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ABSTRACT 

The magnitude of ethnic minority students' special education placement has been 

criticized on methodological grounds. Particularly, Reschly & Bershoff (1999) identified 

the prevalence rate calculation in Office of Civil Rights reports as over estimating the 

special education placement of ethnic minority students. Reschly «fe Bershoff (1999) 

identified the prevalence rate calculation found in descriptive epidemiology research for 

use. The present study calculated prevalence rates through the descriptive epidemiology 

method. 

The present study examined the role of cultural concerns in the assessment and 

placement practices of ethnic minority students in special and gifted education. The role 

of cultural concerns was particularly noted in federal and state definitions of special 

education categories. Campbell & Fiske's (1952) MMTM approach was outlined to 

conceptualize the cultural concerns research. 

The present study found that Afi-ican-American students were overrepresented in the 

Emotional Disturbance (ED) and Specific Learning Disabled (SLD) categories, 

underrepresented in the Gifted (GI) category, and placed at a proportional rate in the 

Mentally Retarded (MR) and Speech Language Impaired (SLI) categories. Hispanic 

students were overrepresented in the SLD and SLI categories, underrepresented in the GI 

and MR categories, and placed at a proportional rate in the ED category. Native 

American students were overrepresented in the SLD and SLI categories and 

underrepresented in the ED, MR and GI categories. Asian/Pacific Islander students were 

overrepresented in the GI category, underrepresented in ED category, and placed at a 



proportional rate in the SLI, MR, and SLD categories. Anglo students were 

overrepresented in the GI, ED, SLI, and SLD categories and underrepresented in the MR 

category. 

The significant finding on the proportional placement of Afiican-American students 

in the MR category suggest that prevalence rates are reviewed. The underestimate of 

ethnic minority students in the GI category suggest a broadening to include cultural 

definitions of giftedness. Of the cultural concerns reviewed, cultural role taking, which 

may include consultation with interpreters, cultural advisors, healers alongwith training, 

was found critical in the assessment of cultural variables in psychopathology and 

placement of ethnic minority students in special and gifted education. Lastly, school 

practices such as problem solving approaches as well as culturally responsive teaching 

are recommended for use as prereferral interventions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Placement of Ethnic Minority Students in Special Education: 
A Study of Over and Underrepresentation Issues 

The practice of psychology is now faced with offering services to wide diversity of 

children. By the year 2030 it is projected that 14.4 percent of the population will be 

African-American, 18.9 percent Hispanics, 7.0 Asian/Pacific Islanders, and 1.0 percent 

will consist of American Indians/Eskimos/Aluets, while the non-Hispanic White 

population share of the population will steadily fall from 72 percent in the year 2000 to 

60 percent in 2030 (U. S. Bureau of Census, 1996). Further, states such as New Mexico 

have higher than national averages of ethnic minority school-age populations, where 

49.99 percent are Hispanic, 11.26 percent are Native American, 2.36 percent are African-

American, and 1.05 percent are Asian/Pacific Islander, with 34.53 percent Anglo (New 

Mexico State Department of Education, 2001). 

With larger percentages of ethnic minority students attending American schools and 

their families living in the United States, multiculturalism has been identified as the four 

force in psychology alongside behaviorism, humanistic, and psychodynamic theories 

(Pedersen, 1999). To coincide with these changes, the American Psychological 

Association has put forth guidelines for practitioners working with ethnic minority 

populations (APA, 1993). Further, the Diagnostic Statistical Manuel of Mental Disorders 

- Fourth Edition (DSM-IV) has specified cultural factors to consider as part of each 

diagnostic category (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Further, the DSM-IV has 

also in the Cultural Formulation outlined an approach for clinicians in assessing ethnic 



minority clients. Because professional practice requires working with ethnic minority 

populations, culturally competency in all areas of assessment, diagnosis, and treatment of 

disorders is now more important and necessary in training programs and for practitioners 

(Barcus & Merrell, 1995; Pope-Davis, Reynolds, Dings, & Nielson, 1995; Rosenfield & 

Hyman, 1995; Sue, Bingham, Porche-Burke, &Vasquez, 1999). 

Yet, Dana (2000a) has been critical of APA (1993) guidelines because failure to meet 

them does not have the force of violation of professional and ethical conduct standards 

for APA members. Similarly, Paniagua (2000) suggests that clinician use of the DSM-IV 

Cultural Formulation approach as unlikely because the Cultural Formulation was placed 

in the appendix rather than inserted as a specific axis in the Multiaxial Assessment 

system. Further, Dana (1994) reports that APA (1992) ethics code fails to require 

practitioners to assess their clients cultural backgrounds. 

Another clear indication of the growing awareness of the changing U. S. population 

has been an increase in professional psychology writing on the assessment, diagnosis, and 

treatment of ethnic minority children. Dana's (2000a) edited text on multicultural 

personality assessment offers approaches in the interpretation of projective techniques 

and a model for use with ethnic minority clients when making diagnostic and treatment 

recommendations. Currently, Valencia & Suziiki (2000) review findings on minority 

students' intelligence test performance. Samuda et al. (1998) examined cognitive 

assessment through a cross-cultural perspective. Also, in an edited text Sandoval et al. 

(1998) offer specific methods of test interpretation for a range of issues involving 

language, poverty, and acculturation. Finally, in both editions Suzuki, Meller, & 



Ponterotto (1996) & Suzuki, Ponterotto, & Meller (2000) present in their edited texts 

both a critical view and alternatives of current clinical and psychoeducational assessment 

techniques with ethnic minority children and families. 

Specific texts on treatment for ethnic minority populations include Vargas & Koss-

Chioino (1992); Aponte & Wohl (2000); Ho, (1992); Herring (1999); fiirther, Canino & 

Spurlock (1994) and Mezzich, Kleinman, Fabrega, & Parron (1996) have provided 

guidelines how to consider culture when making a DSM-IV diagnosis. Similarly, 

Paniagua (2001) demonstrates through a casebook the use of the DSM-IV cultural 

formulation in the diagnosis of ethnic minority youth and adults. Finally, Johnson-

Powell, Yamamoto, Wyatt, & Arroyo (1997), Ho (1992), and Taylor-Gibbs & Huang 

(1989) offer psychologists a knowledge base on the cultural context of ethnic minority 

child /adolescent development, which is needed as part of an assessment to consider 

whether a child's behavior is culturally based for diagnostic and treatment 

recommendations. Okazaki (1998) summed up the role of culture and pathology by 

stating "having knowledge of a client's culture allows to distinguish between culture and 

pathology in assessment" (p. 55). 

The ongoing debate on the magnitude of the under and overrepresentation of ethnic 

minority students in special education is a purpose of this research. Through a 

descriptive analysis, this research will examine the under and overrepresentation of New 

Mexico students eligible for special education in five categories, specfically for Specific 

Learning Disabled (SLD), Intellectually Disabled (ID), Gifted (GI), Emotional 

Disturbance (ED), and Speech Language Impaired (SLI) services, fi-om five racial/ethnic 
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groups; 1) Anglo, 2) African-American, 3) Native American, 4) Hispanic, and 5) 

Asian/Pacific Islander. The study's participants are students in New Mexico public 

schools from age six to twenty-one. 

The significance of this study comes from the majority of studies, which have 

examined the question of over and underrepresentation of ethnic minority students in 

special education, utilize data from one period of time, often for a year. This study has 

examined data on the placement of all groups from the 1990-91 to the 1999-2000 school 

year, over a ten year period. Further, the ethnic diversity of New Mexico public schools 

provides a setting to examine special education eligibility across the five groups, 

particularly for Hispanic and Native American students who have been over sampled. 

Finally, looking at the debate on the magnitude of the over and underrepresentation of 

ethnic minority youth in special education considering cu Itural concerns broadens the 

discussion beyond the affects of genetic, biological, and social factors on standardized 

testing. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE 

This chapter begins with a Uterature review on the prevalence rates of the five 

categories. As part of the literature review on prevalence rates, both the IDEA and New 

Mexico State Standards for each category will be discussed. Following the review on 

prevalence rates, research findings on the methodological concerns which have examined 

the magnitude of the under and overrepresentation of ethnic minority students in special 

education is presented. Then cultural concerns in special education eligibility of ethnic 

minority students is discussed. The final section of the literature review will examine 

social and cultural backgrounds of families and children fi-om New Mexico. 

Prevalence Rates & Special Education Categories Defined. Dew, Bromet, & Switzer 

(2000) identified three types of epidemiological research; descriptive, analytic, and 

experimental. A significant purpose of descriptive epidemiology is to determine the 

occurrence of a disorder. As part of descriptive epidemiology, determining prevalence 

rates (the ratio of all existing cases during a given period in a defined population) is a 

basic tool as part of this type of research. Analytic epidemiology aims to explain why a 

rate is high or low in a given population. As part of analytic epidemiology, specific 

variables serve as predictors, which are identified as risk factors for a specific disorder. 

Finally, experimental epidemiology attempts to establish a causal relationship between a 

variable and a specific psychiatric disorder (Dew et al. 2000). 

Another feature of descriptive epidemiological research is case identification, an 

accurate count of the number of cases of the disorder. More importantly, a reliable and 
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valid case definition was seen as a requirement for each of the three types of 

epidemiological research (Dew et al. 2000). Specific models and assessment techniques 

are necessary for a reliable and valid case definition. The range of psychometric issues in 

conducting a reliable, valid, and comprehensive evaluation, which must include cultural 

competency concerns and sociocultural factors, along side the interpretation of the 

findings are central and critical when conducting an evaluation to identify a valid case of 

a disorder. 

The first category by far the disorder of Specific Learning Disability (SLD) is 

generally considered the largest group in sheer numbers of students receiving special 

education services (U.S. Department, 1998). Both the IDEA and state of New Mexico 

SLD definition have identical features. Generally, both definitions identify the disorder 

as one involving difficulties in "one or more of the basic psychological processes 

involved in imderstanding or in using language, spoken, or written, which may manifest 

in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or to do mathematical 

calculations" (pg. 114, New Mexico State Standards, 1996). Further, as part of both 

IDEA and state of New Mexico SLD definitions, a discrepancy between achievement and 

potential is needed. Therefore, to identify a child with a SLD one looks at basic 

psychological processes and a discrepancy between achievement and potential. 

Basic psychological processes is used broadly to include visual, auditory, verbal, and 

nonverbal processing, memory, attention, and visual-spatial orientation. Discrepancy 

between achievement and potential is derived fi-om measuring a child's cognitive abilities 

on an intelligence scale, such as the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Ill (WISC-



Ill, which is then compared to standard scores on an achievement measure such as the 

Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT). 

Further, both IDEA and state of New Mexico SLD definitions are insistent that a 

child's learning disability cannot be attributed to such handicapping conditions as mental 

retardation, emotional disturbance, hearing or visual impairment, or cultural background 

or social disadvantage. Clearly, both sociocultural factors and the cultural concerns are 

important when placing a child in special education services under the SLD category in a 

state such as New Mexico, with such a range of cultural diversity in the student 

population. 

An estimate of prevalence rates for the SLD category in the general school age 

population is four percent (APA, 1994). Further, states vary the numbers of student 

identifying SLD children. States such as Massachusetts and Rhode Island had the highest 

rates jSrom seven to eight percent of the student population, while states such as Georgia 

and Hawaii had the lowest rates from two to three percent of the student population (U. S. 

Department of Education, 1998). Such differences likely result from liberal eligibility 

standards being applied and possibility fewer instructional options other than special 

education for students with learning problems (U.S. Department of Education, 1983). 

Finally, the most current statistics of students ages six to seventeen eligible as SLD 

reported from across U. S. school districts in the 1999-00 school year was 5.73 (U. S. 

Department of Education, 2001). 

The second category examined as part of this study, under New Mexico State 

Standards (1996) identifies children as Intellectually Disabled or ID, comes under the 
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idea's Mental Retardation (MR) category. Under New Mexico's ID category, all 

students are grouped without delineation into subgroups by IQ levels. New Mexico only 

identifies students as ID versus educable, trainable, and severe/profound mentally 

retardation classifications, identified by the American Association of Mental Retardation 

(AAMR, 1992). 

The specific IDEA features and New Mexico state regulations are identical: 1) 

significantly sub average intellectually functioning, 2) significant deficits in adaptive 

behavior, 3) deficits in intelligence and adaptive behavior manifested during the 

developmental period, and 4) significant discrepant academic achievement compared to 

peers. New Mexico state regulations fiirther defined sub average intellectually 

fimctioning as an IQ measure of 75 or below and adaptive behavior significant deficits in 

two areas falling under communication, socialization, and daily living skills. Both 

definitions of sub average intellectually fimctioning and deficits in adaptive behavior are 

consistent with the American Association of Mental Retardation (AAMR, 1992) 

definition. Finally, New Mexico State regulations identified exclusion factors to consider 

before identifying a child as ID. Specifically, these include emotional disturbance, lack 

of opportunity, traumatic brain injury, motor impairment, visual or hearing problems, and 

linguistic, environmental factors. Again, cultural concerns are central to consider in an 

evaluation. 

Prevalence rates based on the expected normal distribution of cognitive fimctioning on 

intelligence scales would suggest the MR population is 2.3%. Yet, because both sub 

average intellectual fimctioning and significant deficits in adaptive behavior are part of 



the MR definition, depending upon the correlation between cognitive and adaptive 

behavior measures, a range would be expected and fewer individuals, below 2.3%, could 

possibly meet the MR criteria. In the DSM-IV, mental retardation prevalence rates at 

approximately one percent were reported (APA, 1994). Finally, the national average of 

students ages six to seventeen eligible as MR reported in the 1999-00 school year was 

1.15% (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). 

The third category, the gifted (GI), which the federal government defines as a child 

who "exhibit high performance capability in intellectual, creative and/or artistic areas, 

possess an unusual leadership capacity, or excel in specific academic fields"(Marland, 

1972). New Mexico State Gifted Standards (1999) has identified children who are gifted 

as having intellectual ability in the very superior range, and superior academic 

performance at the 92"'' percentile of higher, or outstanding creativity or critical thinking 

abilities. More specfically, intellectual ability is the one critieria that is considered 

primary when a child is identified gifted. Of the other three critieria, academic 

achievement, creativity, and critical thinking only one of them, along with very superior 

intellectual ability, is needed when a child is identified gifted. In addition, these three 

criteria, while generally are assessed on a standardized measure, can also be documented 

fi-om other sources such as portfolios of the child's work (New Mexico State Gifted 

Standards, 1999). 

Further, New Mexico State Gifted Standards (1999) also allow that factors such as the 

cultural and linguistic background, socioeconomic status, and disabling conditions of the 

child can be considered when interpreting standardized measures performance. New 



Mexico State Gifted Standards (1999) recognition of the underrepresentation of Hispanic 

and Native American students in gifted programs across the United States has been 

identified, with the possibility of increasing the number of Hispanic and Native American 

students. Again, the cultural diversity of New Mexico requires that cultural concerns are 

critical for school practitioners. 

Prevalence rates for gifted students would be consistent with MR rates at 2.3% of a 

given population based on a normal distribution. Further, again because New Mexico's 

definition require academic achievement in the superior range, or creativity, and critical 

thinking scores in the outstanding range, the correlation between each of the academic 

achievement, creativity, and critical thinking measures to IQ needs to be considered in an 

estimate of prevalence rates. In addition, because the New Mexico definition allows for 

considering a student's portfolio when assessing academic achievement, critical thinking, 

and creativity, GI prevalence rates will be above the correlation of each standardized 

measure to IQ. Further, considering race, ethnicity, linguistic, socioeconomic, and 

disabling conditions, GI prevalence rates will be above the correlation of each 

standardized measure to IQ. Finally, the most recent GI prevalence rate based on 1994 

data was reported as 5.45% across the United States (U. S. Department of Education, 

Office of Civil Rights, 1997). 

The fourth category Emotional Disturbance, ED, under IDEA and New Mexico State 

Standards (1996) is defined as, 

(i)... a condition exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics over a long 
period of time and to a marked degree adversely affects educational performance. 

(A) An inability to leam that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or health 
factors; 
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(B) An inability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with 
peers and teachers; 

(C) Inappropriate types of behavior or feelings under normal circumstances; 
(D) A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression; or 
(E) A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or 

school problems. 
(ii) The term includes schizophrenia. The term does not apply to children who are 

socially maladjusted, unless it is determined that they have an emotional disturbance. 

To reiterate a placement and eligibility under the ED category must be clear the condition 

exists over a long period of time. Also, the condition must affect the child's educational 

performance. 

The condition, also, can be consistent, with a DSM-IV diagnosis. A DSM-IV mood 

and anxiety disorder alongwith schizophrenia diagnosis would meet the conditions of a 

ED definition of extended time and of affecting educational performance. Yet, as Bower 

(1982) points out DSM diagnostic and special education categories, particularly the ED 

category, do not automatically correspond to each other. The difference between DSM 

and ED categories has come about where states have specifically excluded DSM 

diagnoses of Conduct Disorder and Oppositional Defiant Disorder fi-om eligible for 

special education services (Cline, 1990). New Mexico State Standards (1996) have 

specifically excluded Conduct Disorder and Oppositional Defiant Disorder diagnoses 

from a student receiving special education services under the ED category. Social 

maladjustment must be included in an evaluation and does preclude a child meeting New 

Mexico State Standards (1996) under the ED category. 

One piece that is missing fi^om the discussion on an ED case definition is the cultural 

context of behavior. New Mexico State Standards (1996) have included a discussion on 

the role of the cultural context of behavior, requiring the determination of a ED condition 
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rule out that the behavior is culturally based. Again, cultural concerns in understanding 

the social and cultural context of child/adolescent development is critical when 

conducting an ED evaluation. 

An estimate of ED prevalence rates would come from considering data for DSM-IV 

mood, anxiety, and conduct disorders, plus schizophrenia. In broad terms, estimates of 

15 to 18% of the school age population are in need of mental health services (Doll, 1996). 

