ooy profior Cwere fonnd to Leoanderrepresented. Onthe other hand,
RN Mot vith somee deprec of Englich proficiency wers over represented in

Db e dueadion o taes aned por e ndarty Phe fnore restric tive proyi .

Another study, conducted by the United States General Accounting Office
(1981), revealed that there is yet a substantial number of children in regular
e ot b v i need speciad o Tcabons Daros e e o pe b RS
special education. The study also indicates that handicapped migrant siudent, are

definitely an underscerved population.

An explanation for the decline in the incidence of mildly handicapped Hispanics
nay be the fact that schools are becoming reluctant 1o classify minority children as
handicapped for fear that they will not be able to defend the assessment procedures
ey use (Berging 1980; Octiz and Yates, 1981). Another reason that has been cited is

the lack of bilingual ociol 2ducation teachers (Bergin, 1980).

Given the legal mandates for bilingual prograins and the lack of b'liagual special
education services available, the bil ~gual classroom has often been regarded as the
"best" placement avaiaple. Tierefore, regular hilingitil classrooms aave become an
alternative to special educa .on plac:ment (Ortiz and Yctvs, 1981). Presently, the
state of the art oders . ninority ladsoage handicapped  students  two ec ally
inappropriate choices: placement in an cvercrowded bilingual classroom, or placement

in a monolingual special education program (Bergin, 1980).

Inappropriate Placements

Hill 11975) has io? ~aired that 15% more 'iissanics than Anglo or black studants
were referred to suesial education based upon acacomic diffi-ulties versus physical
srcblems. Sh. alsc noted that there appears to exist a bigh correlation between
facility in Fnglish ind academic performance, as deronstr ated by the high (78%)

number ¢ ¢ siudents referred for linguistic preblems.
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0 sesea b docmnent entitled, Pesting and Teaching Communicatively
Eou e appo D Cluldren: The State of the Artin 1980, Dulay, Burt, and MeKeon (1980),
Cecated Ui 3 or the protessionads arveyed thought there nay be Hispanic
Cinldren who are being inappropriately placed into programs for the severely languagze
and specch tinpaired. 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

Qonoreel In the o ace the Spanishospealdna chitd with a frue language

Fhomanie b
disorder i additionally haclicapped by berg "submecy o inoan atl-Laglish classroom

(O, 1979).

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
simplv because there were no other programs available in the schools to meet their

copecial neceds

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 @~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 whic' he or she will never escape. They further note that, "in
many instances, the only consistent criterion for acceptance, classification and

placernent 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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b iy withe e cedemne oo ee. They alao otade dhat the concept of Meast
Conttn tive cnvitonment™ s not constdered erjously when dealing with DEP stadents.
Chodren aee often placed i bilingoal edoncation progeams ona foll-time basis with the
cxpec tatton thoat bdingual teachers will be able to best deal withe then problems. In
the case of truly handicapped LEP students, a bilingual teacher does not adequately
meet their special education needs, thereby constituting an inappropriate placemnent.
Although placement in a bilingual education prograin will most probably meet the
Lty ! A e b o he R Bl e B it ey boue the

troaming, necded to deal with handicapped children (Rodriguez, et al., 1979).

A najor issue related to the inappropriate diagnosis and placernent of Hispanic
children is that of declassification. Even though the goal of the special education
programm should be to declassify the child and return him or her to either the
monolingal or bilingual regular classroom as soon as possibley it is penerally agreed
that once g child is placed o special education class, the chances of escaping are

minnoal (Ortiz and Yates, 19815 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
requireinent is frequently ignored (Gliedman and Roth, 1980). Usually, parents are
inforred that 4 type of placement is the only option available and are threatened with
various tyn.s of sanctions should they reject it. In situations where school perscnnel
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
inforrn 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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aub et by chadlbenpre the s bac s ecrdon:

Sertous questions are raised by the posaibility  that some s hool
systems  will - formal'y  orinforinally establish  administrative
procedures that provide for speedy review of challenges to initial
Classification and program placement and much slower review of
crempty to have the child recclassifiedor placed in different

i . Doy i, AR
Py et N Lin‘un il \'\'rliA, ] ' .

Research has found th it onty about one «hild in ten has been declassaied from
the catepories of eirotionally disturbed, nildly retarded, or perceptually handicapped,

and has returned £y the regular clessroon (Kirp, Buss, and Kuriloff, 1974).
[ oheling

Ot critieal concern amony inocity  professionals is o their belief that many
special education labels are stiginatizing, negatively affect children's self-concepts,
and oubly penalize rninority group children, who already are discrirninated against by

virtue of their racial or ethnic identity (Jones, 1976).

Clicdman  and Roth (1980) believe that, since children labeled EMR  or
ernotionally disturbed perforir just as well in regular as in special classes, the result of
tie labeling of minority childten is to subject them to the potential stigma associated
with a handicapping condition and to perpetuate traditional patterns of racial

segregation in a new guisc.