Costello (1990) summarized prevalence rates for conduct disorders between two to nine 

percent. Burd & Kerbeshian (1987) reported a .02 % schizophrenia prevalence estimate. 

Estimates for anxiety disorders ranged from 5.7 to 17.7%, with half the estimates lying 

above 10% (Costello & Angold, 1995). Further, childhood and adolescent depression 

prevalence rates ranged from 1.4 to 5.7 % (Doll, 1996). Finally, the national average of 

students ages six to seventeen eligible as ED reported in the 1999-00 school year was 

.94% (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). 

Both the IDEA and New Mexico State Standards (1996) have identical definitions for 

the fifth category of Speech Language Impairment, SLI. SLI is considered "a 

communication disorder such as stuttering, impaired articulation, a language impairment, 

or a voice impairment which adversely affects a child's educational performance" 

(p. 130). A fiirther analysis of each in the New Mexico State Standards (1996) identified 

stuttering as dysfluency disorder. Articulation impairments involve defective reception, 

processing or production of phonemes. Voice impairments were an abnormality in pitch, 

loudness or quality. Language Impairments were differentiated among expressive and 

receptive language, pragmatics, and integrative language vocabulary. 



As important as identifying each SLI disorder, New Mexico State Standards (1996) 

identified rule out possibilities. Primary for this discussion is a SLI needs to be 

differentiated from a speech-language difference which may be due bilingualism, being 

non-English dominant, or due to dialectical or cultural differences in language use. 

Clearly, the need for bilingual speech/language evaluations, whether in Spanish and 

Native dialects, are an appropriate referral. 

Prevalence estimates for expressive or language disorders range from one to thirteen 

percent (Stevenson & Richman, 1976). In the DSM-IV, prevalence rates of three to five 

percent were reported for expressive language disorders (APA, 1994). Finally, the 

national average of students ages six to seventeen eligible as SLI reported in the 1999-00 

school year was 2.28% (U. S. Department of Education, 2001). 

In summary, critical features from IDEA and New Mexico State Standards (1996) are 

consistent with each other across four of the five categories. New Mexico State Gifted 

Standards (1999) added specificity to Marrland's gifted definition. A review of 

descriptive epidemiological studies in community samples, by the U. S. Department of 

Education (1998), and reported in the DSM-IV (APA, 1994) were reported for the five 

study categories. At the same time, a reliable and valid case definition is essential when 

estimating prevalence rates of a disorder or category. Further, New Mexico State 

Standards (1996) identified social and cultural factors that are critical in the evaluation of 

each category. Cultural competency as a practitioner in New Mexico schools is essential 

for providing appropriate assessment, diagnosis, and treatment. 



Over and Underrepresentation Issues: Methodological Concerns. The question of 

magnitude and overrepresentation of ethnic minority students is as profound as when &st 

discussed by Dunn (1968), Mercer (1973), and Heller et al. (1982). For this discussion, 

issues on the magnitude of race/ethnicity and special education placement is used to 

conceptualize methodological concerns on determining prevalence rates of ethnic 

minority students placed in special education. Also, litigation plus current to date 

professional psychology findings on race/ethnicity and special education eligibility will 

be reviewed to identify problems, concerns, and consensus on the question of the 

magnitude of race/ethnicity and special education. 

Kaufl&nan, Hallahan, & Ford (1998) fi-amed the methodological concerns on 

determining the magnitude of race/ethnicity and special education placement. Through a 

prepositional statement, the issue was fi-amed as "just how is proportional representation 

to be calculated, and what margin of error in proportionality is acceptable?" (p. 3). By 

far, the question on the calculation of proportional representation has been continuously 

been reviewed by Reschly, (1985); Reschly & Bershoff, (1999); MacMillan & Reschly, 

(1998), who have examined and questioned how the magnitude of the overrepresentation 

of ethnic minority students in special education has been determined. 

MacMillian & Reschly (1998) identified two formulas in the calculation of 

percentages of ethnic minority students in special education. The first formula is the 

calculation of children in a category, with the members of each ethnic minority then 

identified. Under this formula, the numerator is the number of ethnic minority children in 

the disability category, while the denominator is the total number of children classified 
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vinder the category. This formula has been the most frequently employed and utilized in 

the litigation to demonstrate the magnitude of overrepresentation of African-American in 

Mild Mentally Retarded (MMR) classes. 

Specifically, in Larry P. v. Riles, (1972), the plaintiffs in the case utilized this formula 

to document the overrepresentation of African-American children in MMR classes. In 

Larry P., where in 1971 African-American students constituted 10% of the California 

school enrollment and 25% of the enrollment in MMR classes. The 25% was calculated 

based on the first formula. Similarly, in Marshall v. Georgia (1984), statistical analysis 

of OCR sample surveys of Georgia districts in 1976, 1978, and 1980 indicated significant 

overrepresentation of African-American students in EMR programs, with an 

overrepresentation in SLD classrooms among 50% of school districts in Georgia. Again, 

the first formula was utilized in the calculation of African-American students in EMR 

and SLD programs in Marshall v. Georgia (1984). 

The second formula calculates the percentage of ethnic minority children in a 

disability category. The numerator is the number of cases from each group, with the 

denominator the total number of children of each group. From the example of Larry P., 

while 25% of the MMR enrollment were African-American, only 1.1% of African-

American students in California were enrolled in MMR classes. An example of an 

overrepresentation case, which used the second formula is S-1 v. Turlington (1986). In 

this case, the defendant Florida school district provided data indicating about 4.5 % of 

African-American students were in SLD programs, and about 2.4% were in programs for 

the EMR. 



Reschly, Kicklighter, & McKee (1988) emphasize to ensure accurate representation of 

actual enrollment patterns in special education the second formula is necessary when 

making an interpretation of the overrepresentation of ethnic minority students in special 

education. The second formula can be considered the most relevant and appropriate for 

descriptive epidemiology research. A criticism of Reschly et al. (1988) no mention is 

made of the underrepresentation of ethnic minority students in gifted programs when 

discussing accurate representations in the actual enrollment patterns in special education. 

The review of current to date psychological literature on the magnitude of ethnic 

minority students receiving special education services will examine methodologies used 

in reporting enrollment patterns of ethnic minority students in special education 

alongwith findings on either the over or under representation among reported categories. 

Coulter (1996) examined rates of African- American and Whites students identified in 

"traditional socially-determined" "subjective" "nonnormative" disabilities: learning 

disabilities, emotionally disordered, and mental disabilities for the year 93-94 reported by 

the 66 local education agencies (LEA) in Louisiana. A significant difference in 

prevalence rates in each category was reported when a 10% variance from the group's 

representation in the general population. For example, if 15% of the general student 

population was African-American in the LEA, 5 to 25% would be an acceptable range for 

students identified as having a mental disability who are African-American. In essence, 

Coulter (1996) offered an approach to consider on what is an acceptable error when 

examining prevalence rates from each group in a specific category. In addition. Coulter 



used the second formula identiSed by MacMillian & Reschiy (1998) in the calculation of 

African-American students in each category. 

The specific findings reported by Coulter (1996) were 89.39% LEA's showed a 

disproportionate overrepresentation rate of African-American students under the mentally 

disabilities category, 50% LEA's again showed a disproportionate rate of African-

American students in the emotional/behavioral disabled category, and 48.5% LEA's 

fiirther showed an ethnic disproportion under the learning disabilities category. Finally, 

when examining the gifted placement of African-American students, Coulter (1996) 

reported 89.4% of LEA's showed disproportionate underrepresentation of African-

American students in the gifted and talented category. The strength of Coulter's findings 

is specific LEA cultural competency practices could be compared on the placement 

decisions of African-American and Anglo students, particularly in the mental disabilities 

and gifted categories, yet it is unclear whether for each category African-American 

students are disproportionately placed in special education across the state. 

A broader study by Robertson et al. (1994) reported special education representation 

findings for Native & African-American, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander & Anglo 

students from the 1990 OCR report. The data were reported as analyzed using both 

formulas identified by MacMillan &, Reschiy, (1998). The four categories of SLD, ED, 

SLI, and MR were compared by the racial/ethnic representation in each. 15 urban areas 

were identified with the highest African-American and Hispanic students to compare 

racial/ethnic representation in each of the four categories. The cities identified were: Los 

Angles, Chicago, San Antonio, Houston, Dade County (includes Miami), El Paso, Dallas, 
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Fort Worth, San Diego, Phoenix, Detroit, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Memphis, and 

Washington, D. C.. Data was missing from New York City because available data 

showed than none of the state's special education population was served in programs for 

students with emotional disturbance, learning disabilities, or speech/language 

impairments (Robertson et al. 1994). A limitation noted in the study was Native 

American students are found in such small numbers in these cities that dififerences in 

representation by disability was difficult to determine. 

Findings calculated by the first formula found when comparing across the four student 

groups, African-American students were consistently reported overrepresented across 

three of four categories. African-American students were disproportionately identified as 

ED in each of the 15 cities, in 13 cities disproportionately identified as MR, in 11 cities 

disproportionately identified as SLD, and in none of the cities disproportionately 

identified as SLI (Robertson et al. 1994). 

For the Anglo students, these students were reported to be disproportionality identified 

as ED and SLI in each of the cities, with the exception of Phoenix for the SLI category. 

In both the SLD and MR categories, Anglo students were identified at consistent rates 

with their school percentage. Further, Asian /Pacific Islander students were identified in 

smaller percentages than their district populations in the four categories (Robertson et al. 

1994). 

Also, Hispanic students were reported as ED smaller than their percentage in each of 

the 15 cities. For example, in Los Angles 63 percent of the total students were identified 

as Hispanic, while 23 percent of the total number of students identified ED were 



Hispanic. Similarly, in 10 of the 15 districts, Hispanic students were identified as SLD 

smaller than their school percentage. In addition, similar trends were found in 11 of the 

15 districts with Hispanic students identified as MR smaller than their district population. 

In Dallas, 34 percent of students were Hispanic, with 24 percent of the total number of 

students identified MR were Hispanic. Again, similar trends were foimd with Hispanic 

students as SLI smaller than their percentage. In Dallas, 32 percent and in Los Angles 56 

percent of SLI students were Hispanic, each lower than the percentage of Hispanic 

student enrollment in each city. Yet in Phoenix, 55 percent of SLI students were 

Hispanic, higher than the 43 percent of Hispanic student enrollment. Robertson et al. 

(1994) concluded that over representation of ethnic minority students in special education 

can vary by location and disability category. Finally, a limitation of Robertson et al. 

(1994), the analysis of prevalence rates through the use of the second formula for the five 

groups across each category is convoluted, reporting findings on Native American 

students after concluding their numbers were insuflBcient to draw conclusions. 

Lastly, using the most current 1998 Office of Civil Rights (OCR) data along with 

1998 Office of Special Education Program (OSEP) data, the National Research Council 

(2002) reported on the prevalence rates for each of five racial and ethnic groups for the 

SLI, SLD, ED, MR and GI special education categories included in the study. The 

National Research Coimcil (2002) calculated a "composition index" for each category. 

The composition index is actually formula one renamed, which is "calculated by dividing 

the number of students of a given racial or ethnic group enrolled in a particular disability 
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category by the total number of students (summed across all five racial/ethnic groups) 

enrolled in that same disability category" (p. 43). 

The specific findings reported by National Research Council (2002) included Afi^ican-

American students are overrepresented under the MR and ED, while placed at consistent 

proportions under the SLD & SLI categories. Much like Robertson (1994), Hispanic 

students were placed at proportional rates under the SLD and category, while 

significantly below expectancy in the MR, ED and SLI categories (National Research 

Council, 2002). Anglo students were found placed at expected rates under the ED and 

SLD categories, lower than expected rates under the MR category, higher than expected 

rates under the SLI category (National Research Council, 2002). 

The OCR data and OSEP data did allow National Research Council (2002) to 

determine for Native American students that they were placed at proportional rates under 

the ED, SLI, and MR categories, while placed at significantly higher rates under the SLD 

category. The National Research Council (2002) reported that Asian Pacific/Islander 

students were placed at significantly below proportional rates under the each of the four 

categories. As has been found previously, both Anglo and Asian Pacific/Islander 

students were placed at higher than expected rates under the GI category, with Native 

American, Hispanic, and Afi-ican American students placed at lower than expected rates 

under the GI category (National Research Council, 2002). The National Research 

Council (2002) emphasized that OCR data obscures state and school district variability. 

In the present study, with state data utilized and with Hispanic and Native American 
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students over sampled, the National Research Council (2002) concerns can be overlooked 

as study limitations. 

The research on the magnitude of the over and underrepresentation of ethnic minority 

students in special education has consistently utilized the &st formula identified by 

MacMillian & Reschly (1998), who have stated this formula exaggerates the rates of 

special education placement for ethnic minority students. In many ways, MacMillian & 

Reschly (1998) seemingly have denied what would seem as the one conclusion current 

psychological research does offer for African-American students. Support has been 

found for African-American students overrepresented in the ED, MR, & SLD categories. 

For Hispanic students, the current data suggests overrepresentation does not consistently 

exist across each of the categories studied. In addition, the current data on Native 

American students would suggest proportional representation under the ED, MR, and SLI 

categories while inconclusive under the SLD category. Further, the other consistent 

finding from current psychological research is the overrepresentation of Anglo students 

in the SLI category. Lastly, Asian Pacific/Islander students special education placement 

have consistently been below expected rates. 

The overrepresentation of African-American in ED, MR, and SLD categories presents 

a partial view of the disproportionality of ethnic minority students in special education. 

Findings on the overrepresentation of Anglos students in the SLI category have to be 

examined as part of the nature of disproportionality of students in special education. 

Disproportionality is also found in the underrepresentation of ethnic minority students 



32 

and the overrepresentation of Anglo and Asian/Pacific Islander students in gifted and 

talented programs (Ford, 1998; Valencia & Suzuki, 2000). 

Cultural Concerns. A child's special education eligibility is outlined through a set of 

procedural regulations for the protection of the child, their family, and school district 

(IDEA, 1997; New Mexico State Standards, 1996). New Mexico State Standards (1996) 

has outlined for New Mexico school districts a set of guidelines in a child's placement in 

special education. The guidelines establish a set of prereferral requirements prior to 

child's consideration for special education. Specifically, as part of the prereferral 

requirements, prereferral interventions are selected by classroom teachers that will 

accommodate their classroom management and teaching style, possibly incorporating 

other school based services such as Title 1 reading programs, which are then evaluated 

for effectiveness by the teacher and school team. If found effective with the child's 

classroom functioning meeting an acceptable academic performance, then the child's 

consideration for special education ends at this point. 

Dodd, Nelson, & Spint (1995) suggest that cultural concerns and strategies are not 

considered and employed as prereferral interventions. An available knowledge base for 

the school psychologist comes fi-om research on multicultural and bUingual education 

(Banks & Banks, 1995; Salvin & Calderon, 2001). Further, Dooley and Volz (1999), 

Delgado and Rogers-Adkinson (1999) & Gilliland (1992) identified cognitive styles of 

Native & African-American and Hispanic students as cognitive sensitive, which 

generally differs from cognitive insensitive styles used in many classrooms, creating a 

cultural mismatch between students and teachers (Allen & Boykin, 1992). Similarly, the 
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sociocultural factors identified by Chamberlain & Medinos-Landurand (1991) can create 

a cultural mismatch between students and teachers. Finally, as important is the use of 

bilingual education as part of a prereferral intervention for children who are monolingual. 

At the same time, in certain New Mexico schools, Native American students do not 

receive bilingual education because tribal and reservation governments will not allow 

school districts to teach that language, based on the oral traditions of the language. 

A body of research has looked at the ethnic and social backgrounds of children who 

would have been considered appropriate referrals for a special education evaluation. The 

available methodology used in this research has been scenario of students considered for 

a special education referral, with race/ ethnicity as the independent variable. Zucker & 

Prieto (1977) reported that with all other information being equal, teachers were more 

likely to refer a Hispanic student than an Anglo student. Shinn, Tindal, & Spira (1987) 

also reported that African-American students were referred at higher rates than their 

Anglo peers in grades four through six. However, Tobias, Zibrin, & Menell (1983) found 

no differences in referral rates for Hispanic, Afi-ican-American, and Anglo subjects. 

Only one study was identified that has addressed teacher referrals and gifted minority 

students. High and Udall (1983) found that Anglo teachers underreferred Afiican-

American students for gifted education program. 

Recently Gottlieb, Gottlieb, & Trongone (1991) examined actual special education 

rates and reasons for parent and teacher special education referrals by the child's race 

/ethnicity. Based on a chi-square analysis, teachers referred Afiican-American and 

Hispanic students at higher than expected rates. Further, teachers referred African-
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American students for behavioral concerns at higher than expected rates. MacMillian et 

al. (1996) also found differences on the Conners Teacher Rating Scale-28 conduct 

problems and hyperactivity index, with African-American scores significantly higher on 

both than their Anglo and Hispanic peers, and Anglo students significantly higher than 

their Hispanic peers on each index. Gottlieb et al. (1991) & MacMillian et al. (1996) 

offer support for previous findings that both Anglo and Afiican-American students have 

been found placed in ED programs at higher than expected rates. 

Comparing a diverse group of students referred for special education, who had not 

been placed in special education at the time of the study, MacMillian et al. (1996) 

reported differences on the Reading Scale on the Wide Range Achievement Test-Revised 

(WRAT-R), with Anglo students scores significantly higher than either African-

American or Hispanic students. On the Spelling Scale, Anglo students scores were 

significantly higher than Hispanic students only, while no difference was foxmd across 

the three groups on the Arithmetic Scale. Further, MacMillian et al. (1996) suggest that 

teachers show greater resistance in referring ethnic minority children, considering 

differences found on the WRAT-R Reading Scale, because of sensitivity to multicultural 

issues. Another implication of MacMillian et al. (1996) would be that teacher referrals 

for special education are those students with the most significant learning and behavioral 

difficulties in their classroom. 

This discussion on the cultural concerns at the prereferral stage of special education 

eligibility offer suggestions and implications that are proximal but powerfiil on the over 

and under representation of ethnic minority students. Cultural concerns at this point in 



special education eligibility is concerned with an assessment of the cultural relevance of 

the prereferral interventions. Dodd et al. (1995) concerns on the cultural relevance of 

prereferral interventions suggest broad school organization changes through cultural 

responsive teaching at each school and districtwide. A body of qualitative research, case 

studies along with empirically supported research have found that cultural responsive 

teaching can and does affect academic achievement of ethnic minority students (Carter 

and Chatfield (1986); Lucas, Henze, & Donalo(1990); Ready, Edley, & Snow (2002); 

Slavin & Calderon (2001); Barr & Parrett (2001); Carter & Chatfield (1986); & Collier 

(1995). Practicing culturally responsively can directly affect SLD, ED, GI, ID, and SLI 

placements and eligibility through teacher expectations and strategies, language 

development, parental involvement, student expectations and motivation. 

Lower than expected teacher referrals of Afiican-American students for evaluations to 

the gifted program identified by Hall & Udall (1983) directly affects the under 

representation ratio. Cultural concerns in gifted education, with the under representation 

of African, Native American, and Hispanic youth, has called for broadening the 

definition of gifted to include cultural views on giftedness (Patton, 1997; Gonzalez & 

Riojas-Clark, 1999). Further, a review of gifted referral rates by ethnicity is important in 

those schools and districts with significant numbers of ethnic minority students, which is 

often found in schools across New Mexico. 

The over referral of African-American students along with high teacher ratings of 

behavioral problems identified by MacMillian et al. (1996) & Gottlieb et al. (1991) 

directly affects the overrepresentation of African-American students in the ED eligibility. 



36 

Cultural concerns at this point in special education eligibility is an awareness, possibility 

at a district level, while at times the school psychologist assigned to that school on the 

rates of ethnic minority students referred for special education. Monitoring special 

education referral rates by ethnicity can be used to reassess teacher along with school 

teams views on behavioral and academic concerns in need of an evaluation. At the same 

time, the over representation of Anglo students in the ED category also suggests that 

these referrals are scrutinized for the severity and intensity of behavioral and 

psychological concerns, as part of a special education eligibility a differential diagnosis 

from SLD and Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) categories in early childhood, in late 

childhood and early adolescence from ODD and CD. 

Once a referral for an evaluation is made by the school team, the question how 

cultural factors are considered in the choice of instruments and interpretation of findings 

along with diagnostic and treatment recommendations is the focus of cultural concerns 

and special education eUgibility. The responsibility is not for one person on a school 

team or Individual Education Plan (lEP) committee member. The responsibility is 

guided primarily through recognizing New Mexico State Standards (1996) on cultural 

factors when considering assessment findings, making diagnostic and treatment 

recommendations. Other legal and ethical codes to consider would be IDEA (1997), 

New Mexico State Gifted Standards (1999), A?A (1992), and NASP (1992) ethical 

standards. As important is the professional literature by Dana (2000a), D^ (2000b), 

Sue et al. (1999), Sue et al. (1992), Gopaul-McNicol (1997), & Figueroa, Sandoval, & 

Merino (1984). 



37 

In New Mexico, three practitioners are the primary professionals who conduct 

assessment and make recommendations for special education eligibility. An educational 

diagnostician is the primary practitioner in the assessment for the GI, SLD, and ID 

categories. The educational diagnostician conducts a psychoeducational evaluation, 

considering cognitive and academic measures alongwith other specific assessments, as 

part of the child's assessment for eligibility in the GI, SLD, and ID categories. Further, 

the educational diagnostician acts as a case manager with two other practitioners, 

speech/language pathologist and school psychologist, in the child's assessment for 

eligibility in the SLI and ED category. Before the speech/language evaluation, an 

educational diagnostician conducts a psychoeducational evaluation, identifying for the 

speech/language pathologist a predicted level of achievement, which is then used to 

identify a discrepancy between actual and predicted language test performance. An 

educational diagnostician conducts a psychoeducational evaluation in conjunction with 

the school psychologist evaluation. 

As part of their assessment of the child, each practitioner would possibly interview 

parents and teachers on their academic, language, and behavior concerns. Possibly legal 

guardians, state agencies, and community mental health services may need to be 

consulted as part of the child's evaluation. Finally, consultation with an interpreter and 

spiritual healer may become necessary in an assessment (Sue et al. 1999; Gopaul-

McNicol, 1997). 

Dana (2000b) and Harris et al. (1996) identified specific cognitive assessments used in 

the psychoeducational evaluation of ELL and nonstandard English speakers conducted in 



this case by an educational diagnostician. As important in the interpretation of African-

American and Hispanic youth test performance are the sociocultural norms found as part 

of the K-ABC. Similarly, Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood (1998) offer their bio-

ecological assessment system as an alternative to traditional norm-reference testing by 

using procedures as suspending time, use of paper and pencil on the Arithmetic subtest, 

and contextualizing Vocabulary subtest responses. Test performances are then compared 

between traditional and alternative procedures in the interpretation of the child's WISC-

III test performance. Lastly, Flanagan & Ortiz (2001) present in their CHC (Cattell-

Hom-CarroU) Cross-Battery approach a set of interpretation guidelines based on the 

cultural and linguistic demands of particular standardized assessments. At the same time, 

approaches such as the bio-ecological assessment system and CHC Cross Battery 

approach can be faulted primarily from a lack of standardization and inadequate training 

for practitioners. 

Academic achievement is a second piece of a psychoeducational evaluation. Little has 

been discussed to this point on reliable and valid standardized achievement tests. At the 

same time, academic achievement test performance has as much influence as cognitive 

test scores on special education eligibility. Academically deficient and borderline 

academic achievement test performance become important for placement in both the SLD 

and ID categories, while high average test performance potentially excluding ethnic 

minority youth from placement in the GI category. 

An option identified by Howell & Rueda (1996) was curriculum-based assessment 

(CBA). Further, Shinn & Baker (1996) view CBA as alternative to standardized 



assessment by focusing on the effectiveness of teaching/interventions versus focusing on 

child (dis)abilities. Only after the effectiveness of teaching/interventions has been 

evaluated, then a traditional assessment and special education placement would be 

appropriate. Another option identified by Karr & Schwenn (1999) was portfolio 

assessment. Portfolio assessment was also identified by New Mexico State Gifted 

Standards (1999) as an approach when considering a child's placement in a gifted 

program. Both CBA and portfolio assessment can be viewed as second source and 

method, thereby increasing the reliability and validity in the findings fi"om a 

psychoeducational evaluation of all students, particularly ethnic minority and ELL 

students. 

Valdes & Figueroa (1994) have argued against the use of standardized achievement 

tests normed on English only students, when used to measure the academic achievement 

of bilingual Mexican American students, because a test cannot measure the effect of 

Spanish on English. Similarly, Valdes & Figueroa (1994) findings can be applied to 

Native American students included in this study's sample. Finally, Cloud (1991) 

identified a number of formal and informal academic achievement measures for use as 

part of a psychoeducational evaluation. Specfically, informal reading inventories along 

with the Bateria Woodcock Psico-Educativea en Espanol were identified for use with 

ELL students. 

Interpreting test findings when making placement recommendations for ELL students' 

under either SLD or ID categories has to consider the language proficiency of both 

languages, home literacy, and acculturation (Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood, 
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1997). Cloud (1991) has identified for the practitioner both home and school interview 

protocols to assess reading, writing, and daily use of the child's home language. 

Knowledge of home literacy is important for practitioners based on the child's literacy 

development in the home language can be used to support English language development 

(Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood, 1997). 

More importantly, a discrepancy found in an evalxiation between a child's actual and 

predicted achievement can be misinterpreted because the ELL child's English and home 

language proficiency is likely what Cummins (1984) has identified as Basic Interpersonal 

Communicative Skills (BICS) versus Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency 

(CALP), which is necessary for the ELL student to support higher-order cognitive tasks 

in the English language (Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood, 1997). In effect, 

Cummins suggests (1984) the ELL student's CALP language proficiency would be 

assessed versus BICS. In addition, Cvimmins (1984) has identified that five to seven 

years of school are needed for the ELL student to develop CALP. 

The distinguishing assessment method when considering a child's eligibility for the ID 

category is adaptive behavior. Harrison (1987) reviewed research on adaptive behavior, 

reporting of studies identified a moderate relationship to intelligence, with a low 

relationship to academic achievement. Particularly, after reviewing research on ethnic 

minority and racial groups, Harrison reported, "with two exceptions, the studies indicate 

that there are no notable race or ethnic group difference on adaptive behavior scales" (p. 

49). As important Gresham, MacMillian, & Siperstein (1995) report that professional 

judgement was identified in the AAMR (1992) definition as an acceptable procedure 
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when assessing adaptive behavior. Potential problems of ethnocentric monoculturalism 

become an issue for the practitioner, where behavior is compared from an Anglo versus 

ethnic minority perspective on normality (Sue et al. 1999). One option might include an 

adaptive behavior interview identified in Sattler (1998) as a second method, which can be 

considered along with findings on adaptive behavior scales. 

A feature of importance both psychoeducational and speech/language evaluations is 

language. For psychoeducational assessments conducted by educational diagnosticians, 

language takes on a particular perspective, considering communication styles differences 

found among ethnic groups (Sue & Sue, 1990). Understanding communication styles 

differences is necessary in the interpretation of test performance. So that, the practitioner 

views test responses as appropriate for that culture, not one as defined by ethnocentric 

monoculturalism. 

As important, for psychoeducational assessment, the child's primary language is used 

in the assessment (IDEA, 1997). Again, as previously discussed Cummins (1984) 

recommends language proficiency, particularly CALP, is assessed with ELL students. 

Specifically, the Bilingual Verbal Abilities Test (BVAT; Munoz-Sandoval, Cummins, 

Alvarado, & Ruet, 1998) available in 15 languages can be used in the assessment of 

CALP. Not with standing the availability of the BVAT, when considering in New 

Mexico Native American students come for diverse language backgrounds the BVAT 

soon becomes unavailable for practitioners. In case a cognitive assessment is unavailable 

in the child's primary language, nonverbal measures identified by Harris et al. (1996) are 

instrument choices available to the practitioner. 
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For speech/language pathologists, language assessment of ethnic minority students 

focuses on the receptive and expressive language, pragmatics, and vocabulary featvires of 

language. Particularly, in the language assessment of ethnic minority students who are 

ELL another area to be evaluated is &st and second language acquisition (Hamayan & 

Damico, 1991). This is important because finding an ELL student eligible for placement 

in the SLI category can be considered a misdiagnosis and misplacement. Schiflf-Myers 

(1992) identified arrested development in the child's first language may occur while the 

child has began to learn the second language, which then would rule out a language 

disorder in the child's first language. 

A debate on the exclusive use of standardized language assessment for bilingual 

children exists for placement in the SLI category (Jitendra & Rohena-Diaz, 1996). 

Hamayan & Damico (1991) identified a descriptive analysis of child's language use as 

part of a bilingual child's language assessment. Only after a communication difficulty 

has been identified through a descriptive analysis, Hamayan & Damico (1991) viewed 

the ruling out of factors identified by Langdon (1989) as necessary before considering a 

child's placement in the SLI category. Langdon (1989) identified sociocultural factors to 

consider as part of a language assessment. Particularly, the child's length of residence in 

the United States, any attendance-disruption of schooling, and type of bilingual education 

the child has received. In addition, Langdon (1989) suggested that the child's parents be 

interviewed to learn how they perceive their child; if she or he has difficulty at home in 

following directions, understanding spoken language, or expressing herself or himself In 

effect, sociocultural factors are ruled out prior to a child's placement in the SLI category 



and in the interpretation of test findings when examining a discrepancy between a child's 

actual and predicted language skills found as part of a language evaluation. 

A feature that can be considered common across psychoeducational, speech/language, 

and psychological evaluations is an assessment of acculturation. Langdon (1989) and 

Hamayan & Domino (1991) identified how acculturation is considered as part of 

speech/language evaluations, test performance interpretation, and placement 

recommendation under the SLI category. In the discussion on psychoeducational 

evaluation, acculturation would seem to be linked to language competency, primarily 

ELL students, which then suggests use of the K-ABC as the best choice of a cognitive 

measure. At the same time, the use of the K-ABC as the cognitive measure for Afi*ican 

and Native American students would seem to be appropriate practice. Yet, appropriate 

practice as part of a psychoeducational evaluation would seem to include an assessment 

of each factor identified by Chamberlain & Medeiros-Landurand (1991) when examining 

a child's acculturation. Particularly, use of Rotter's (1966) internal and external locus of 

control assessment would be appropriate. 

As part of a psychological evaluation, Dana (2000a) recommended the assessment of 

acculturation based on the etic-emic dichotomy on evaluation methods. In Dana (2000a), 

a model has been constructed on the use of acculturation to determine the use of either 

etic or emic evaluation measures. Based on the client's acculturation, the use of emic 

(culturally specific) measures are called for when the client's acculturation is considered 

traditional, marginal, and transitional. At the same time, etic (cultural universal) 
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measures are called for when the client's acculturation level is considered assimilated and 

bicultural. 

Further, as part of the model, Dana (2000a) has identified the use of "cultural 

formulations" as part of specifying a DSM-IV diagnosis and identifying treatment 

recommendations. Specfically, the model asks when cross-cultural interaction stress is 

found present, particularly if the client is traditional, marginal, or bicultural, when a 

DSM-IV diagnosis can be ruled out, then the model suggests a culture-specific 

intervention is needed (Dana, 2000a). The implications are assessment, diagnosis, and 

treatment are interdependent. Further, based on the DSM-IV cultural formulation model, 

acculturation stress is an example of cultural factors foxmd related to psychosocial 

environment and level of fimctioning. Dana (2000a) also views acculturation functions 

as a moderator variable in the assessment, diagnosis, and treatment of ethnic minority 

clients. 

Further, appropriate practice to improve the reliability and validity for use in a 

psychological assessment, the child's owns views on acculturation along with family 

practices are needed. The importance of cultural role taking identified by Johnson-

Powell (1997), Paniagua (1994), and Sue & Sue (1990) becomes particularly important 

when assessing family socialization practices. Generally, a research base of information 

is available for school psychologists to become both familiar and knowledgeable on 

cultural role taking in the assessment of ethnic minority youth and their families (Ho, 

1992; Sue & Sue, 1990; Carter, 1991; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Johnson-Powell et 

al. 1997; Morris, 2000 and Taylor-Gibbs & Huang, 1989). 



Specfically, Sue & Sue (1990) compared world views on time focus, hxoman activity, 

social relations, and people/nature relationship among Anglo, Hispanic, Native & 

African-American, and Asian/Pacific Islander. Ho (1992) has further identified specific 

group features on affective behavior expressiveness and restraint alongwith views on 

mental health and help seeking behavior. Particularly, vnth Native American and 

immigrant families an understanding of traditional family beliefs on the cause of the 

child's problems along with African-Americans views on racism as contributing to their 

life are necessary when making diagnostic and treatment recommendations, while 

considering the DSM-IV cultural formulation model. 

Recently Nicolosi & Stavrou (2000) summarized features of Native American cultures 

with children treated with the same amount of respect as adults and competition is 

valued, but in the intraindividual sense. Similarly, Morris (2000) summarized the 

Africentric perspective as tolerance of religion, history based on a slavery experience, 

avoidance of conflict, and a time orientation that is event determined. Recently, Ramirez 

(1998) offered a multiracial/mestizo (Mexican/Indian) personality theory that begins to 

set out a personality theory distinct from European based perspectives. Specfically, 

Ramirez (1998) outlined the basic assumption of a multiracial/mestizo personality theoiy 

comes from focusing on identity development living in two cultures. Also, Ramirez 

(1998) viewed family socialization as how a child leams about their own culture and 

develop an identity. 

An implication from this discussion is cultural role taking by practitioners can be 

viewed as the opposite of ethnocentric multiculturalism, thus important as part of cultural 
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competency in professional psychology. AUen (1998) offered as a recommendation to 

check against culture bias the use of a cultural advisor. Allen (1998) identified the 

cultural advisor as an individual from the tribal or village community who is 

knowledgeable in the history, language, customs, and traditions of the tribal culture. 

Similarly, a cultural advisor is important for a school psychologist for Hispanic and 

Asian/Pacific Islander youth, particularly with the diversity among these groups. 

As important Carter (1991) & Jones (1997) remind practitioners of within group 

differences based on social class, generational, and gender differences exist among ethnic 

minority children themselves along with their families. Differences on acculturation 

were identified by Berry, Trimble, & Olmedo (1986) two-dimensional acculturation 

model. The model suggests that there are at least four possible ways of dealing with 

acculturation. Strong identification with both Anglo and ethnic group membership is 

indicative of integration or biculturalism. Identification with neither group suggests 

marginaUty. An exclusive identification with Anglo membership indicates assimilation, 

while exclusive identification with ethnic group membership indicates separation. 

Further, Phinney (1996) identified a model specific for school-aged children, 

particularly adolescence. Phinney (1996) ethnic identity formation perspective suggests 

ethnic identity is thought of as a process similar to ego identity formation that takes place 

over time, as people explore and make decision about the role of ethnicity in their lives. 

From the ethnic identity formation perspective, ethnic minority youth can explore their 

ethnic identity, fail to examine their ethnic identity, or finally develop a clear sense of 

their ethnicity. By failing to examine their ethnic identity, Phinney (1989) suggests this 



group has either little interest in or concern with ethnicity, or has accepted the views of 

others on their ethnic identity. For those youth exploring their ethnic identity, an intense 

process of immersing oneself in reading, talking to people in one's own culture is seen 

(Phinney, 1989). Finally, coming to a clear sense of their own identity may require 

resolution with two fundamental problems for ethnic minority youth: (a) cultural 

differences between their own group and the dominant group, and (b) the lower or 

disparaged status of their group in society (Phinney, Lochner, & Murphy, 1990). 