Special educators are caught in a dilernma. On one hand, they want to guard
azainst biased labe ng of children; on the other hand, they are aware that fund  will
not be allocated for use with handicapped children unless the equitable expenditure of

funds for a specified population is assuced (Duffy, et aly 1981).
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P b o ok Toree o cdhacator o New ey conchded thoot Pl 0 1Y,
Ctead ob el bressd anessinent, actuadly promotesoet throngh it ystem of
ooty feaeral monies tooschools based apon the nmber of childeen chaesitied s

Povott e © ooy, Uetor, el aeros Rone, 179N

Accordime 1o Dutly, categories such as Mmental  retardation  "emotional
disturbanc et "learning disabilities," and  "language  Dmpairnment’ create  probiemns
Vet e hocasd oy sociad normes For i1 defined cumiptoms thiat aAppear as miich

Do e of nottaal cnltural and lingaistic diversity as because of a handicapping,

Copdition. Tt tmpossible to tell the difference between the two (Dufty, et al., 1981).

Hobbs (1975) sumimarizes the dilemma facing the special education field in the

report of the Project on Classification of Exceptional Children:

Chabren who are cateporized and labeled as ditferent may  be
peorinanently stigmatized, rejected by adults and other children, and
oxcluded from opportunitics essential for their full and healthy
development.  Yet categorization s 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.
Jeynolds beiieves that, with present technology and expertise, it is possible to
develop educationa' programs that provide for the needs of all children without
categorizing any of themn beyond their ability to perform various skills (Reynolds,

1980).

Standards for the Placement of LEP Children

As Tucker (1980) 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."

~-56-

64



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

P I T . G e Ao et P g et

it i s et ey etk e copeoial e CD Phe pieaden

U weerat ot e D e, the preater the poes ity that the stoadent, ol he

R IR A vt coad oy, ol b ens wnth ol 1o Do oeie

Pancdic e ue onont Dibely o be fotned o Tnlmypoal cducation clarstoornn ond el teal ot
Lol time b, and () The proal of the poopram shonld always be to declassify the

Child and cotur hitn or her to a regalar education propiram (Ortiz and Yates, 1981,

copal o edine arron ervioes, e

When o b1 st e been gndyed chiyable Boes

e taon oo b de according to the ivode MO e b ol Services,)” provided by

[eynol I (196200 Sec e I

fhe tollowmy obmdards, cited an the Titerature, are intended to reduce bias in
R B A N SR P taldren oo need of apecial education services.
Pl ool e oe boshie i B esiened tor B e It dispropor tronate nuinber

(R

Pt ts place b special education programs appear to come from certain cultural,
ethiic, or sex groups, placement procedures should be examined for biases and changed

i biases are discovered (Alley and Foster, 1978).

Teachors shoald examine their own records of referring individuals for special
cducation services. 1 they have tended to refer a high percentage of mninority
stucdents, they should try to determine the basis upon which these recommendations

were made (Alley and Foster, 1978).

3. [f the child is found not to be handicapped, s/he should be placed into the
bilingual program or the monolingual English program, based upon languege proficiency

(Nerne ! and Tacker, 1981).

. [f the child is mildly handicapped, s/he should be placed in the bilingual or
Erotish program according to language proficiency, and additional support and
resources should be provided. Special education provisions must be applied, including
the [ndividualized Education Program (IEP) and periodic reviews of progres<. and

reassessment of status (Bernal and Tucker, 1981).
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*Adapted frormn Reynolds (1962), Special Education Placement Alternatives, p.39.
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X, Al celated sorvices required by the Individaalized Bdacation Progeanm should be
)\

o avided o the dominant langiage of the child (River q, 198T1).

' Ty e der s s brhimgmd apecral cdueadion progr e “hould have eaqual
P T by e e be T el e RV D and e tevi e o anad e i m

covntloo o e (Ravera, 1IN

1. Written progress reports, telephone contacts, and ineetings should be in the

primary lanuuage of the parents (Rivera, [981).
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Bty V1500 s shortage of propecly tramed teachers an bather wchool personnel s

one ol the oot crite ol problems taciag the education of bilingual children with

handeappmy conditions (Coray, 19720 Uinder PJL. 94-142, both State Naacation

[

_ B T Y PTRIRAN EATE E AN

caplyng withe the Teynetaton e well o wthe the ceahity taat there are very fow

teatned teac hers (Goay, 1978).

Table I presents information based on a 1976 survey conducted by the Office of

Civil Riphts of the Office of Education. The data ithistrate the extent of the problem

i ar e it the hieheot tinnber o Thspann stident, (Ortyy, TA%iL
Foabie |

Fotal Fotal Total Total Hispanic
State Populdation Hispanic Handicapped Handicapped
California 4,313,926 851,834 245,179 42,057
Htinois 2,211,075 105,133 131,199 8,344
New York 3,270,428 352,421 116,333 14,002
Texas 3,827,101 706,181 233,461 58,556

Data obtained from OEJOCR

At the present tiine, institutions of higher education (IHE's) are doiiz very little to
preoes bidingual 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 Fducation or

through Title VII (Baca, 1980). These programs are in their intancy stage and need to
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Ve S fectiveness ond iinpac can be secured

SO specal soheolnon spacialisis has
Liony preschool handicapped children have been integrated

Gt i ooare, riead Start, and other mainstream, early childhood settings. There also

T e AN m,nxg{' in the number of therapeutic nurseries serving Hispanic children
wtoeen he ages of three and five. The training of these specialists should foster

giin o inge and cxperiences related to 'normal" preschool children, since the
Uoacin who he  orked enly with handicapped children may lose perspective on what

ire d are not appropriate behaviors and skills for a given age (Ortiz, 1981).