Dana (2000c) outlined approaches in the assessment of acculturation. One approach is 

the assessment of SES and educational level (Dana, 2000c). This approach is at odds, 

particularly for African-American clients, which Dana (2000b) recommended assessment 

of cultural orientation without exception. Also, such as an approach in the assessment of 

a child's acculturation is necessary for younger children under the age of adolescence. A 

second approach was measures of cultural orientation and acculturation (Dana, 2000c). 

Dana (2000c) viewed these measures provide categorical information (e.g., the cultural 

orientation statuses of assimilated, bicultural, marginal, traditional) that can be used to 

identity appropriate assessment procedures and interpretation of findings. 

Dana (2000c) identified the Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans-II 

(Cuellar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995) has become the prototype in the development of 

measures for other cultural groups. Burlew, Bellow, &, Lovett (2000) reviewed Afiican-

American racial identity measures without offering recommendations, but outlining the 

need for research with community samples versus college samples. Lindsey (1998) 

offered the Scale of Racial Socialization for African-American Adolescents by Stevenson 



(1994) as an acculturation measure that holds promise, but in need of further research. 

Trimble (2000) identified a measurement model for the American Indian youth self-

identification scale. Moran, Fleming, Somervell, & Manson (1995) recently presented 

findings on an ethnic identity measure validated on over 2000 Native adolescents. Dana 

(2000c) fiirther identified the Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity Acculturation Scale (Suinn, 

Rickard-Figueroa, Lew, & Vigil, 1987) for use with Asian/Pacific Islander cUents. 

Another culture orientation scale based on the ethnic identity formation perspective was 

developed by Phinney (1992) for use with adolescent clients. The implication for 

practitioners is specific measures are available for use with specific groups in the 

assessment of acculturation. 

The third method identified by Dana (2000c) is the use of instruments that assess a 

client's worldview. Specifically, the use of the Scale to Assess World Views (Ibrahim & 

Kahn, 1987) was offered as an instrument. Also, Dana (2000c) recommended use of 

instruments to assess racism in a client's daily life, particularly when an Anglo examiner 

is conducting the evaluation. Dana (2000c) recommended use of the Schedule of Racist 

Events (Landrine & Klonoff, 1996) and the Perceived Racism Scale (McNeilly et al. 

1996). A limitation of using instruments that assess worldviews and racism is such 

methods can be used only with adults and adolescents because of each group's cognitive 

understanding of these constructs. 

A fourth method would be the clinical interview used as part of the psychological 

evaluation (Dana, 2000c). The clinical interview by the school psychologist is an 

opportunity to assess cognitive structures, perceptions, beliefs, values, and affect of the 
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child, parent, and teacher as part of their interactions with each other and an opportunity 

to leam about social and cultural factors. Dana (2000c) also viewed cultural role taking 

as an important skill as part of the clinical interview. Clinical interviewing also can 

require use of an interpreter when the school psychologist is unfamiliar with a family's 

home language. 

Specific approaches identified have included Congress (1994) offered the use of 

"culturagrams" as an approach in interviewing immigrant parents views on reasons for 

immigration, legal status, and health beliefs. Further, Johnson-Powell et al. (1997) 

identified a "culturologic interview" to assess family members views on child-rearing 

practices, life space, experiences with rejection (racism), degree of acculturation and 

cultural conflicts. Dana (2000c) also viewed that as part of the child's clinical interview 

specific questions fovmd on cultural orientation measures can be included when available 

tests are incompatible with the child's ethnic background. Finally, Ponterotto, Gretchen, 

& Chauhan (2000) and Berg-Cross & Takushi-Chinen (1995) offer semi-structured 

clinical interviews to assess a client's cultural identity and cidtural views towards 

psychopathology. Clinical interviewing thus becomes a collateral method in the 

assessment of acculturation. Lastly, clinical interviewing offers an approach to complete 

the DSM-IV cultural formulation on the cultural identity of a client, cultural explanation 

of an individual's illness, cultural factors related to the psychosocial environment and 

level of functioning, and cultural elements in the relationship between the client and the 

clinician. 



The fifth method Dana (2000c) recommended was use of projective tests for younger 

children and adolescents of lower SES backgrounds. Dana (2000b) recommendations for 

use of etic projective assessments become part of the school psychologists available 

assessment procedures needed as part of their training and practice. Dana (1993) 

provided some interpretative guidelines for picture story assessment with Native 

American clients. Particularly, Dana (1993) identified for Native American clients 

picture story plots are central, with character development used primarily as a secondary 

means to advance the narrative and story plots contain actions motivated by events 

external to the characters versus plots on the attribution of individual needs, emotions, 

and desires. Finally, Dana (2000c) also was clear that cultural role taking is necessary 

because of the high inference interpretation required of projective assessments. 

Next, assessment progresses from interpretation to how acculturation is considered in 

a child's diagnosis alongwith specifying treatment recommendations. One approach 

when considering acculturation in a child's diagnosis would be cultural-bound syndromes 

set out in the DSM-IV (APA, 1994). Previously, Dana (2000c) has offered when a 

cultural-bound syndrome is the primary diagnosis that a culture-specific intervention to 

include a healer and bilingual therapist is needed. The likely implication would be the 

cultural orientation of persons diagnosed is either marginal or traditional. Specific 

examples of culture-bound syndromes reported in children and adolescent samples 

include Allen (1998) who found that symptoms of culture-bound syndromes such as 

ghost sickness, soul loss, spirit intrusion, and taboo breaking were presented in a sample 

of Native American adolescents. Examples of anxiety disorders that are make-up 



51 

culture-bound syndromes include ataque de nervios (attack of nerves), which can affect 

Latino adults and children (Friedman, 1997). Lastly, culture-bound syndromes are 

examples of the DSM-IV cultural formation as cultural explanations of a client's illness. 

A broader question has been how DSM-IV (APA, 1994) diagnostic categories apply to 

specific ethnic minority groups. Generally, Manson (1996) outlined that the word 

depressed is absent from the languages of some cultures, including certain Native 

American and Alaska Natives. Manson (1996) also reviewed the literature on how close 

Native American's indigenous illness identified by the Hopi correspond to that found on 

the DSM criteria. Manson (1996) reported that symptoms of the DSM criteria distribute 

differentially across indigenous illness. Allen (1998) suggests by recognizing that 

findings have shown differences between indigenous illness and DSM category will 

allow a psychologist the ability to describe the psychological experience of Indian people 

in accord with their own explanatory models. Similarly, both Manson (1996) & Tseng 

(1996) suggested that clients from different cultures can perceive, experience, and present 

depressive and anxiety symptoms from unique cultural norms identified by that group as 

acceptable. 

Further, Manson (1996) reviewed the literature on the factor structure of the Center 

for Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) across ethnic groups. Radloff 

(1977) identified the factor structure of the CES-D comprises four factors as depressed 

affect, somatic complaints, positive affect, and interpersonal. Generally, Manson (1996) 

reported that findings from Mexican, Mexican-American, and Native American samples 

have found depressed affect and somatic complaints correlated to each other. Radloff s 



(1977) findings were reported for African-American and Anglo samples. Manson (1996) 

viewed the high correlation between depressed affect and somatic complaints reflect a 

broader question on differences between Western and non-Western views on the mind-

body distinction. 

In addition, in the interpretation of assessment findings, the importance of cultural role 

taking is necessary to identify context factors when specifying a diagnosis and identifying 

treatment recommendations. Trueba (1987) reported that a high degree stress and 

emotional turmoil, including depression, were related to acculturation by recently 

immigrated students. Similarly, the cultural conflict found between values, customs, and 

languages for Hispanic, Native & African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander youth can 

possibly result in mood and conduct disorders particularly depression, anxiety, conduct 

and oppositional defiant because of the push and pulls of acculturation and enculturation 

from parents, peers, and teachers. At the same time, a conduct disorder under the DSM-

IV criteria may be inappropriate for some youth who come from settings both in this 

country and immigrant countries where such behavior would be undesirable is considered 

protective in that setting (APA, 1994). 

The issues of acculturation and ethnic identity formation identified by Berry et al. 

(1986) & Phinney (1996) become again part of making treatment recommendations. Its 

not to say that treatment would serve the child considering the trauma, depression, and 

anxiety associated with immigration. However, it is not to say that treatment for 

acculturation and enculturation is only the child's responsibility. Family therapy may be 

needed. In addition, a psychologist would have to consider the role of racism. 



stereotyping reported by Sue et al. (1992) along with the structural inequalities identified 

by Rogers & Bursztyn (1995) when identifying treatment goals and recommendations. 

Finally, considering race/ethnicity as a factor in the overrepresentation of Afi-ican-

American and Anglo students in the ED category, a number of authors question whether 

the Afi-ican-American child's behavior, affect, beliefs are pathological versus culturally 

based (Okazaki, 1998; Artiles & Trent, 1994; Peterson & Ishii-Jordan, 1994). Carey 

(1990) suggests that teachers . .often misinterpret behavioral style variations as 

evidence of maladjustment" (p.32). In particular, Harry (1994) viewed that White 

America can misinterpret the boisterous forms of Afi-ican-American youth verbal 

interaction as behaviorally disordered because of fear about the African-American 

culture. Similarly, a factor to consider in the over representation of Anglo students in the 

ED category is a line of research that has found American-bom parents favored 

developing autonomy over conformity, verbal and creative ability (Okagasi & Sternberg, 

1993), which is at odds of traditional classroom rules of structure and order. For both 

groups, culturally based factors that attempt to explain the over representation of both 

Anglo and African-American students in the ED category are rooted in family, culturally 

sanctioned socialization practices. 

In the discussion on cultural concerns and the special education eligibility of ethnic 

minority students, both a knowledge base along with the necessity for cultural role taking 

were identified for school practitioners (Sue & Sue, 1990; Nicolosi & Stavrou 2000; 

Morris, 2000; Ramirez, 1998; Ho, 1992; Dana, 2000c; Johnson-Powell et al. 1997; 

Taylor-Gibbs & Huang, 1989; Berry et al. 1986; & Phinney, 1996). Also, specific 
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procedures, techniques, and approaches were identified for use by school psychologists, 

speech/language pathologists, and educational diagnosticians in the assessment of 

acculturation and language issues in the interpretation of test findings and possible 

diagnostic, treatment recommendations (Cummins, 1984; Cloud, 1991; Dana, 2000b; 

Harris, 1996; Langdon, 1989; Allen, 1998: Hamayan & Damico, 1991; Chamberlain & 

Medeiros-Landurand, 1991; Dana, 1993; Mason, 1996; Tseng, 1996; Moran et al. 1995; 

Allen, 1998 & Lindsey, 1998). A broader implication of this discussion on cultural 

concerns and special education eligibility of ethnic minority students to gifted and special 

education was the monitoring of referral rate and prereferral interventions at each school. 

Diagram 1 

Settings Persons Methods Traits 
School Teachers Interviews Adjustment 
Home Child Standardized/ school/peer/ 

Parent Projective emotional/ 
Community Cultural Assessments social 

Advisor/ Rating Scales Cognition 
Interpreter Observations Giftedness 
Healer Curriculum-based Achievement 

Portfolio Adaptive Behavior 
Language/biliteracy 
Acculturation 

Culture-bound 
Syndromes/ Cultural 
Variables & 
Psychopathology 

Finally, cultural concerns for school practitioners are outlined in Diagram 1. 

A useful heuristic to conceptualize cultural concerns for school practitioners in the 

assessment of ethnic minority students' eligibility in gifted and special education is 

Campbell & Fiske's (1956) MMTM approach. Both practitioners and researchers can 
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use the heuristic of MMTM and cultural competency. Practitioners can identity when 

and how cxiltural concerns will be used as part of an evaluation. Researchers can identity 

the correlational relationships for separate facets of the MMTM approach toward cultural 

competency. 

The home and community settings where ethnic minority students come from are rich 

in oral and cultural traditions, religious backgrounds, and social history. Further, the 

structural inequalities of racism, discrimination, and stereotyping identified by 

Sue et al. (1990) and Rogers & Bursztyn (1995) are part of the cultural and social 

background of ethnic minority students. In particular, a discussion on the cultural and 

social backgrounds of New Mexico students, when examined cross-culturally Hispanic, 

Native and African-American families and students have the highest poverty rates and 

lowest educational backgrounds. Ruling out lack of opportunity would have to be 

considered as part of a child's evaluation for special education eligibility. 

Also, the issues raised by Dodd et al. (1995) and Allen & Boykin (1992) on the use of 

culturally responsive prereferral teaching strategies become another factor to consider as 

part of cultural practices for school and district special education policies and programs. 

Similarly, with the variability of bilingual and biliteracy skills found among children and 

families living in New Mexico, the level of bilingual services and the curriculum at a 

school site and across a school district are integral to review to determine methods used 

in an evaluation and in the interpretation of findings for placement and treatment 

recommendations. Lastly, referral and placement rates for racial and ethnic groups 



placement in special education is central for practitioners to monitor at a school site and 

across a district to identify trends of under and overrepresentation rates. 

The persons considered as part of ethnic minority child's evaluation for special 

education eligibility involve parents, children, and teachers. Another group of people 

might be a cultural advisor identified by Allen (1998) as well as an interpreter and 

traditional healer identified by Sue et al. (1999) & Figueroa et al. (1984). An interpreter 

becomes important at the minimum to gather information as part of the evaluation. The 

cultural advisor and traditional healer are necessary for the interpretation of the 

information gathered in the evaluation of the child and their family. Cultural role taking 

becomes a core skill as part of the evaluation as well as making special education 

eligibility along with treatment recommendations for ethnic minority children. 

The methods used in the assessment of ethnic miaority students have been subjected 

to a long history on the question of instrument reliability and validity. Dana (2000a) 

outlined an approach to determine whether etic (cultural specific) or emic (culture 

general) procedures are considered appropriate in the assessment of an ethnic minority 

child. In this regard, Dana (2000b) and Harris et al. (1996) outlined both etic and emic 

procedure recommendations for use in psychoeducational and psychological evaluations. 

Further, Howell & Rueda (1996) & Sinn & Baker (1996) recommended use of 

curriculum-based assessment for use in psychoeducational evaluations. Also, Karr & 

Schwenn (1999) recommended use of portfolio assessments. Similarly, New Mexico 

State Gifted Standards (1999) recommended use of portfolio assessments as part of a 
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gifted evaluation. Cloud (1991) identified informal and formal psychoeducational 

assessment procedures for use with ELL children. 

The traits assessed as part of an ethnic minority child's special education evaluation 

would be similar and have been identified by New Mexico State Standards (1996). At 

the same time, New Mexico State Standards (1996) was clear cultural factors are 

considered when in the evaluation of each trait. Diagram 2.1 has identified acculturation 

and language as two cultural factors to consider in the evaluation of the other traits. Dana 

(2000c) identified acculturation as a moderator variable in the interpretation of an ethnic 

minority child's psychological assessment findings. Specific approaches in assessing 

traits and interpretation of findings include Dana's (1993) outline in the interpretation of 

Native American projective assessment responses. In addition, Gopaul-McNicol & 

Thomas-Presswood (1998) and Flanagan & Ortiz (2001) identified approaches in the 

administration and interpretation of cognitive measures such as the WISC-IIL Dana 

(2000c) identified specific acculturation rating scales alongwith other techniques for use 

to determine a child's acculturation. Specific cultural factors included as part of an 

interview were identified by Langdon (1989), Cloud (1991), Johnson-Powell (1997), 

Congress (1994), Ponterotto, Gretchen, & Chauhan (2000), and Berg-Cross & Takushi-

Chinen (1995). 

Similarly, Hamayan & Damico (1991) & Langdon (1989) also viewed in the 

interpretation of language assessment findings, the child's acculturation is considered as 

part of the evaluation. Also, in the assessment of the language backgrounds of ethnic 

minority students, particularly an ELL child, Cummins (1984) identified the assessment 
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of a child's CALP proficiency is needed. Schiflf-Meyer (1992) viewed in the language 

assessment of an ELL child second language acquisition issues are considered. Finally, 

Cloud (1991) identified for practitioners interview protocols to assess family and school 

literacy and biliteracy. 

Finally, how cultural variables are considered in the selection, interpretation of 

assessment findings conceptualizes cultural competency in special education eligibility. 

The question becomes one whether the child behavior, attitude, affect, cognition, and 

language are culturally based and pathological, eligible for special education services 

imder SLD, SLI, ED, or ID categories. Further, the question on whether a child's 

behavior is consistent with a culture-bound syndrome would not preclude need for special 

education services. Only those treatment recommendations are consistent with the 

cultural-bound symptoms in need of services. For practitioners such as educational 

diagnosticians, school psychologists, and speech/language pathologists, cultural role 

taking, considering the child's cultural context, is crucial in the assessment of an ethnic 

minority child's adjustment, academic achievement, cognitive abilities and language 

skills. 

By far, the question how cultural factors are part of an ethnic minority child's 

placement in a gifted program is by no means less important when practicing culturally 

competent. Referral rates by teachers for evaluations become an integral focus for school 

policies and special education programs. Considering culturally based definitions of 

giftedness identified by Patton (1997) and Gonzalez & Riojas-Clark (1999) become 
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integral for school psychologists, educational diagnosticians, teachers, and counselors to 

name a few school practitioners to incorporate as part of special education policies. 