Fuchigam: (1980) has noted that, "if an appropriate public education for
culturally diverse populations is to become a reality, it is critical that persons in
positions 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 rneed training, themselves, about the specific
~ducational needs of bilingual handicapped children. The idea of Title VII Dean's
Ciants to provide faculty inservice training with a focus on cultural diversity and the
minority handicapped child has been suggested. Ortiz (1981) has stated, "there is also
a critical need for bilingual personne] with advanced degrees to join the faculties of
colleges and universities interested in initiating training programs in bilingual special
cducation.” 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
fellowship.s must be widely disseminated in the various target communities since these
nrovide at least an incentive for bilinguals to enter the complex field of bilingual

special education (Gray, 1978).
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Training Jssues
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three years. The following is a discussion of the rmost critical issues discussed In the

limited sources available.

Recruitment of Students: s has been indicated, the recruitment of sufficient

numbers of bilingual stuce=nts into the bilingual special education field is and will
continue to be a problem (Crtiz 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 approptiate characteristics for serving exceptional children,

indicates immediately signficant recruitment difficulties."

Connections among Regular Education, Bilingual Education ar i 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, 1973).
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 handicaoped child. Cortes (1977) suggested that universities
assume the role of change a° by approaching the training of bilingual special
education staff through an i: disciplinary approach rather than waiting for all
components to be in place before creating a new specialization in bilingual special
education. Bergin (1980) agree: with an interdisciplinary approach because it avoids
the petty jealousies that often arise as individual departments compete for students.

Integration of information concerning minority exceptior 1l stucdents into the regular
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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-,ased

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 be served, l.e., bilingual handicapped students. It is clear that the
training of i -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
phile. ophical basis for the integration of regular education, bilingual education, and

sp2-ial education:
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A bilingual special education teacher training program should grow
out of the education of the bilingua! child in the regular classroom.
Toornar e activities  should  incjude  courses in normal  child

i TR (RPN B '

i IR T PR TETEE FOLEAY

sei:-contained special  education  classrooms  are  expected

eventually be mainstreamed and served through a Resource Roomn
Program. Coileges should help teachers becoiiie knowledgeable in the
"normal’ academic and language functioning of English and Spanish-
speaking children so that program graduates will be able to
differentiate between those "normal' Hispanic children with apparent

l..ndicapping conditio’ . and those who are truly impaired.

R S-S IS HR ST

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 not bilingual learn from those who are involved in the
Hispanic culture and learn the issues concerning the education of the Hispanic
handicnpped 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 personr.  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

C e DY e (19SS Het the Toiowing Tarees among chose that may
Gl N e vt ey s dianads Toworins ol
SoeLen e, Loy genern wodersianing ol ide operating modes  of
preju e, bias, erc.
2. There are legislated/litigated mandates to serve the unique population of
conc 1, i.e., Public Law 94-142, Title VII Regulations, etc.
3. There are increasing demographic varjables 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 ard 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 At: les and Expectations: Teacher and administrative attitudes and

expectations i..ve been identified as the main issue in teacher education programs, as
they prepare future educators tc meet the needs of culturally diverse students
(Fuchigami, 1980). Fuchigami affirms that, "if attitudes and expectations are to be
altered, colleges of education and district inservice training programs will need to
provide ecucators 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 Fuchigami, 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 VIl projects, Teacher Corps
projects, Ethnic Heritage projects, and commercial publishing companies (Fuchigami,
1980).
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Recommended Competencies for Bilingual Special Education Persennel
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Tocused On reachers, siace thig is the area of greatest demand.  shere e some
prograins that prepare other types of personnel needed to serve bilingual handicapped

students.

In this section, the knowledge, attitudes, and skiils 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

_.aining programs aiso will be discussed.

Teachers: In relation to the bilingual special education teacher, Arciniega (1978)

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 (1981) 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 edu:zation 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) resctirce room teacher to work
with Engzlish and/or Spanish-speaking children; (3) bilingual/multicultural specialists in
o Py |

Toetns i R A

i

N S S _erinan Livaul, an s Qriiz and Latos ok T L S
oxtensive an. vary, depending upon the philosophy of education or the autie: or
institution s/he represents. Nevertheless, careful analysis of the lists reveal the

following competencies to be considered consisiently important in a teacher-training

programs:

l. 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 lang:.iage 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  :glish 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
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2. Knowledge of the basic school 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

cthnic minority group children, and ability to develop appropriate
educational plans.

Parent Participation: Parental participation is critical in the education of

handicapped chiidren. Lack of parental involvement amounts to a delay in the
provision of special =ducation and related services to handicapped children (A.P.N.I.,
1978). Legislation such as P.L. 94142 mandates parents' involvement tnroughout 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 (1973),
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 thai parents be made aware of
occupational opportunities in velation to their children's abilities and interests. This
rvpe of training enables parents to stimulate their caildren's motivation for work and

: . ! L
o T o

"..to  bring bilingual parents of handicapped children into  active
sarticipation in school and community organizaitons, and together to
advocate for enriched and expanded career education programs and
services in the school and the community."
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CHAPTER VI
DELIVERY OF SERV: .25

VEOU ave s Dul Y- =2 significantly effecred the ecucation 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
(1.E.P.). (Baca, | 30.)