Social & Cultural Backgrounds of New Mexico Students. The two largest racial/ethnic 

groups found in New Mexico are the Anglo and Hispanic populations. As reported in the 

1990 Census, the Anglo population was 50.5 %, with the Hispanic population at 38.4 % 

(U. S. Bureau of Census, 1990). Further, the Native American population living in New 

Mexico was reported at 8.8 %, while the African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander 

populations living in New Mexico were reported at 1.9 and .92 %, respectively (U. S. 

Bureau of Census, 1990). Currently, the Anglo population living in New Mexico was 

reported at 45.3%, with the Hispanic population at 42.1% (U. S. Bureau of Census, 

2000). Further, the Native American population living in New Mexico was reported at 

9.5 %, while the African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander populations living in New 

Mexico were reported at 1.9 and 1.2 % respectively (U. S. Bureau of Census, 2000). For 

the Hispanic and Native American populations, the percentage of the Hispanic population 

living in New Mexico is highest across the United States, for the Native American 

population living in the United States, the second highest percentage lives in New 

Mexico (Thomson, 1996). 

During the same time period of all students enrolled in New Mexico public schools, 

the 1990 school-aged population for Hispanic students was reported at 44.91%, for Anglo 

students 42.23%, for Native American students 9.79%, for African-American students 

2.22%, and for Asian/Pacific Islander students at .85%. Currently, through the 2000-01 

school year for all students enrolled in New Mexico public schools, the Hispanic school-



aged population was reported at 49.99%, for Anglo students 34.53%, for Native 

American students 11.26%, for African-American students 2.36%, and for Asian/Pacific 

Islander students 1.05% (New Mexico State Department of Education, 2001). The data 

on school-aged populations indicate that both Hispanic and Native American groups are 

over sampled. 

Further, the data on school-aged populations indicate the Hispanic school-aged 

population is significantly higher than is expected from their statewide population, 

suggesting the Hispanic population living in New Mexico is younger, particularly 

compared to the Anglo population living in New Mexico. For Asian/Pacific Islander, 

African and Native American school-aged population, no significant differences were 

indicated between each groups statewide and school-aged populations. Yet, data 

presented in this study on the Native American school-aged population living in New 

Mexico is likely an under count because these students can also attend one of nine 

Bureau of Indian Affair (BIA) schools on certain pueblos and reservations rather New 

Mexico public schools and not counted in the school-age population reported to the New 

Mexico State Department of Education. Projected student enrollment for the nine BIA 

schools will be 2815 for the 2000-01 school year (Garcia, Personal Communication, 

2000). 

Further, when examining the Native American and Hispanic populations living in 

New Mexico, a difference has been foimd when comparing Hispanic and Native 

American language use. Particularly, 11 indigenous languages are found among the 21 

pueblos and reservations located in New Mexico (Reddy, 1995). A total of 76,738 or 
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57% of the total 134,355 Native American population spoke an indigenous language at 

home (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1994). When examining language use among the 

Hispanic population, of the total 576,709 Hispanic population in the 1990 Census, 27.9% 

spoke Spanish, with 3.3% spoke only Spanish (Reddy, 1995). Lastly, as reported in the 

most recent available statistics from the 96-97 school year, 24% of New Mexico students 

were identified as ELL (New Mexico Advocates for Children & Families, 1999) 

When comparing poverty rates cross-culturally from each group living in New 

Mexico, the rate for the Native American population at 36.18% ranked highest among all 

groups. Also, the Hispanic population rate at 23.71%, with the African-American 

population rate at 23.01%, and the Asian/Pacific Islander population rate at 13.43% each 

were significantly higher than the Anglo population at 9.89% (U. S. Bureau of Census, 

2000). Lastly, when comparing cross-culturally median household income from each 

group living in New Mexico, the Hispanic population median income of $28,424, the 

Native American median income of $23,440, and the African-American population 

median income of $30,439 each were significantly lower than the median income of the 

Asian/Pacific Islander population at $42,716 and the Anglo population median income at 

$40,383 (U. S. Bureau of Census, 2000). 

When comparing cross-culturally adult educational backgroimds of each group, 

Hispanic and Native American adults have significantly lower educational backgrounds 

than Anglo, African-American, and Asian/Pacific Islander populations. Specfically, 

comparing cross-culturally adults living ia New Mexico whom had received a bachelor's 

degree or higher, the Asian/Pacific Islander population ranked highest at 43.03%. In the 
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other groups, 34.28% of the Anglo population, 18.79% of African-Americans, 7.71% of 

Hispanics, 10.77% of Native American adults had received a bachelor's degree or higher. 

More importantly, 83.48% of Asian/Pacific Islander, 90.58% of Anglo, 79.37% of 

African-American, 64.37% of Hispanic, and 67.06% of Native American adults had 

received a high school diploma or higher (U. S. Bureau of Census, 2000). 

When comparing cross-culturally the academic achievement of each school-aged 

population living in New Mexico, indicators for example like the National Assessment of 

Education Progress (NAEP) test examine reading, writing, science, and math 

achievement for each group. On the NAEP 1998 reading assessment, the percent of 

Anglo fourth graders who received proficiency at 35% was significantly higher than 

African-American fourth graders at 6%, Hispanic fourth graders at 14%, and Native 

American fourth graders at 9%. Similarly, the percent of Anglo eighth graders who 

received proficiency at 39% was significantly higher than Hispanic eighth graders at 14% 

and Native American eighth graders at 10%, with date unavailable for African-American 

students. (Donahue, Voelkl, Campbell, & Mazzeo, 1999). Greenwald, Persky, 

Campbell, & Mazzeo (1999) also reported differences across New Mexico eighth graders 

on the NAEP writing achievement. 29% of Anglo students were reported writing at a 

proficiency level, compared to 6% of African-American, 14% of Hispanic, and 10% of 

Native American students reported writing at a proficiency level. No data was available 

for Asian/Pacific Islander students. 

From this review on the cultural, social, and educational background of students 

attending New Mexico public schools, Native American students come from families 
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who have the lowest income and educational backgrounds. Native American students 

also came from backgroimds that often place them in the ELL category. From this 

background, second language acquisition and SES factors become important in the 

selection of assessment procedures and interpretation of findings when considering 

special and gifted education eligibility recommendations for Native American students. 

The academic achievement of Hispanic and African-American students also will 

potentially increase each group's placement in special education under the SLD and ID 

categories. Further the probability for Hispanic, Native and African-American students' 

placement in the GI category is lower considering each group's performance on 

standardized assessment. Also from the discussion on cultural concerns and special 

education eligibility, while considering the academic achievement of ethnic minority 

students in New Mexico public schools, the use of curriculum-based and portfolio 

assessments become important to increase the reliability and validity of evaluation 

findings. 

Similarly, considering the cultural and social backgrounds of New Mexico students, 

factors such as acculturation, second language acquisition, communication and cognitive 

learning styles, level of bilingual education, family literacy, and pre-referral interventions 

become for practitioners a set of issues to consider in the selection of test instruments and 

interpretation of findings when making recommendations for special education eligibility 

in the SLI, ID, SLD, & GI categories for Hispanic, Native and African-American 

students. Finally, when examining the eligibility of African and Native American and 

Hispanic students eligibility in the ED category, the role of poverty, racism. 
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discrimination, and culture-bound syndromes are factors to consider both as proximal 

factors and as appropriate treatment and placement issues. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will discuss the study's research methodology. Specifically, the study's 

research question and hypothesis will be presented. Further, a description of the sample 

is outlined. Lastly, the study's data collection procedures and data analysis methods will 

be discussed. 

Hypothesis. Consistent with the purpose of the study as stated earlier the following 

research question wiU be examined: Is special education eligibility associated with 

race/ethnicity? To answer this question, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hq: Race/ethnicity and special education eligibility are independent in the population. 

Hi: Race/ethnicity and special education eligibility are associated in the population. 

Description of the Study Sample. Study participants were regular and special education 

students enrolled in New Mexico public schools for each year 1990 through 1999 as 

reported by the New Mexico State Department of Education. Participants were from six 

to twenty-one years of age. Students who are enrolled in New Mexico special education 

programs, as across the United States who receive federal funding, can remain in public 

school settings through age twenty-one. At the same time, data for three and four year 

old deyelopmentally delayed children attending New Mexico public schools was omitted 

from data analysis. 

Study participants racial and ethnic background as reported by the New Mexico State 

Department of Education, Special Education unit in the report Ethnicity Data for 

Exceptional Students was used throughout the research design for data analysis. Five 



racial and ethnic groups have been identified in the Ethnicity Data for Exceptional 

Students report: 1) Anglo, 2) Black, 3) Hispanic, 4) American Indian, and 5) Asian 

/Pacific Islander. Also, for each of the five racial and ethnic groups, the Ethnicity Data 

for Exceptional Students reports the number and percentage for each group eligible for 

special education programs under the 13 categories identified by the New Mexico State 

Standards (1996). For this study, the following five categories: 1) mentally retarded, 2) 

emotionally disturbed, 3) learning disabled, 4) gifted, and 5) speech/language impaired 

were included in each part of the data analysis. 

Data Collection Procedures. Personnel from local school districts and state supported 

schools provide the New Mexico State Department of Education, Special Education Unit 

with data to fiiMl the federal requirement for the December 1 New Mexico Child Count 

Report. The New Mexico Child Count Report is the result of a count conducted to 

determine the number of children and youth aged three to twenty - one served in local 

school districts and state supported schools under the Individuals with Disabilities Act 

(IDEA). The New Mexico State Department of Education, Special Education Unit then 

reports in the Ethnicity Data for Exceptional Students the number and percentage of each 

ethnic group in each of the thirteen categories eligible for special education services 

under New Mexico State Standards (1996). For each year of the study 1990 to 1999, the 

Ethnicity Data for Exceptional Students report has been collected from the New Mexico 

State Department of Education, Special Education Unit. Further, to calculate the 

expected frequency for the chi-square analysis, OSEP reports to Congress prevalence 
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rates of the IDEA 13 categories for each state, OSEP reports have been collected for each 

year of the study. 

Data Analvsis. An initial analysis of the prevalence rates of the five special education 

categories for each racial and ethnic group has been determined from the data contained 

in the Rthnicitv Data for Exceptional Students report for each year 1990 through 1999. 

Further, a descriptive analysis through a two-way chi-square test has been conducted for 

each of the five categories by race and ethnicity for the years 1990 through 1999. 

Gravetter & WaUnau (1992) stated that a two-way design using chi-square is appropriate 

for two independent variables, each with two or more levels, and a dependent variable in 

the form of a frequency count. Also, Gravetter & WaUnau (1992) have identified the 

following two-way chi-square assumptions and requirements, which have been met with 

regard to the data collected for this study: 

1. Each observation must fall in one and only cell of the design. 

2. Each observation is independent of eveiy other observation. 

3. The observation were measured as frequencies. 

4. The expected frequency for any cell is not less than five for d> or = to 2. 

Degrees of freedom for a two-way design have been calculated by multiplying the 

niomber of rows minus one by the number of columns minus one: (R-1) (C-1). The chi-

square observed value has been compared to a chi-square critical value. For each of the 

five (5 levels) special education categories and for each year of the study (1 level), 

degrees of freedom is each equal to 9 and the alpha level used will be .05. 
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Lastly, to determine chi-square goodness of fit tests, an expected frequency has been 

calculated. For each of the five race/ethnicity groups in the study, the expected or 

theoretical frequencies used for comparison with the observed counts in each 

exceptionality category has been taken from the percentage from each category based on 

national norms multiplied by the number of students from each ethnic group for that 

particular year. Again, such a calculation is consistent with the approach used throughout 

the study of utilizing the second formula identified by Reschly & Bershofif (1999). A 

significant methodological question is raised on the determination of the expected 

frequencies in the gifted category, principally national data is unavailable for each year of 

the study. With this question in mind, the five percent 1997 national gifted prevalence 

rate will be utilized to determine the expected frequency for each race and ethnic group 

for each year of the study. 
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CHAPTER 4 

STUDY RESULTS 

This chapter contains results for the major hypothesis found in Chapter 3. Findings on 

the major hypothesis chi-square analysis wiQ be reported through tables. Results from 

the study also include descriptive statistics. The descriptive statistics include reporting 

the prevalence rate for each year of the study for each of the five race and ethnic groups 

under each of the five special education eligibilities included in the study. Findings on 

the prevalence rates for each eligibility have been reported through both graphs and 

tables. 

An initial discussion on the range of students enrolled in New Mexico public schools 

for each group across the study's ten years is presented. The initial discussion on the 

range of students enrolled in New Mexico public schools is based on self-identified 

ethnicity reports by families and children. Again, the data is for each of the five race and 

ethnic groups included in the study, for students enrolled in regular and special education, 

and for students between six to twenty-one years of age. Lastly, the data was derived 

from the Ethnicitv Data for Exceptional Students report for each year of the study 1990 

through 2000. 

For Hispanic students, the highest point across the ten years of the study was in the 

1992-93 school year with an enrollment of 52.05%; the lowest point across the ten years 

of the study was in the 1990-91 school year with an enroUment of 44.92%. For Anglo 

students, the highest point across the ten years of the study was in the 1990-91 school 

year with 42.21% enrolled; the lowest point across the ten years of the study was in the 
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1993-94 school year with an enrollment of 32.44%. In the last year of the study the 

1999-2000 school year, Hispanic student enrollment was 49.74% with the Anglo student 

enrollment at 35.78%, a difference of 14% suggesting the Hispanic population in New 

Mexico is young, while a decrease of Anglo students enrolled in New Mexico public 

schools has occurred (New Mexico State Department of Education 2000). 

For Native American students, the highest point across the ten years of the study was 

in the 1993-94 school year with an enroUment of 12.73%; the lowest point across the ten 

years of the study was in the 1990-91 school year with an enrollment of 9.79%. In the 

last year of the study the 1999-2000 school year. Native American student enrollment 

was 11.06% (New Mexico State Department of Education 2000). The data suggest a 

slight increase over time in the enrollment of Native American students in New Mexico 

public schools. 

For both African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander student enrollment in New 

Mexico public schools a somewhat flat increase was found. For African-American 

students, the highest point across the ten years of the study came in two consecutive 

school years, the 1996-97 and 1995-96 years, with enrollments of 2.37%; the lowest point 

across the ten years of the study was in the 1992-93 school year with an enrollment of 

1.83%. Lastly, in the final year of the study, the 1999-2000 school year, African-

American student enrollment was 2.34%, seemingly consistent with 2.37% found in the 

1996-97 and 1995-96 school years. For Asian/Pacific Islander students, the highest point 

across the ten years of the study was in the last year of study, the 1999-2000 school year. 



with an enrollment of 1.06%; the lowest point across the ten years of the study was in the 

1990-91 school year with an enrollment of .85%. 

Findings on the SLI eligibility. Findings on the major hypothesis chi-square analysis are 

reported on Table 1. 

Table 1 

SLI Chi-square findings 
Differences for Each Cell 
(Observed - Expected) 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 529.00 47.00 1260.00 213.00 -3.00 
1998-99 809.00 51.00 1354.00 214.00 -13.00 
1997-98 679.00 18.00 1191.00 123.00 -12.00 
1996-97 763.00 17.00 1201.00 171.00 -10.00 
1995-96 968.00 44.00 1434.00 215.00 -5.00 
1994-95 1156.00 103.00 1753.00 115.00 -2.00 
1993-94 1832.00 145.00 1273.00 -267.00 10.00 
1992-93 2425.00 216.00 2112.00 -38.00 6.00 
1991-92 1458.00 156.00 2437.00 -39.00 57.00 
1990-91 553.00 125.00 1622.00 -52.00 -3.00 

Chi-Square Components for Each Group 
School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 

American American P/I 
1999-2000 109.57 13.15 447.21 57.43 .12 
1998-99 237.73 15.03 506.86 57.68 2.35 
1997-98 162.62 1.85 396.56 19.27 1.87 
1996-97 202.00 1.63 407.00 37.49 1.35 
1995-96 323.22 11.13 597.60 60.58 .35 
1994-95 456.40 61.32 899.86 17.36 .06 
1993-94 1125.87 123.68 338.81 60.93 1.16 
1992-93 1960.21 281.06 946.23 1.30 .43 
1991-92 718.65 150.22 1825.69 2.04 52.40 
1990-91 102.17 99.52 826.02 3.90 .15 

X^ = 5398.46"* 758.60*" X^-7191.84"* X2=3 17.97*" X^= 60.24*** 
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From the chi-square analysis on Table 4.1, an overestimate of Anglo, Hispanic, Native 

American, and African-American students under the SLI eligibility was found. The 

highest overestimate was found for Hispanic students, followed by Anglo, African-

American, and Native American students. For Asian/ Pacific Islander students from the 

chi-square analysis an underestimate was found under the SLI eligibility. Particularly, 

for Hispanic students an overestimate was found for each year of the year. Similarly, for 

Anglo students an overestimate was found for each year of study. For African-American 

students, the overestimate was highest through 1994-95 school year, with a proportional 

estimate found through the last year of the study. For Native American students, 

vinderestimates were foimd though the 1993-94 school year, with overestimates beginning 

1995-96 school year through the last year of the study. For Asian Pacific/ Islander 

students, the underestimate was generally found throughout the ten years of study. 

Further, the chi-square underestimate of Asian Pacific/Islander students under the SLI 

categoiy has possibly resulted in a statistical artifact by adding across the ten years of the 

study to determine a chi-square value. 

Reported findings on prevalence rates for each race and ethnic group under a special 

education eligibility is consistent with formula two and descriptive epidemiology. 

Prevalence rates were derived by dividing the actual number of students for each group 

enrolled in regular and special education into the actual number observed under a special 

education eligibility category. Again, actual enrollment in special and regular education 

along with the observed number under each special education category data came from 

the Ethnicitv Data for Exceptional Students report for each year of the study. Further, 



73 

national prevalence rates were taken from OSEP reports to Congress that includes a 

national average derived from each states reported prevalence rate for the IDEA 13 

categories. 

Table 2 

SLI Prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average across ten years 

School Year National Anglo African 
American 

Hispanic Native 
American 

Asian 
P/I 

1999-2000 2.28 2.75 2.92 3.09 2.9 2.2 
1998-1999 2.28 2.95 2.96 3.13 2.89 1.87 
1997-1998 2.28 2.83 2.52 3.04 2.64 1.93 
1996-1997 2.28 2.88 2.51 3.05 2.78 1.98 
1995-1996 2.26 3.01 2.82 3.2 2.9 2.1 
1994-1995 2.28 3.18 3.62 3.45 2.62 2.23 
1993-1994 2.28 3.68 4.22 2.89 1.76 2.55 
1992-1993 2.32 4.2 5.34 3.36 2.24 2.48 
1991-1992 2.34 3.49 4.6 4.09 2.22 4.48 
1990-1991 2.36 2.8 4.23 3.56 2.18 2.24 

Table 2 reports the SLI prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average across 

ten years. The national average for SLI placement is consistent across the ten years of 

the study between 2.36% to 2.26%. For Anglo students, the SLI prevalence rate of 4.3% 

was highest in the 1992-93 school year with the lowest prevalence rate at 2.75% in the 

1999-2000 school year. Similarly, for African-American students the SLI prevalence rate 

of 5.34% was highest in the 1992-93 school with the lowest prevalence rate of 2.51% in 

the 1996-97 school year. In the final year of the study, the SLI prevalence rate for 

African American students was 2.92%. For Hispanic students, the highest prevalence 

rate of 4.09 was in the 1991-92 school year with the lowest prevalence rate of 2.89 in the 

1993-94 school year. In the final year of the study, the SLI prevalence rate for Hispanic 
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students was 3.09%. For Native American students, the highest SLI prevalence rate of 

2.9% came in the two school years, 1995-96 and in the last year of the study 1999-2000, 

with the lowest prevalence rate of 1.76 in the 1993-1994 school year. For Asian/PI 

students, the highest prevalence rate of 4.48% was in the 1991-92 school year with the 

lowest prevalence rate of 1.87 in the 1998-99 school year. In the final year of the study, 

1999-2000, the Asian/PI prevalence rate was 2.2%. 
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Graph 1 displays SLI prevalence rates by race/ethnicity and national average across 

ten years. The national average SLI prevalence upon visual inspection is level across the 

ten years. For Anglo students, the SLI prevalence rate upon visual inspection is above 

the national average SLI prevalence rate across the ten years, with a positive increase at 

the beginning of the ten years and steady drop beginning in the 1993-94 school year. For 

African-American students, upon visual inspection the SLI prevalence rate is highest 



among all groups included in the study, again with a positive increase at the beginning of 

the ten years and steady drop beginning in the 1993-94 school year. For Hispanic 

students, upon visual inspection again the SLI prevalence rate has been above the 

national average across the ten years with the second highest prevalence among groups 

included in the study. For Native American students upon visual inspection, the SLI 

prevalence begins below the national average with a steady increase and above the 

national average starting in the 1994-95 school year through the end of the study. For 

Asian/PI students, the SLI prevalence rate is upon visual inspection generally below the 

national average with the exception of 1991-92, 1992-93, and 1993-94 school years. 

Findings on the ED elipibilitv. Findings on the major hypothesis chi-square analysis are 

presented on Table 4.3. From the chi-square analysis on Table 3, an overestimate of 

Anglo, African-American, and Hispanic students was found under the ED category. The 

highest overestimate was found for Anglo students, followed by African-American then 

Table 4.3 

Emotional Disturbance Chi-square findings 

Differences for Each Cell 
(Observed - Expected) 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 265.00 87.00 -15.00 -44.00 -21.00 
1998-99 286.00 60.00 -23.00 -31.00 -23.00 
1997-98 322.00 92.00 31.00 -53.00 -20.00 
1996-97 307.00 90.00 23.00 -76.00 -18.00 
1995-96 292.00 83.00 1.00 -84.00 -13.00 
1994-95 291.00 55.00 47.00 -99.00 -18.00 
1993-94 315.00 64.00 -426.00 -234.00 -25.00 
1992-93 908.00 111.00 49.00 -138.00 -16.00 
1991-92 442.00 59.00 133.00 -126.00 -2.00 
1990-91 318.00 42.00 83.00 -96.00 -8.00 
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Table 4.3 continued 
Chi-Square Components for Each Group 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 66.69 109.70 .15 5.94 14.23 
1998-99 72.84 50.70 .36 2.97 18.24 
1997-98 90.63 119.21 .67 8.86 12.90 
1996-97 81.04 114.08 .37 18.34 10.80 
1995-96 73.06 98.41 .00 22.98 5.83 
1994-95 72.44 43.84 1.62 32.24 11.57 
1993-94 85.24 62.06 97.20 120.08 18.38 
1992-93 716.30 192.52 1.33 44.60 8.00 
1991-92 173.66 57.07 14.30 56.10 .17 
1990-91 89.57 29.90 5.74 35.18 2.78 

=1521.47"*X2 =877.49*" =121.74*" X^= 347.28"* X^= 102.90' 

then Hispanic students. For Native American and Asian/ Pacific Islander students an 

vmderestimate was found under the ED category. For Anglo students, for each year of the 

study an overestimate was found. Similarly, for African-American students for each year 

of the study an overestimate was foxind. For Hispanic students, the chi-square was 

highest through the 1993-94 school with a decrease in the chi-square through the end of 

the study. Further, the chi-square overestimate of Hispanic students under the ED 

category has possibly resulted in a statistical artifact by adding across the ten years of the 

study to determine a chi-square value. For Native American students, an underestimate 

was foimd through the 1996-97 school year, with a proportional estimate through the last 

year of the study. For Asian/Pacific Islander students, a proportional estimate was found 

in eight of the ten years of the study, with a significant chi-square value across the ten 

years. 

Table 4.4 reports the ED prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average across 

ten years. The national average ED prevalence rate is consistent between .89 to .94%. 
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Table 4.4 

Emotional Distvirbance Prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average 

School Year National Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 .94 1.18 2.12 .93 .81 .3 
1998-1999 .93 1.17 1.73 .92 .84 .19 
1997-1998 .92 1.18 2.13 .94 .77 .33 
1996-1997 .92 1.16 2.08 .93 .7 .37 
1995-1996 .91 1.14 1.98 .91 .66 .5 
1994-1995 .91 1.14 1.63 .94 .61 .32 
1993-1994 .89 1.13 1.74 .69 .43 .24 
1992-1993 .89 1.59 2.45 .91 .6 .44 
1991-1992 .89 1.24 1.74 .99 .49 .83 
1990-1991 .89 1.14 1.51 .95 .56 .59 

For Anglo students, the highest prevalence rate of 2.45% was in the 1992-93 school year 

with the lowest prevalence rate of 1.13% in the following year. In the last year of the 

study, 1999-2000, the ED prevalence rate for Anglo students was 1.18%. For African-

American students the highest prevalence rate of 2.45% came in the 1992-93 school year 

with the lowest prevalence rate in the first year of the study of 1990-91. In the last year 

of the study, the ED prevalence rate for African- American students was 2.12%. For 

Hispanic students, the ED prevalence rate was relatively consistent ranging from a high 

in the 1991-92 school at .99% to the last year of the study with a prevalence rate at .93%. 

The 1993-94 school year prevalence rate of .69% is significantly below the remainder 

prevalence rates. For Native American students, the ED prevalence rate of .84% was 

highest during the 1998-99 school year with the lowest prevalence rate of .43% during 

the 1993-94 school year. For Asian/PI students, the highest ED prevalence rate of .83% 
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occurred during the 1991-92 school year with the lowest ED prevalence rate of .19% in 

the 1998-99 school year. 

Graph 4.2 displays ED prevalence rates by race/ethnicity and national average across 

the ten years. 

Graph 4.2 
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Upon visual inspection both Anglo and African-American ED prevalence rates are above 

the national average ED prevalence rate. Anglo students ED prevalence seemingly are 

consistent across the ten years, while African-American students ED prevalence rates 

have a steady increase across the ten years and the highest among groups included in the 

study. For Hispanic students, upon visual inspection the ED prevalence rate is seemingly 

consistent across the ten years with the national average ED prevalence rate. For both 

Native American and Pacific Islander students, upon visual inspection each have ED 



prevalence rates below the national average ED prevalence rate, with Native American 

students ED prevalence rate showing an increase over the ten years while Asian P/I ED 

prevalence rate showing a decrease over the ten. 

Findings on the GI eligibilitv. Findings on the mayor hypothesis chi-square analysis are 

reported on Table 4.5. For Anglo students, an overestimate was found in eitgh of ten 

years of the study, with a steady overestimate beginning in the 1995-96 school year. For 

Asian P/I students, an overestimate was found beginning in the 1996-97 school year 

through the end of the study. An underestimate was found for African-American, 

Hispanic, and Native American students under the GI category. For African-American, 

Hispanic, and Native American students, an underestimate was found in each year of the 

study, with the highest among Hispanic, followed by Native American, then African 

American students. 

Table 4.6 presents findings on the GI prevalence rate by race and ethnicity across ten 

years. A national average GI prevalence rate was unavailable for each year of the study. 

Both Anglo and Asian P/I students have prevalence rates generally above 4% across the 

tens years of the study, with an Anglo prevalence rate at its highest at 7.07% in the last 

year of the study and an Asian/PI students rate at its highest at 10.05% in the 1998-99 

school year. Native American students prevalence rate is under one percent for year of 

the study, suggesting no change in gifted placements for Native American students. For 

Hispanic students, the prevalence rate did not go above two percent with the highest 

prevalence rate of 1.89% in the last year of the study and the lowest prevalence rate of 

.83 in the 1992-93 school year. For African-American students, the highest prevalence 



rate of 2.34% was in the last year of the study and the lowest prevalence rate of 1.06% 

was in the first year of the study, suggesting an increase across the ten years of the study. 

Table 4.5 

Gifted Chi-square findings 
Differences for Each Cell 
(Observed - Expected) 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 2323.00 -196.00 -4835.00 -1408.00 161.00 
1998-99 1692.00 -229.00 -5332.00 -1417.00 160.00 
1997-98 1304.00 -233.00 -5501.00 -1392.00 107.00 
1996-97 940.00 -249.00 -5708.00 -1391.00 81.00 
1995-96 622.00 -257.00 -5773.00 -1357.00 17.00 
1994-95 221.00 -262.00 -5855.00 -1409.00 20.00 
1993-94 -114.00 -255.00 -8966.00 -2359.00 -4.00 
1992-93 675.00 -252.00 -8465.00 -2143.00 17.00 
1991-92 -288.00 -254.00 -5494.00 -1407.00 -5.00 
1990-91 388.00 -263.00 -5570.00 -1335.00 22.00 

Chi-Square Components for Each Group 
School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 

American American P/I 
1999-2000 963.63 104.39 3002.85 1144.61 156.15 
1998-99 474.22 138.37 3584.70 1152.63 162.03 
1997-98 273.47 141.75 3857.85 1125.89 67.75 
1996-97 139.81 160.21 4192.67 1131.51 40.50 
1995-96 60.31 171.11 4378.29 1090.26 1.81 
1994-95 7.61 180.17 4577.52 1188.08 2.58 
1993-94 1.99 174.33 7663.41 2169.54 .09 
1992-93 70.48 177.39 7053.47 1915.92 1.60 
1991-92 13.12 186.46 4342.40 1242.72 .19 
1990-91 303.78 207.09 4596.96 1211.57 3.81 

=2308.40"*X^ = 1641.26"*X^ =47250.13***X^ = 13372.74** V =436.49 
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Table 4.6 

Gifted Prevalence rate by race/ethnicity across ten years 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/1 

1999-2000 7.07 2.34 1.89 .94 9.85 
1998-1999 6.4 1.98 1.64 .93 10.08 
1997-1998 6.05 1.96 1.49 .96 8.19 
1996-1997 5.74 1.78 1.33 .93 7.5 
1995-1996 5.49 1.67 1.21 .98 5.55 
1994-1995 5.17 1.56 1.09 .78 5.65 
1993-1994 4.91 1.58 .73 .4 4.88 
1992-1993 5.52 2.24 .83 .53 5.46 
1991-1992 4.77 1.33 1.05 .58 4.82 
1990-1991 3.91 1.06 .87 .46 5.85 
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Graph 4.3 displays the GI prevalence rate by race/ethnicity across the ten years. Upon 

visual inspection both Anglo and Asian P/I GI prevalence rates have increased over the 

ten years of the study and significantly higher than the GI prevalence rate for Hispanic, 



Native and African-American students. Upon visual inspection, the GI prevalence for 

Hispanic and African American students show a slight increase over the ten years with 

the GI prevalence rate for Native American students relatively flat across the ten years. 

Findings on the MR eligibility. Table 7 reports the major hypothesis chi-square analysis. 

Table 4.7 

Mentally Retarded Chi-square findings 
Differences for Each Cell 
(Observed - Expected) 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 -755.00 -20.00 -637.00 -130.00 -24.00 
1998-99 -801.00 -19.00 -659.00 -144.00 -18.00 
1997-98 -765.00 -11.00 -639.00 -143.00 -21.00 
1996-97 -814.00 -11.00 -679.00 -138.00 -21.00 
1995-96 -782.00 -21.00 -638.00 -129.00 -15.00 
1994-95 -799.00 -27.00 -738.00 -111.00 -18.00 
1993-94 -820.00 -22.00 -1365.00 -305.00 -27.00 
1992-93 -637.00 -16.00 -1098.00 -177.00 -25.00 
1991-92 -834.00 -4.00 -627.00 -110.00 .00 
1990-91 -880.00 -4.00 -649.00 -99.00 -17.00 

Chi-Square Components for Each Group 
School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 

American American P/I 
1999-2000 442.57 4.71 226.56 42.46 15.16 
1998-99 457.96 4.10 236.02 51.33 8.76 
1997-98 409.25 1.38 226.34 51.64 11.31 
1996-97 451.98 1.34 255.71 47.97 11.61 
1995-96 414.59 4.96 238.74 42.89 6.08 
1994-95 436.07 8.38 319.07 32.34 9.26 
1993-94 463.40 5.83 800.01 163.49 17.36 
1992-93 287.98 3.28 544.29 60.02 15.63 
1991-92 482.69 .26 248.03 33.33 .00 
1990-91 530.77 .21 271.39 29.00 9.97 

=4377.26' "*X^=34.44*"X2 =3366.16***X^ = 554.46*** X' = 105.11*** 
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From the chi-square analysis on Table 4.7, an underestimate was foimd for Anglo, 

Hispanic, and Native American students under the MR category. The highest 

underestimate was foxmd for Anglo students, followed by Hispanic, then Native 

American. A consistent underestimate was found for Anglo, Hispanic, and Native 

American students throughout the study. A proportional estimate was found for Asian 

P/I and African American student, with smaller chi-square values compared to other 

groups. Yet, the underestimate for both Asian/Pacific Islander and African-American 

students may be due to a statistical artifact. 

Table 4.8 

Mentally Retarded Prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average 

School Year National Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 1.15 .48 .88 .74 .77 .42 
1998-1999 1.16 .5 .91 .74 .75 .6 
1997-1998 1.15 .53 1.0 .74 .74 .53 
1996-1997 1.16 .52 1.02 .72 .78 .53 
1995-1996 1.15 .54 .88 .7 .77 .69 
1994-1995 1.14 .52 .79 .65 .81 .55 
1993-1994 1.11 .48 .82 .46 .51 .4 
1992-1993 1.09 .6 .87 .55 .72 .41 
1991-1992 1.14 .48 .84 .69 .79 1.13 
1990-1991 1.15 .46 1.08 .67 .81 .47 

Table 4.8 reports the MR prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average across 

ten years. Much like the national average under the SLI and ED eligibility, the national 

MR average prevalence rate is consistent across the ten years, ranging from 1.09% in the 

1992-93 school year to 1.16 in both the 1998-99 and 1996-97 school year. Similarly, for 

Anglo students the MR prevalence rate was consistent across the ten years ranging from 



.46 in the 1991-92 school year to .48 in the 1999-2000 school year, with the highest 

prevalence rate of .6 dnring the 1992-93 school year. Much like Anglo students, for 

Native American students the MR prevalence rate was consistent across the ten years 

ranging from the highest prevalence rate of .81 in the 1994-95 and 1990-91 school years 

to a .77% prevalence rate during the 1999-2000 school year, while the lowest prevalence 

rate of .51 occurred during the 1993-94 school year. 

For Asian P/I students, the MR prevalence rate ranged from a high of a 1.13% in the 

1991-92 school year to a low of .4% during the 1993-94 school year, with a .42% 

prevalence rate during the last the year of the study, 1999-2000. For Hispanic students, 

the MR prevalence rate was consistent with a rate of .65% during the 1994-95 school 

year to .74% during the final three years of the study, with a low rate of .46% during the 

1993-94 school year. Finally, for African-American students, which is the ethnic group 

that has consistently had higher than expected MR placements, the highest prevalence 

rate of 1.08% was found at the first year of the study in the 1990-91 school year, with the 

lowest rate of .82 found during the 1993-94 school year, while during the last year of the 

study a .88% rate was found. 

Graph 4.4 displays the MR prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average 

across ten years. Compared to the national MR prevalence rate, for all groups included in 

the study the MR prevalence rate is below the national MR prevalence rate. Upon visual 

inspection for all groups included in the study, the African-American students MR 

prevalence rate is highest across the ten years, with Anglo and Asian P/I students MR 
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prevalence rate lowest across the ten years. For Native American students upon visual 

inspection the MR prevalence rate is the second highest of all groups included in the 

study. For Hispanic students upon visual inspection the MR prevalence rate is the third 

highest of all groups included in the study. 