An L.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 the 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 iuncture 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 self-contained classrooms; (3) regular bilingual « ‘srooms with a resource
ronrownne cnts U0 reoulir onolingoal clastooom owith o Lilineual resonrce
R Cooasberen s d v e (R hor S, QW et 2T DAL O

rescarch llustrating the effectiveness of the models listed above. Ouring the
preparation of this monograph, an extensive literature review revealed a complete
absence of research studies on the effectiveness of bilingual special education service

delivery modets.

Native vs. English language Instruction: A Review of the Literature

The use of iative vs. English language instruction with language minority
handicanped stidents 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

asa:

..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 sucn as Lambert and Tucker (1972), Saville and Troike (197 1),
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 school can only enhance the child's self-image and esteem for his or her own

culture.
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Lcasured intelll cnce. ana socially adritt (Peal ana Lamoert, 1960, However, an
analysis of the ~usearch methodology used in these studies indicates that they did not
cortrol  for  uch unportant confounding variables as degree of bilingualism,
soclo—econoinic status, and the quality of educational programs. ~Additionally, many of
the so-called "bilinguals" were actually limited in one of the two target languages.
Ramirez and Gonzalez (1972) identified the following critical confounding variables
that were not controlled for in previous rescarch: 1) cultural inappropriateness of
tests, 2) language, 3) test atmosphere, and 4) ccgnitive style reflected in test

instruments and procecures.

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 cognitive development (Lambert and Tucker,
1972; Cummins, 1979). One of the earliest studies that indicated the beneficial
affects »f bilingual.sm on intellectual development was that of Peal and Larnbert
(1962). They found that o group of ten-year-old French aad ° slish 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~ges 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
mentai 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 studv has emerged from carefuily conducted rescarch
around the world, e.g., from Singapore (Torrance, Gowan, William, and Aliotti, 1970),
Switzerland (Balkan, 1970), South Africa (Ianco-Worrall, 1972), Isracl and New York

SR Ae]

Toooa BT e Dol BT e Goilntoan, 197%0, and Montrend (Senrt,

IS

SRS Cower, e b e SN oo T SO
sbigdas Pronsowes aa Lanalytio criontaticn [0 language (Ron  Toev, 187720 1976, 1977,
Feldman and Shen, 1971). In addition, a positive association between bilingualism and
divergent -hiking has been documented (Carringer, 197% Cum- 'ns and Gulutsan,

19743 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 languagr= ! ave social value, and respect for the ci:idren and parents Is
a given. For example, 1 Canada, 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 referredd to 1+ an "additive" form of bilingualism, in which case, learning the second

languag would in no forin portend the slow replacement of it for the homne languag:.

In contrast, French Canadians or Spanish Americans in the United States who
dev_'op skills in English might experience a "subtractive" form of bilingualism. This is
often the case for Spanish-speakit  -hildren who are placed in an educational program
where Engu.h is the only language of instruction. Lambert refers to this as a
"subrn -sion” 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 (Cumminé, 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 ot ditterent culturally determined expectations ol

appropriate behavior (Shuy, 1977).
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conducted by Skutnabt  {angas and Toukomaa (1976) in Sweden. The results indicated
that Finnish children who ca e to & Swedish schcol systern between the ages of 7 and
8§ yeurs, when their skills in the.r first language were already established, were more
proficient in learniny  wedish than those who had been placed in the Swedish schools
before the basic linguistic aspects of their mother tongue had teen acquired. Those
children who arrived in Sweden at age 9 or over"...achieve(d) language skills
comparable to those of ihe Swedes although learning the language takes place more
Jlowly." The authors concluded that "the better a pupil has preserved nis mother

tongue, the better are his prerequisites for learning a sec. ! ':r;guage.”

Bilingual Education Studies

One of the first studies conducted to determine the educational neec
Hispanic Language “apaired Children was a three-year study 0 New Y&t
(Lerman, 1979). The total sampie consisted of 106 Hispanic language disc
students served through the Schools for Languag. and Hearing Impaired C  ‘ren
(SLHIC) in New York City. The study evaluated the subjects' social-emc:inndl
behavior, communication, and family background. The study revealed that nost
parents in the sample wanted to be identified as Hispanic rather than Americar and
were concerned that their children learn to speak and understand Spanish as well as
English. In communicating with the language ‘lisordered 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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\ sturdy conducted by Wyszewianski-Langdon (1977) attempted to deterrmine the
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e were considered to be language disordered. The sample consistea of twe groups of
/5 chiddren of Puerto Rican descent. The subjects, 6 to 8 years of age, vcre matched
Lor e cloeconomic status, intellectu. <apacity, the number of years spent on the
i ond, and school experience. dne group consisted of so-called "normals" and, the
i, o children who were refoored by their regular classroom teacher as having
Haee dinabilitios. The iallowing series of tasks were adiinistered: (1) articul. tion
cords ot in connected  specdhy (2) 0 aditoryt diserinonation; (3) sentence
Coonprehension; (4) sentence vepetition, and (5) sentence e oression.  The  study
revealed Lat both groups performe:. censistently better in Spanish than in English on
41l tasks. The author states that for children suspected of a language problem, it is
cecommmended that they first be given specific language-skills training 1 »panish.
fiavirg a sound basis in one language will enhance the learning of the second language.
These findings show o that the janguage disordered group had disabiiities not only in

IR
BRI

{i<hy but also in their native language.

Li.guistic Considerations

'he most commonly used argument . inst bilingaal programming for imany
svoes of specia students, 2.g., language impair-d, hearing tapaired, learning disabled,
contally retarded, neurologically impaired, etc., states:  Since it is so difficult for
o udents to tearn one language, how =@~ we expect them o learn twe languages?

~ing this argument, Fischy  ind (1982 has statec that, regardless of the severity
¢ the handicapping condition and age upon entering school, the irnpaired caild has
a-rady begun the process of language acquisition. "This position implies the rejection
of descriptions of children which conclude that *hey have 'mo language,’ and an
acceptance of a view of language which says that language ic more than just an

i-vorary of producible phonics or testable vocabulary.” The chiid will be dominant in
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With repard to hearing fropairzd civldren, Bolen (1981) suggests that, in those cases

wher the child has @ seve -t f und hearing loss, exposing the child to only one

bl
Lnguage facilitases the oo onon arocess. Fischgrun ! reacts 1o Bolen's statement
by opointing ot the fadluee e o par the fact that the child has already been
evoosed tooone lang o el e xpestcre will continue as Jong as it is the herne

)

Pasygon o Coaatrary to Joent rosieer “.soprund believes that "early exposure to the
home language wust be oo or in the child's early cducational prograrn, and
that =~ = ¢r ner contimued -« .- to he home languag. must be dealt with and
progr. - vaed “or throughor tie child's educational career. Handicapped students
waose Ligtiags abilities oo delayed in the first language will be able to enter a
seconda Limouage learning o cess oaly if there is continued develenment and use of the

first 'ar goage. (Fiochygr na, 297.0)

Cuminms' (1572 ‘developmental interdependence hypothesis" supports this
position fur both normal and as well as handicapped children (1979). His hypothesis

pro- ases that "the level of Ly (the second language) competence which a bilingual

chited atrains is paraally o unction of the type of competence the child has developc

oL he firse Lincnage) af the tirne when intensive exposure to L7 begins."" Many
el ctional proor G do net cornider this linguistic interdependence, therefore, most
i students fine themselves ioa similar situatin to the one described

LR hondioag,

- e -
by Skeitnabb-Kans s and loukomaa (19765

If i1 an early stage of developm. at 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 ltearning the second language.
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TR dpv s probleny tor s EE Temdie e s cdalen g aned e W
ey camtnen complaints among, porents and educators: (1) complaints truim parents
that their child i losing his or her home language, and (2) complair ts frem educational
prrsonnel that the <hild i not doing well in school due to his or her lun.tations in using
the Toetie Y bapeoaoe Fischornmd (1992) declares that, "rather thar explaining these
il o lies bosaying, in the tirst case that the chald would rather peale tnglish (the
parcnis' complaint), or in the second case (the teacher's complainis, '+t the child has
an additional disability, one should examine the develcpmental interdependence
hypothesis  to understand why comimunication breakdown in the home and poor

ceademic achievermnent are inextricably interrelated."

Balihprual specr . Bducation Model Progr s

The followin,, ' rograms have been identificd.

L. Bilin, sal/Bicultural Moc: © Proagrs i for Spani h-Speaking l.anguage nd Hearing

Impaired Children

Population served: Language and Hearing finpair -1 Spamsh-Speaking Chila 2n

Ages: 5-8 years
Languages: Spanish and English

Contact/Address:

Dr. Carmen D. Ortiz

Bank Street Ceilege  f Pducaiio
510 Wost 112th Street

New rork, NJY. 10025

Project Des o iptjon:

This project provides bilin al/bicultu ul 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 Pubiic School 25 in School District 7, Bronx, New

York.
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I, 1o develop and implement a bilicoual/Mienttural educational curriculuimn and
to Jdocumert and access school ac'i ient, development of Spanish and
Frolish language proficiency, - -concep., interpersonal relations, and
nocen Sl nvolvemeni;
to develop, refine, and docun procedares, wechnigues, and instruments

ed 1n the evaluation and diagnoses of language-impaired children trom
Spanish-speaking hoimes;

3. to develop bilingual curriculum materials to be used with Spanish-speakii ;
handicapped children; and

g to provide guidelines in the arca of parental involvement in bilingual
Suoal education,

Ihic model is being implen ted in twe self-contained  bitingual special
cel stion classrooms. Children are 1 instreamc  ‘or special activities such as music,
motor education, and dramatic arts for a minimu:  f three times a = cek.