Graph 4.4 
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Findings on the SLD eligibilitv. Finding on the major hypothesis chi-square analysis are 

presented on Table 4.9. From the chi-square analysis on Table 4.9, an overestimate was 

found for Anglo, African- American, Hispanic, and Native American students under the 

SLD category. Consistent overestimates throughout the ten years of study were found for 

each group. Further, the highest chi-square value was found for Hispanic students, 

followed by Anglo, then Native American, finally by African American students. For 

Asian P/I students, an overestimate was found in three years of the study, with a 

proportional estimate beginning in the 1995-96 school year through the end of the study. 
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Table 4.9 

Specific Learning Disabled Chi-square findings 

Differences for Each Cell 
(Observed -Expected) 

School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 
American American P/I 

1999-2000 2660.00 491.00 6173.00 1451.00 -56.00 
1998-99 2863.00 475.00 5628.00 1115.00 -41.00 
1997-98 2767.00 470.00 4991.00 893.00 -40.00 
1996-97 2627.00 428.00 4489.00 1008.00 -47.00 
1995-96 2420.00 367.00 3861.00 1030.00 -53.00 
1994-95 2060.00 286.00 2768.00 1023.00 -53.00 
1993-94 1126.00 191.00 -2059.00 -105.00 -115.00 
1992-93 2103.00 246.00 -1250.00 683.00 -110.00 
1991-92 782.00 129.00 628.00 548.00 20.00 
1990-91 -121.00 112.00 259.00 620.00 -60.00 

Chi-Square Components for Each Group 
School Year Anglo African Hispanic Native Asian 

American American P/I 
1999-2000 1102.46 571.28 4271.01 1060.66 16.51 
1998-99 1195.21 524.71 3515.47 628.21 9.39 
1997-98 1099.41 514.71 2835.52 413.83 8.47 
1996-97 987.29 428.00 2344.52 537.32 12.34 
1995-96 839.15 320.69 1799.97 577.52 16.14 
1994-95 618.87 200.97 957.97 586.29 17.02 
1993-94 184.02 92.59 383.46 4.08 66.46 
1992-93 651.53 161.38 146.48 185.41 63.68 
1991-92 96.36 47.96 56.52 187.81 3.01 
1990-91 2.37 38.60 10.18 267.69 29.03 

=6776.67*"X^ =290L09***X^ =16321.09***X^ =4448.80***X^ =242.05*" 

Table 4.10 presents findings on the SLD prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national 

average across ten years. Again much like each of the four special education eligibilities 

vifith a national average, the national average SLD prevalence rate is consistent across the 

ten years. The highest SLD national average prevalence rate of 5.73% was in the last 



year of the study with the lowest SLD national average prevalence rate of 4.88% in the 

first year of the study, a change of .5% across the ten years. 

Table 4.10 

Specific Learning Disabled Prevalence rate by race/ethnicity and national average 

School year National Anglo AJrican 
American 

Hispanic Native 
American 

Asian 
P/I 

1999-2000 5.73 8.1 12.41 9.69 9.92 4.03 
1998-1999 5.68 8.05 11.94 9.23 8.88 4.37 
1997-1998 5.6 7.83 11.73 8.78 8.2 4.42 
1996-1997 5.53 7.61 11.05 8.42 8.48 4.08 
1995-1996 5.44 7.33 10.19 7.98 8.49 3.79 
1994-1995 5.34 6.94 9.1 7.19 8.4 3.62 
1993-1994 5.27 6.13 7.83 4.29 5.07 2.23 
1992-1993 5.25 6.88 8.68 4.63 6.67 2.21 
1991-1992 5.02 5.64 6.89 5.47 6.74 5.76 
1990-1991 4.88 4.78 6.55 5.07 6.7 2.51 

When examining the prevalence rates by race and ethnicity of New Mexico students, 

Afi"ican American students highest SLD prevalence was 12.41% in the last year of the 

study with the lowest SLD prevalence rate of 6.55% in the first year of the study, 

suggesting a steady increase of Afi-ican-American students placement under the SLD 

eligibility. For Asian P/I students, with the SLD prevalence is lowest across all groups, 

the highest SLD prevalence rate of 5.76% in the 1991-92 school year and the lowest SLD 

prevalence rate of 2.21% in the following 1992-93 school year. In the last year of the 

study, the Asian P/I prevalence rate under the SLD category was 4.03%. 

For both Hispanic and Native American students, the SLD prevalence rate has been 

generally above 5% across the ten years. For Hispanic students, the SLD highest 

prevalence rate of 9.69% was in the last year of the study with the lowest SLD prevalence 



rate of 4.29% in the 1993-94 school year. For Native American students, the SLD 

highest prevalence rate of 9.92% was also in the last year of the study with the lowest 

SLD prevalence rate of 5.07 in the 1993-94 school year. Similarly, for Anglo students, 

the SLD prevalence rate was above 5% across the ten years. The highest prevalence rate 

for Anglo students was 8.1% in the last year of the study with the lowest SLD prevalence 

rate of 4.88% in the lirst year of the study, suggesting a steady increase for Anglo 

students under the SLD category. 

Graph 4.5 
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Graph 4.5 displays the SLD prevalence by race/ethnicity and national average across 

the ten years. Upon visual inspection, the SLD prevalence rate for African-American 

students is highest among groups included followed by Native Americans, then Hispanic, 

and Anglo students. For African-American students the SLD prevalence rate has been 

consistently higher than the SLD national average prevalence rate. Similarly for Native 



American and Anglo students, the SLD prevalence rate has been consistently higher than 

the SLD national average prevalence rate. Further, upon visual inspection for Hispanic 

students, the SLD prevalence rate was at or below the national average SLD prevalence 

rate with a steady increase beginning in the 1994-95 school year. Lastly, upon visual 

inspection for Asian P/I students, the SLD prevalence rate has been below the national 

average SLD prevalence rate, with the exception of the 1991-92 school year, while 

showing an increase across the ten years. 

Findings from this study showed that the Hispanic student population is highest 

among groups, with a decline in the Anglo student population and slight to flat increases 

in the Asian P/I, Native and African-American student population in New Mexico public 

schools. Consistent national average prevalence rates were found under the SLI, ED, 

MR, and SLD categories. 

Prevalence rates under the SLI category have declined across the ten years for each 

group in the study, with the exception of Native American students. Moreover, 

overestimates under the SLI category were found for Anglo, Native American, and 

Hispanic students, while an underestimate was found for Asian P/I students and a 

proportional estimate was found for African-American students. 

For Anglo and African-American students, each groups ED prevalence was 

consistently above the national average ED prevalence rate, while the ED prevalence rate 

for Native Americans had been below the national average with an increase beginning 

toward the end of the study. The ED prevalence rate for Asian P/I students was generally 

below the national average, while decreasing toward the end of the study. For Hispanic 



students, the ED prevalence rate was consistent with the national average. An 

overestimate was for Anglo, African-American, and Hispanic students under the ED 

category, v^th the Hispanic overestimate possibly due to a statistical artifact. An 

underestimate was found for Native American and Asian P/I students under the ED 

category. 

Under the MR category, for all groups included in the study, each groups prevalence 

rate was below the national average. As such underestimates under the MR category 

were found for all groups, with the underestimate for African-Americans and 

Asian/Pacific Islander students possibly due to a statistical artifact. In contrast, under the 

GI category, both Anglo and Asian P/I students prevalence rate had increased positive 

slopes across the ten years, with the GI prevalence rate for Hispanic, African and Native 

American students showing a slight increase and more stable across the ten years. As 

such overestimates were found for Anglo and Asian P/I students under the GI category, 

with underestimates found for Hispanic, African and Native American students. 

Lastly, under the SLD category prevalence rates for Anglo, African and Native 

American, and Hispanic students were each above the national average. Specifically, the 

highest prevalence rate found among African American students, followed by Hispanic, 

then Native American, finally by Anglo students. Again, an overestimate under the SLD 

category was found for Anglo, African and Native American, and Hispanic students. For 

Asian P/I students, the SLD prevalence rate was below the national average, with a 

proportional estimate found in the placement of Asian P/I students under the SLD 

category. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The results from chapter 4 are robust findings on the placement of racial and ethnic 

groups in special education in New Mexico public schools. As robust as these findings 

are would suggest that for particular racial and ethnic groups and special education 

placement an association has been found in the population. The strength of these 

findings come from utilizing data over a ten year period versus a one year period and the 

over sampling of Hispanic and Native American students attending New Mexico public 

schools. 

To capture the magnitude of specific findings and to provide an orderly discussion on 

the findings, the discussion will include similarities and differences from previous 

research for each racial and ethnic group under a special education eligibility. 

Specifically, the discussion would include findings on the use of formula one and two on 

the prevalence rates for each racial and ethnic group in a special education eligibility. As 

important will be a discussion on the cultural variables identified in Diagram 2.1 

relationship to specific findings for a special education eligibility. 

Discussion on speech/language impairment fiotidings. New Mexico State Standards 

(1996) poignantly stated that a speech/language impairment would include a rule out due 

to bilingualism, to being non-English dominant or to dialectical or cultural differences in 

language use. As discussed second language use in Native American and Hispanic 

children in the their families and communities is significant, which only reinforces the 

ruling out of such factors identified in the New Mexico State Standards (1996). Yet, 



findings from the study have found an overrepresentation of Hispanic and Native 

American students under the SLI category. This finding for Hispanic students is in 

contrast to those reported by Robertson et al. (1994) & National Research Council 

(2002), where only findings from the first formula found no difference in the Hispanic 

groups studied and proportional placement rates found. Further, the present study's 

finding on the overrepresentation of Native American under the SLI category is 

inconsistent with the proportional rates found by the National Research Council (2002), 

which used formula one is the calculation of prevalence rates. With a change in formula 

use and an increase in sample size, a discrepancy in the placement of Hispanic and Native 

American students under the SLI category has been found. 

When examining the placement of the two other racial/ethnic minority groups, 

African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander, particularly with the African-American 

students, a discrepancy was found between observed and expected frequencies in five of 

the ten years of the study. Particularly, the five years where African American students 

were overrepresented imder the SLI category ended with the 1994-95 school year. 

Beginning in the 1995-96 through the 1999-2000 a observed difference was not found, 

which is consistent with previous research (Robertson et al. 1994; National Research 

Council, 2002). For Asian/Pacific Islander students the study finding no difference 

between observed and expected frequencies is consistent with previous research 

(Robertson et al. 1994; National Research Council, 2002). The question is raised have 

the speech and language skills of and Asian/Pacific Islander students been ruled out 

according to New Mexico State Standards (1996), with Hispanic, Native & African 
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American students found eligible under the SLI without ruling out bilingual, limited 

English proficiency and cultural differences critieria as part of New Mexico State 

Standards (1996)? 

When examining the placement of Anglo students in the SLI category, a significant 

discrepancy was fovind between observed and expected fi-equencies when using formula 

two in this study, consistent with previous findings fi-om the National Research Council 

(2002) & Robertson et al. (1994). In effect Anglo students' placement under the SLI is 

consistently higher than expected whether formula one or formula are used in the 

prevalence rate calculation. At this point across the literature reviewed specific factors 

for such findiQgs have not been presented. As a possibly a SLI eligibility is far less 

stigmatizing as a mental retardation eligibility with the fiiU range of special education 

services provided. 

Of the method factors identified as part of Diagram 2.1, the use of standardized 

measures have been criticized (Jitendra & Rohena-Diaz, 1996). The use of interview 

methods identified in Diagram 2.1 would become particularly important as part of 

speech/language evaluation for Hispanic and Native American students, which then 

become both a second source and method in the interpretation of standardized test results. 

As important is the use of interpreters as part of interview, with appropriate guidelines 

outlined by Lopez (2002). Further the use of descriptive analysis identified by Hamayan 

& Damico (1991) «& Langdon (1989) as part of a speech/language evaluations of 

Hispanic and Native American students become important in the interpretation of 

evaluation findings as well as in the placement under the SLI eligibility. Curiously 



missing from a discussion on standardized measures in the assessment of Hispanic and 

Native Americans speech and language skills is the use of local norms to compare within 

that community. Local norms would oifer findings based a standardized measure while 

considering the child's community. 

Of the setting factors identified as part of Diagram 2.1, school practices such as 

bilingual education and literacy development in English and in a student's native 

language are proximal factors as interventions for Hispanic and Native American 

students as part of a schools curriculum. As important such curriculum changes would be 

considered as part of prereferral interventions prior to an evaluation referral. Further, 

early literacy in a child's native language would involve cultural advisors to design such 

a program. 

Discussion on emotional disturbance findings. The cultural and social basis of a child's 

behavior, emotional development and regulation, and coping styles as examples are part 

of a comprehensive psychological evaluation. As identified by Okazaki (1998) "having 

knowledge of a client's culture allows to distinguish between culture and pathology in 

assessment"(p.55). Similarly, New Mexico State Standards (1996) viewed the cultural 

basis of a child's behavior as necessary to consider under the ED eligibility. 

Findings from the study for African-American students again reported an over 

representation under the ED category. The use of either formula one or two have found 

an overrepresentation of African American students under the ED category. For African-

American students the overrepresentation under the ED category has found by either 

formula one or formula two. 
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Of the cultural concerns discussed the consistent findings of Afi-ican-American youth 

under the ED eligibility would seemingly reinforce the role of ethnocentric 

monoculturalism, fi-aming Anglo versus ethnic minority views of normality, on the 

interpretation and assessment of AMcan-American students (Sue et al. 1999). More 

importantly through cultural role taking school psychologists assess family socialization 

practices and the role of racism as factors both for placement of Afi-ican-American 

students under the ED eligibility and for identifying treatment goals and strategies. 

Further, of the traits identified as part of Diagram 2.1, the cultural identity of Afi*ican-

American students as identified by the methods in Dana (2000c), Phinney (1992), 

Lindsey (1998), Burlew et al. (2000) are needed again in the development of treatment 

goals and strategies while assessing the cultural basis of a student's behavior. 

Of the settings identified in Diagram 2.1, school and classroom practices as 

environments that create places for African-American youth for learning versus places to 

be confronted then becoming disengaged, unmotivated, and antagonist toward to school 

staff. In school settings, classroom management training may well serve the staff and 

students. Similarly, the cultural mismatch research when considered as part of prereferral 

intervention is again training that may well serve the staff and students. Both approaches 

would be considered prescriptive and preventive school policies and practices that can 

promote classroom management and learning for all students. As two examples of 

prereferral interventions that could be used in school setting what is unknown is the 

expertise available along with the fimding to making the necessary adoptions in school 

materials. 



Study findings on the overrepresentation of Hispanic students under the ED category 

would be considered inconsistent with Robertson et al. (1994) & the National Research 

Council (2002). Yet, such a finding is likely the result of a statistical artifact. Further, 

cultural issues identified as part of Diagram 2.1 offer practitioners such as school 

psychologists a fi-amework in providing psychological services fi-om a comprehensive 

evaluation to culturally appropriate treatment goals and interventions. Particularly, fi-om 

Diagram 2.1 the example of cultural bound syndromes is noteworthy of the knowledge 

school psychologists can utilized working with Hispanic youth. Also, as important is the 

recognition by the psychologist that a cultural healer and advisor may need consulted or 

referred to for treatment. 

Findings fi^om the study on the underrepresentation Asian/Pacific Islander students 

under the ED category is consistent with the National Research Coimcil (2002) and 

Robertson et al (1994). At the same time, the study's finding on the underrepresentation 

of Native American under the ED category is inconsistent with the proportional 

placement rate found in National Research Council (2002). An underestimate of 

Asian/Pacific Islander and Native American students under the ED category raises the 

need of supervision and consultation of a cultural advisor. Particularly considering the 

range of reservations and pueblos that Native American students live along with the 

range country of origins found among Asian Pacific/Islander students immigrate fi"om to 

New Mexico. Further, cultural bound syndromes along with cultural variables in 

psychopathology particular to Native American and Asian Pacific/Islander cultures 

become both for practitioners areas of supervision, consultation, and training. 



For Anglo students the higher than expected rates found in the study under the ED 

category are in contrast to the National Research Council (2002) finding on proportional 

placement rates under the ED category, while consistent with the higher than expected 

rates found by Robertson et al. (1994). The overrepresentation of Anglo students in the 

ED category suggest that referrals are scrutinized for the severity and intensity of 

behavioral and psychological concerns. Also, for a school psychologist conducting an 

assessment as part of an emotional disturbance evaluation, the differential diagnosis in 

late childhood and early adolescence from ODD and CD would clarify whether a student 

is exempted from an eligibility of emotional disturbance based on social maladjustment. 

Discussion on gifted findings. As much debate on the placement of ethnic minority 

students' under the MR eligibility, the data presented by Ford (1998) & Valencia & 

Suzuki (2000) found the xmderrepresentation of ethnic minority students and the 

overrepresentation of Anglo and Asian/Pacific Islander students in gifted and talented 

programs. In as much as the debate on the placement of ethnic minority students in 

gifted and talented programs, the present study again found that Hispanic, Native and 

African American-students were underrepresented, with Anglo and Asian/Pacific 

Islander students overrepresented in the GI category. Further, the consistency across 

studies is exacerbated when examining across the ten years of study how much change 

has occurred in the placement of Anglo and Asian/Pacific Islander students with the 

nonexistent change in the placement of ethnic minority students imder the GI category. 

The lack of change in the placement of ethnic minority students' under the gifted 
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category comes with an awareness in the New Mexico State Gifted Standards (1999) 

recognition of the underrepresentation in gifted programs. 

In the discussion on the social, cultural, and educational background of ethnic 

minority students living in New Mexico, the academic achievement of Native and 

African-American and Hispanic students were significantly lower than Anglo students. 

With part of the eligibility critieria under New Mexico Gifted Standards (1999) requiring 

academic achievement at the 92"^ percentile or superior range of academic skills would 

suggest that eligibility for ethnic minority students under the GI category become 

lowered. The issue of the eligibility critieria under New Mexico Gifted Standards (1999) 

as requiring very superior intelligence along with either superior academic skills or 

creativity or critical thinking becomes a question is giftedness similar across racial and 

ethnic groups. Of the traits under Diagram 2.1, giftedness is now a trait to consider from 

a cultiiral perspective. Indeed, culturally based definitions of giftedness have been 

identified by Patton (1997) and Gonzales & Riojas-Clark (1999). 

Of the setting factors under Diagram 2.1, school and classroom staff particularly 

teachers are central in the referral of ethnic minority students to gifted programs. In as 

much as teacher referrals are central to begin a gifted placement the issue of ethnocentric 

monoculturalism along with teacher expectations of ethnic minority students are attitudes 

that may require change as much as what is giftedness. So that inservice by school 

psychologists, educational diagnosticians, gifted teachers along with consultation with 

cultural advisors on cultural definitions of giftedness begins to attempt to increase the 

gifted placement of New Mexico ethnic minority students. Finally, Ford (1998) was 
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emphatic that improvement of educational programs for ethnic minority students would 

increase the achievement of students along with the referrals for gifted education 

placement. 

Again, the methods used in evaluation of an ethnic minority student may include the 

use of a portfolio assessment as part of evaluating a child's academic achievement, 

critical thinking, and creativity skills. Just as important is a rubric or interview that 

consider cultural definitions of giftedness. In the previous discussion on the lack of 

referrals among ethnic minority students for a gifted placement, attempts have been made 

to screen Hispanic bilingual students for referrals. Specfically, Irby, Lara-Alecio, & 

Milke (1999) have developed the Hispanic Bilingual Gifted Screening Instrument for use 

as part of the screening and for use in the placement of bilingual Hispanic students' in a 

gifted education program. 

Discussion on mental retardation findings. Findings on MR prevalence rates of ethnic 

minority youth as discussed previously have been questioned by Reschly & Bershoff 

(1999); MacMillian & Reschly (1998). MacMillian & Reschly (1998) have identified the 

two formulas utilized in the calculation of prevalence rates within a special education 

eligibility category. The present study found proportional placement rates for Afi-ican-

American students, with lower than expected rates for all other groups. Such a finding 

particularly for Afi*ican-American students is inconsistent with previous findings by 

Coulter (1996), Robertson et al. (1994), and the National Research Council (2002), while 

consistent for Native American, Hispanic, Anglo, and Asian/Pacific Islander students. 
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Findings reported in this study have a broader relevance in this case on the biological 

determinants of cognitive abilities. Jensen (1969) suggested that ethnic differences in IQ 

might involve genetic differences. Twenty years later, Dunn (1988) concluded that 

Hispanic - Anglo differences in IQ scores are in part due to genetic differences in 

intelligence alongside socioeconomic, bilingual, motivation, and personality factors. 

More recently, Hermstein & Murray (1994) viewed "environmental differences" as 

implausible in explaining IQ differences, particularly White and Black, because IQ 

differences exist across SES and these differences exit on tests loaded high on a 

Spearman (1904) hypothesis or g. 

In contrast to these views is the research conducted within behavioral genetics. 

Findings from behavioral genetics suggest 50% of the variance in g is the result of 

environmental factors, with the implication that 50% of the variance in g is the result of 

biological or genetic factors (Plomin, R., Defries, J. C., McCleam, G. E., & Rutter, M. 

(1997). Further, Plomin et al. (1997) offered significant findings on racial and ethnic 

differences on IQ test performance. Specifically, Plomin et al. (1997) report that 

"individual difference within the normal range of variation do not necessarily imply that 

the average difference between an extreme group and the rest of the population is due to 

genetic factors" (p. 84). Considering the study finding where no difference was found in 

observed and expected rates under the MR category, with findings from behavioral 

genetics, expected and observed differences under the MR category are not due to genetic 

factors and more importantly would not predicted across racial/ethnic groups. 
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Of the factors identified in Diagram 2.1, again the review of literature has identified 

test procedures in the assessment of ethnic minority students' cognitive abilities (Dana, 

2000b & Harris et al. 1996). Further, the persons identified in Diagram 2.1, a cultural 

advisor is important to both act as an advisor for an evaluator involved along with 

checking the evaluator for ethnocentric monoculturalism views on normality. Checking 

the evaluator for ethnocentric monoculturalism views on normality become particularly 

important in the assessment of adaptive behavior. As important is to the examine the role 

SES, language, and lack of opportunity factors have both intervened in test performance 

as well as a child's school performance and academic achievement. 

Discussion on learning disabilitv findings. Findings fi-om the study do suggest that 

among ethnic minority students Afi-ican-American, Hispanic, and Native American 

students placement rates under the SLD category are significantly higher than expected, 

while placement rates for Asian American students are proportional imder the SLD 

category. For Anglo students the placement rates under the SLD category are 

significantly higher than expected. 

Findings on the overrepresentation of Afi-ican-American students under the SLD 

category are consistent with Robertson et al., 1994 & Coulter, 1996, while inconsistent 

with proportional rates found by the National Research Council (2002). The 

overrepresentation finding for Hispanic and Native American students under the SLD is 

inconsistent with the National Research Council (2002) and Robertson (1994). Again, 

the study over sampled Hispanic and Native American students. Also, the 

overrepresentation of Anglo students under the SLD category is inconsistent with 
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Robertson (1994) & the National Research Council (2002), which found that Anglo 

students were placed at proportion rates under the SLD category. As mentioned by the 

National Research Council (2002) the present study's finding on the overrepresentation 

of African-American, Hispanic, Native American and Anglo students under the SLD 

category can be explained by state variability. 

In examining study findings from the SLD, SLI, and MR categories, with decreasing 

prevalence rates under the SLI category and relatively flat MR prevalence rates, the 

significantly increasing rates and steep slopes observed under the SLD category for aU 

groups with the exception of Asian Pacific/Islander students, suggest that across New 

Mexico school districts a SLD eligibility is preferred. An implication in the increase of 

students under the SLD category across New Mexico school districts special education is 

preferred as the intervention to improve students' academic achievement. 

Attempts to explain the increase in SLD placement rates have suggested that the 

increase is related to low achievement regardless of a child's cognitive abilities 

(Hallahan, 1992), the role of poverty on academic achievement (Gottlieb, Alter, Gottlieb, 

& Wishner, 1994; MacMillian & Reschly, 1998); failure to follow state and federal SLD 

criteria (MacMillan, Gresham, Siperstein, & Bocian, 1996); group dynamics involved in 

placement decisions (Bocian, Beebe, MacMillan, & Gresham, 1999), few instructional 

options other than special education for students with learning problems (U.S. 

Department of Education, 1983), to ethnic overrepresentation (Artiles & Trent, 1994; 

Markowitz, Garcia, Eichelberger, 1997). Lastly, Sternberg & Grigorenko (1999) suggest 



that Anglo parents view a SLD eligibility as offering their children more latitude when 

taking college entrance exams. 

To examine these hypotheses on SLD placement rates in New Mexico public schools, 

as discussed in Chapter 2 the academic achievement of Native American, Hispanic, and 

African American students was significantly lower than Anglo students, which is 

consistent with Hallahan (1992) and greater rates for ethnic minority students under the 

SLD category. The role of poverty and academic achievement seemingly would explain 

lower SLD rates among Asian Pacific/Islander and a high SES status compared to Native 

American, Hispanic, and African-American higher SLD rates and a low SES status. As 

important is the recognition that IDEA along with New Mexico State Standards (1996) 

view SES as an exclusionary factor under SLD criteria. Again, the interpretation of 

evaluation findings considering a student's SES background is critical in the assessment 

of ethnic minority children. 

Examining the settings and persons identified in Diagram 2.1 raises issues on the role 

schools, family, peers, parents, teachers, school districts have on the cognitive 

functioning and academic achievement of all students particularly ethnic minority 

students. Diagram 2.1 suggests that learning, academic achievement among ethnic 

minority students' results from a set of relationships found among each setting and 

persons. Broad theoretical and empirical support on the social and cultural basis for 

learning, cognitive processes, and motivation has been provided (Gauvain, 2001; Rueda 

& Dembo, 1995; Rueda & Moll, 1994; Rogoff, 1995; Cole, Engestrom, & Vasquez, 

1997) 
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Improving the academic achievement of ethnic minority students has previously 

discussed as part of the cultural mismatch found in many classrooms (Allen & Boykin, 

1992, Dooley & Volz, 1999, Delgado & Rogers-Adkinson, 1999, and Gilliland, 1992). 

Further, reviews by Ready et al. (2002), Slavin & Calderon (2001), Barr & Parrett 

(2001), Garcia (1999), Carter & Chatfield, (1986), Collier (1995) and Lucas et al. (1990) 

offer particular instructional strategies as well as curriculum options that have an 

empirical support in improving the academic achievement of ethnic minority students. 

With an available knowledge base on improving schools and increasing the academic 

achievement of ethnic minority students, the role of a school psychologist can become as 

a consultant on finding approaches to improve particular schools, instructional delivery, 

and personnel development. 

Moving closer to ethnic minority children who are referred for special education, 

Kovaleski (2002) views as part of a pre-referral intervention firamework that a necessary 

hypothesis to rule out are a child's learning difficulties due to language or cultural issues. 

Such a recognition at the pre-referral stage would reinforce the need to provide a 

curriculum and learning environment that benefits all students, which again is particularly 

important in a state such as New Mexico. Such a recognition would bring to faculty, 

support staff, administrators, and ancillary staff working with ethnic minority students a 

broader and necessary view in referring ethnic minority students. Allen & Graden 

(2002), National Association of School Psychologists (1994) alongwith Kratochwill, 

Elliott, & Callan-Stoiber (2002) outline for school psychologists conceptually and 

practically working with school staff through a problem solving approach at the pre-
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referral stage while considering cultural and language issues. At the same time, the 

opportunity at the pre-referral stage particularly for educational diagnosticians typically 

involved in the evalviation of students is largely unknown across New Mexico school 

districts. 

With the real possibly that educational diagnosticians are placed in a role to test and 

sort into a categorical SLD eligibility, an evaluation considering the cultural concerns 

identified in Diagram 2.1 become a focus on the special education placement of ethnic 

minority children. Further Ortiz (2002) views as part of a framework on 

nondiscriminatory assessment that a child's learning ecology and a child's opportunity to 

learn is assessed. Particularly Ortiz (2002) identified the classroom is assessed for 

cultural relevance, teaching strategies, expectations, and attitudes through records 

reviews, observations, and interviews, while considering the child's opportunity to leam 

through frequency in school changes and instruction in native language for both the 

parents and the child. In effect the knowledge base in Allen & Boykin, (1992), Slavin & 

Calderon (2001), Barr & Parrett (2001) and Ready et al. (2002) become part of the 

training for educational diagnosticians. Further, Ortiz (2002) views "in the final analysis, 

successfiil nondiscriminatory assessment.. .is based on the notion of convergence, with 

"care taken not to assign unwarranted importance or significance to any single piece of 

information or datum"(p.l332). The use of Diagram 2.1 across settings, persons, traits, 

and methods offers an approach for successfixl nondiscriminatory assessment. Lastly, 

Ortiz (2002) views that if observed differences are the result of external factors, support 
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for the null hypothesis is acceptable, where observed differences are not the results of 

internal factors such as a specific learning disability. 

T.imitations of Study. The study's limitations result in part participants self-reporting 

their racial and ethnic backgroxond. The nature of self-reporting leaves opens each 

participants' own assimilation and acculturation concerns over their racial and ethnic 

background. Similarly, participants who are biracial how to report their racial and ethnic 

background when a reporting category is unavailable only forces participants to choose 

over the other category. Lastly, the study grouped members into each racial and ethnic 

group without defining subjects as either bilingual or monolingual along with examining 

subject's acculturation levels, which could used as predictor variables for a special 

education eligibility. As important is the use of SES as a predictor variable in the special 

education eligibility of ethnic minority youth given the socioeconomic backgrounds of 

ethnic minority families and children living in New Mexico. 

With the study a secondary analysis of OSEP and New Mexico State Department 

Special Unit reports, the study's limitations result in part from clerical and administrative 

procedures in the collection and reporting. In each of the 89 New Mexico school 

districts, clerical and administrative procedures can differ when approaching data 

collection from schools, lEP committee reports, and reporting to the Special Education 

Unit. Similarly, when examining national trends reported by OSEP, clerical and 

administrative procedures by each state can differ in the collection and reporting of data 

required by OSEP. 
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The study's limitation results in part from data reported for only students who attend 

New Mexico public schools. As has been discussed, an estimated 2800 Native American 

students will attend BIA schools during the 2000-01 school year. Data on special 

education eligibility from BIA schools is not included as part of the study. 

Conclusions and Recommendations. Considering such study limitations, conclusions are 

available for professional practice and training along with for fijrther research. New 

Mexico schools have one of the highest percentages of ethnic minority students. 

Hispanic students come close to 50% of the total school population in New Mexico 

compared to Anglo students at 35%. Native American students are above 10% of the 

New Mexico school population. For school psychologists, educational diagnosticians, 

speech/language therapists, teachers, and administrators, cultural concerns are part of 

professional practice. On the pueblos and reservations of New Mexico, Native American 

cultural concerns is the focus of professional practice, while in urban areas such as 

Albuquerque and Santa Fe in northern New Mexico the areas of cultural concerns include 

aU groups. Similarly, in southern New Mexico areas such as RosweU, Carlsbad, and 

Artesia cultural concerns include African American and Hispanic concerns particularly 

around immigration and language. 

For school psychology professional practice, with low estimates of Native American 

and Asian Pacific Islanders students under the ED category suggest the mental health 

needs for each group has been overlooked. Consultation with cultural healers, advisors, 

and interpreters become part of practitioner's role to develop these collaborations. 

Further, in consultation with cultural healers, advisors, and interpreters, the use of 
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cultural variables in psychopathology will be needed as part of professional school 

psychology practice. The overestimates of African-American and Anglo students under 

the ED category can be explained by culturally based behavior that is misinterpreted by 

teachers of African American students. Also the overestimate under the ED category for 

both African-American and Anglo students is partially explained with the differential 

diagnosis under the social maladjustment exception to the ED category overlooked. 

Lastly, the role of acculturation as identified by Dana (2000a), knowledge of cultural role 

taking provided by Johnson-Powell et al. (1997), Ho (1992), and Taylor-Gibbs & Huang 

(1989) Sue & Sue, 1990; Carter, 1991; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961 and Dana (1998) 

along with culture-specific assessment and interviews outlined by Johnson-Powell et al. 

(1997), Ponterotto et al. (2000), Berg-Cross & Takushi-Chinen (1995) and Congress 

(1994) is necessary in the training for school psychology practice in the assessment and 

treatment of ethnic minority children. 

The overestimates of Hispanic and Native American students under the SLI category 

cannot be ignored in state such as New Mexico with a high percentage of bilingual and 

monolingual students. For speech/language therapy professional practice, interviews 

with families become a second source of information that is required for students from 

bilingual and monolingual backgroimds. As such the use of interpreters becomes 

necessary in the practice of speech language therapists in their work with Native 

American and Hispanic students. As likely the training of bilingual speech language 

therapists working with Native American and Hispanic students and families is needed. 
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As important schools providing a bilingual and biliteracy program that is culturally 

responsive to the needs of the community. 

The overestimates of Native American, Hispanic, and Afiican-American students 

under the SLD category were consistent across the ten years, with steep slopes found 

among all groups. The use of formula two as well as the over sampling of Native 

American and Hispanic students in the present study allowed for critical look of ethnic 

minority students placement under the SLD category. As important the use of formula 

two in calculating the MR prevalence rate for African-American students also allowed for 

a critical look for their placement under the MR category. As such for school 

psychologists, educational diagnosticians, and speech /language therapists knowledge of 

the percent from each racial and ethnic group at a school site under a special education 

eligibility is a first step in the recognition of over and under representation issues. 

For educational diagnosticians the practitioner primarily responsible in the evaluations 

for a SLD eligibility, the ruling out of external factors such as those identified by Ortiz 

(2002) has only been emphasized. As important is the use of interpretation guidelines, 

particularly on health issues, parent education, expectations, involvement, literacy 

activities, language models, and discipline practices offered by Sandoval et al. (1998) for 

use for a child from a low SES background. The interpretative guidelines for use with 

cognitive assessments by Gopaul-McNicol & Thomas-Presswood (1998) and Flanagan, 

D. P., & Ortiz, S. (2001) while at this time lacking a research basis can be used in 

particular when considering a MR eligibility for an ethnic minority child. The use of 

intelligence tests identified by Dana (2000b) and Harris et al. (1996) along with the 
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knowledge base on culturally responsive teaching offered by Allen & Boykin, (1992), 

Ready et al. (2002), Slavin & Calderon (2001), Collier (1995), Barr & Parrett (2001) and 

Garcia (1999) would be considered appropriate in the training of educational 

diagnosticians and school psychologists. 

Lastly, with the underestimates of Native American, Hispanic, and African-American 

students under the GI category, the use of a portfolio assessment to evaluate a child's 

academic achievement, critical thinking, and creativity skills has been emphasized. More 

importantly is the use of cultural definitions of giftedness. 

As conclusions offered as part of the study, recommendations for future research have 

been foimd. As discussed the development of an either interview or rubric that considers 

definitions of giftedness for a particular culture is needed. With knowledge on culture 

responsive teaching available, the availability of classroom observation techniques has 

not been provided. The use of the problem solving approach as part of the prereferral 

along with referral stages is needed to examine the affects on SLI, ED, SLI, and SLD 

prevalence rates for ethnic minority students. As discussed local norms for 

speech/language evaluations can be used to determine the English language development 

skills in that community. Lastly, Diagram 2.1 has identified methods, traits, persons, and 

settings for use in the assessment of ethnic minority students while offering guidelines for 

professional practices has not been researched. 
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