7. A Mass Me 1 Approach to Sign Language Instruction for Spanish-Speuking

Parents

Population Served: Spanish-Speaking Parents and Their Deal Children
Languages: Spanish-5ign Langua e - Znglish

gontm:t//\ddreSS:

Kathee M. Christzns?n

Department of Communicative Disorders
San Diego State University

San Dicgo, CA. 921832

Sroject Nescript N

Through a two-year grant iunced b US. Departiment of Eu ucation, Office of
Special Education and Rehabilitation Zer. ey, the Communication Dep« :nent of San
Diego Stats niversity is airing a weeily, 30-minute television program that teaches
sign language to speakers of Spanish. [aca prograrr cntains a fourteen-minute
"lesson' followed by a sixteen-minute "interactive" scssion, with television viewers
telephoning questions to the instructors {project personnel). During the first twenty
months of the two-year project, the serics 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 vill be
available. During the last four months of the project, the video-tapes and User's
Manual wiil 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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Servie  Dehivery:s Throv 0 Television

3 ecdect Onoprtunidadd; A Bilinguad /Bueoaioar s Program for Hearing: Timpaded
Sl e e e e
Population Ser ed: Hearing Linpateed-Tr Children Who Are from Spanish ot
Portuguese- aing Hoimes

Ares/Grade Level: The age at which the handi spped s identified through 21

Yyears O!d
Loy eess Eagle oy panish/Tortugue:s Sion aynine
ST

Joseph FuoPise ngrand
Coor hinecor Bilingrd U
Rihnde Tsiand School for the Deaf
Corliss Park
Providence, Rl 02903
i oject Deseliption:
Project Oportunidad i+ a Title VII Demonstration Project “hat serves 60 hearing:
tapaiced chtldren. The e i severely impaired children attend Rhode Island School for
the Dewf £.01 time. The other children are rnainstieamed into Rhode Island Public
Schoal. anc =+ e to = Sehool for the Deaf @) receive supportive services.

servine Delivery Modcl:

Chiidren dominent in English spend most of the day in u class for deaf children
wvith a nonolingual Fnagiich-speaking teacher. They also go to the resource room to
wvor' with a -her who is bilingual and certifiec n the education of the deaf and/or
a5 a special educarion resource teacher. Children who are dominant in Spanish spend
SO af their tirme in the acoolingua’ (Trglish) special education class and 50% with
the nitne ) resource teacher. Gl b on e are mainstrearr<d in the Public Schools

siaito Bianguat ocsource roown daliy.
g vite VI Bilingual Exceptional Student Cducation Deinensiration Project (ESE)

Population Served: Educable mentally retarded, emotionally handicipped,
specitic learning disability, gifted creative, and talented students who are
limited-Eiglish-nroficient.
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P e EPARETY AT RVERIIE
Contact/Address:

Vilm. T. f31az

Project Manager

Phe sobioo] Booe b od o b o
6650 Grithin Road

Pavie, Fi..o 333100

e Description:

The Bilingual Exceptior = Student Education Demonstration Projec. is a three-
year  prouram  (1980-1983;  presently  serving 200 Hispanic and  Haitian
linited-English-proficient scudents 1ii the jrades K-8 classrooms of Broward County.
. 1 a comprehensive demonstration prograrn offered at six select::d school centers.

Yhe project is divided into five components: (D identification, (2) staff
dev -lopment, (3) instructional prosram . i, clementary ard middle s hool, (#) guiilance,
and (3) parent training.

The program consists of a pa.aprofessional model and a ¢ ‘riculum model thut
stress cultural - spects, linguistic “trengths, and each student's dominant language.
The progr.am * rves educable merially retarded, emotionally handicapped, specific
loarning disab aty, gifted creative, and talented students.

The following materials have been developed by the project:
D) Yo Child's Right to Special Education: A Handbood for Parents (1981-1982),
tesource Guidebo. k for Teachers of Bilingual Emotionally Handicapped Students
(Sammer 1981), 3) Curriculum G . de for Bilingual SLD (Sumine: 41), wnd 4) A School

Social Worker's View of Parent Inve' ement in the B.L.E.P.

Projict Goals

The oot of the ~roje ~tare:
to 1 e o doagno fic team to identifv an. place students in an -~ propriate
edu ~al program based on his ¢ her uimque educ ional b acharound,

linguistic, d cultural characteristis;

o to dev-lop a t-aining program for instructional and .. -instructionzi
personiiel;

3. to assess ' arning and emotional problems through student placement in a
diagnostic prescr “tive class while the student obtains counseling servicas;

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.
-80-
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G tane e ar e e o Hocontained brlinguar apecial oducation clescoon,
depending upon the severity ol the handicapping condition.  The uajority of the
teachers are Silingnal. 1 the teoc b s pe s bilinguald, a bilingual paraprofessional i,

available to provide native tanguage inauction and support services.

Popul n Served: Gifted, tatented, and  oxe o ehatdren, recent
anigre i, English superior, Spanish super or.

vpes/Grade Level: K-8

Languag:e .. anish/Englon
ont v wdddress:

Mary € 1o

Direco Deparual Pducation
Hollister School District

761 South € et

Hollister. ¢ . °
Projeet Descr.nr

The Ho © . cob instrict began its Title VI Demons.ratior: IV Hjeot in
Dtober of lve. The orojo.t ras implemunted a new technique for ..+' agual

Clasaroecm instruction that incorperaies peer/cross-age teaching and smiali group
Gvrcoaice. This technique, called t'o2 “jigsaw approa o' prorrotes equality c'
4 .~ oand inter-cthnic interaction wiile -~ 2ating an educational setiing that
"Os-ars ..: i neraction of students possessii; varying intellectual ond linguistic
cLoabiliti A child who hac learning difficulties is sur:»ounded by a peer support
sy the  ncreases his or her chances of acquiring information. In the bilingual
sroom, the interaction of the different linguistic cay ~bilities of each member of
the group will promote strong language oractice in 2 natural setting.  Group
parti~ination will encourage students to interact in a sociali and linguistically

3
J
1
I

-~

& . “ul manner. This approcch also sers 5 to foster and broaden students’
v o ding of o ttural heritages ~oher than their own. Moreover, it is an approach
L s _umed at ihancing the seli-esteern of children with ifferent intellectual

abiliar and culturs! Sacksgounds.  Paren's in the commun.ty arc also involverd in

; «\f;!-v 1.
Serviese Delivery AVodel.

Gifted and exceptional children are mainstreamed in the rnodel bii*ngual
classroorm, in which groups of four to sis students are formed during the regularly

-81- |
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dling teaching it to nthe

e ol the ot Tesnon or whin e s r ponsatle, e
N Wovtdent b resporaibde tor onky one epmnent ol the

e e of e ootpe S e e
e o ferdependenc e s entablisboan e all the sepments st e ased 1o
cony b thee Teoson, students are dependent on one another tor inlos nation. Inothe

act proce oo che bilinguad teacher cerves notoonly e facilitator and resoarce
porsor, but also as m example of - ooperative behavior.

6. I’mjw PR E s e Antonto |w1«~[)wln1(~||t Sl |

Age-/Grade Level: - five eletnentary o nools
Languages: Enghish/Spanish

Coontac gt

Wlary Fother Dernal

san Antonio Indes dent Schoat o e

Pilinpeal Bducation Office

Al Lavaca St.
San Antonio, TX. 78211

Project Dt*w:rﬂigti«m:

Pre o ENABLE is . Tice Vi nded program acsigned to iderns Gy andmeet
e nee gifted ond rolented, limitod English proficiency stude its. L roject
student ol be provided with g systematic bilingua' nicgram tor the concurrent
developrn it of cognitive end lar rage skitls from kindergarten tarough fifh grades.
The proe 1 orevides onssite o entation ond srnall group sessions for the o s of
the sta: as well as worlshops and field exp ~iences for the parcenis. “omputers are

part of the education:l progra .

Projec soals:

The oaws for the projo

L. roeam it al EEES Loy of Sl e ol prosodn e or e
oification oo o desd Lot adingual studeng

2. O bsation of inne.ative pp o o ol e sy in provid g for g ted
and talented students including © . use of o T SCIIROe NG 0500 e
rooin setting, an ' (2) use of individualized ducisior cotih o
p.anning by clas roorn teachors,  cesoi e ten s, c.oonselors,  and
community resource persons; and

3. pil~+ a curriculurn for cogni- development that concurr— tly ada tooe

developmental langunon.
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Project SABER: Bilimgual Gioocband Talk nted,  Pdgewood i cpendent Sehool
[yt
fy [T G ,

Apc/Caade Tever 4 - 6 foue elementay school
Langiages: Spatied/Foedish
Conta

Me. L 7o e

Prore Do ton

brofere T 1)

DN O e T
oo vio, Uy S

&‘rn)w:t De-or. tion:

Project -ABER is a e VI funded program that ident fie  Lotentially gifted
Sitingual studs ats in four e mentar o hools in San Antonio, texan It onsists of the
foliowing component

I oo tionat - televiston cind corpprier cassisted i uc o,
2. Staff Development —- on-going personnel trauning o
3. Community Involverment -- use of coinmunity resources, fraining p rents N

the characteristics of sifted and talented children, and troining parents
conc  ning copi~g and wupporrive strategles.

[}

o develop e cleiated b gual edocacon learning sy e e vle, v
beo o 6y emphasizing language arts o LS tor sttt W

hewo linguistie covd acadernt ability potentia’ o ther one or £ lare e

LIS

N
to evelop and impler. 1t an nstructional program for the develonient of
hi o7 cognitive proce: :s;

LU
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develop eaited conte o P ted g ey Lo proteorens tadene
Bt native Lengre andd to it thenr full acgqriration o two fangig

s terns oty weth D e, o adyand e pes coral skaling
K Co tomter bidigeoal dey topie o adongr wen B tic o ialy A
veeerpessonal sl i ted and talented chitdeen whoare na I'nglish

speakers; and

b, to e ¢t ral and community resoncces in developing bilingual pitted and
talented cattdren through innovative  hnt e,
vt e b by Modded:

St panis oe olaced e regube clasrone with  bilingual teacher. They
sochoin a Bidingnal Resource Room ona My basts. et hae e one-and -hat hours
peroweek of fnstruc Genal televe e and twenty minat L per day el oo puter work.
Bilingnue, Gitted and Talented Pros g Progirar o Ninos  Superdotados oy

Fatentoonos
Population eovedsatid el 1o

"jl.f‘/_(;rdd_(‘ | : ‘l»: Kothros )

Lo gruages: Gnplish/Soe o
Contact/Address:

Mol Fdna R Vega
Project Dire- tor

.S, 1o
39 ot LH7th Stre Roo 32t
“tew Y NLY. o)

Project IV scoription:

The Demonn: - ition Bilingual Gifted and Talented Prograrm in Community Schooi
Disteict % is 1 T i project, funded in 1930 for a three-yecar perjod. This project is

unice in that 1o covesiigating and addressicg the needs of gift~d children who are
bitingual . bicultural.  In aduitisn, i~ cne of the first bilingual demonstra.inn
orojects for red childrer o be feiera.,y f ided in New York State.
e roie s divided into the following comp nent..
. Curriculum.  The gifted and talented students are provided with a
Surricutum that is enriched and expanded. The model used throughout the
urricuium is Bloom" nomy ¢ Cognitive Dom.ii 5, which includes six
levels of increasing tex thinking skills, each level depending upon
previously acquired .odge. The - >del is also based on Renzulli's

Enrichment Triad Modci.
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fvive s of padted ndentebe oo st b b ey oo oy
i vtying pitted chitdeen who are Timpontee oy oodonld EEEE B ERY
! woare of Toored Torlinhy protic fene vy

Sttt i)t'vviul»mvni.

i, Guidmee. The project provides Jaidance throuph o support systemn b
helps sordent anderstand their "gift" and o blend effectively within
school, home, and community environments.

Coace R T P2V N O Y S S A VBN TR A P SN T RIS TN TN L e
Lot dfted  chilas Suggrestions are provided  for encic nent
activities, ‘ dement their child's resourcesroom expericn es, and deas
ae offeren adents on how to deal with the psychological and acaden

needs of gittea aildren.

I‘(;QJ(-(‘L (}Q;,l»l‘z:

The ponroose o thits project b oo et thre Tong rang. eeds that hoze bheen
Py TR R N ERT AN TR e, et ;».n"])l‘.‘ e ol o beomer hy the

1
o o Yor modity oxisting dentification inosrumes oinorder to e

b needs of culturally and Tingiistically difterent o oaldr ooy

2. to establish a program wodel for gifted bilingual children that will enrich
and supplement existiog Luingual programs; and
to train teachers and parents to identify and deal eftocrivelwo b dienal
gitte children,

Secy s Delivery Moded:

sath 1 elementary and the Tonior [y components of the prograin are [ocated
v bamgual schools. The children oo placed in reguli. bilingual classroorns with a
inboapual 1 Yer for the majerity of the day. A bilingual resource room is also used on
aJaliy basis. 1. 'he resource roo.n, basic computers are used, involving the students in
basic o rations and programming techniques. The students are grouped into sets of

L _oowith sirnilar needs. Each group consists of the fo'"  "na rharacteristics:
(. v aodof the popuiation is proficient in both Spe w:fi ane triglish; (b) One-third
ol the nopul ition s articr lat o 1t At in either Spanish or Lnglish; and (c) One-third
of he pudation ds oleact s s ot either Spanishoor English.

Ot - nodel proorams  ere identified and described by Beruin (19:0), 17 the
hore the o oo interest would be generated to "bring about an exchunge of loiters,
tch o erads, feathusiasi te »%ne these inttial nodels.”
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process e oanclude M oanprehensive view of the cinld o the cerpective of the
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P el s e Sl Iaa e e Wk, 1Y)
B Ther  ds a e tent trend toward using alteraatives to oandardized testing
procedures g, calture free Tents, plor. it essIne procedures,
Coron teronc donedsures,, 0 otian basdes,
REISARN VI et o Als Lhle ot ! Lt neeedd fan
i ! Pt onore, s topeesible 0 deterpine e o ce
thott o e : r ctesting o rocedur
i o present o ate, bilingnal spec o education otters minority language
Boogdio o 0 adents two o o sl inag ropriate chedtes - places a1t in an
croc ded i aal chesscooin or Pl et a0 Spe Choatios
prograi. o tos vt . SOt eonsi e crterion tsed Soothe oo stieation
e b o Hspe o Y nopoarticn o clase s adnasoranive e
3. The corions s otage of bitingual « Cial ~decation personnel wio are

rrained in and current with up-to-date methods s one of the rost <rit'cal sroblerns

facing the educational syste.n today.
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Rt itionship between English-language proficiency and probability of being,
Do treanesd into o reodlar classroomn setting with the appropriate

SUD e {.

Rate  of  declassification  among  Hispanic  students  with - different
handicapping conditions and/or labels.

Effect of parents' involvement on the referral, assessrnent, placement, and
Toctasification of Hispanic students.

Lifect of federal and state special education policies on the process ot
classification and decla, fication of Hispanic students.

ersonnel Preparatior.

e}

Fffect of various teacher-training models on the education of Hispanic
handicapped students.

Service Dolivery

L.
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Efiectiveness of the various service delivery inodels when used with
Hispanic children who have different handicapping conditions.

The effects of bilingual vs. monolingual English-language instruction °n the
ccgnitive, social, and emotional development of Hispanic handicapped
students.

Attitudes and perceptions of Hispanic parents towards bilingual vs. English-
only instructional programs.

validity of Cummins' (1979) developmental interdependence hypothesis
when applied to Hispanic children who have different handicapping
conditions.
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