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Since the passage of Public Law 94-142 (Education for All Handicapped 

, 1 
Children Act of 1975 ) and the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 

93-3802), educators have been faced with the problem of assessing 

handicapped students from a myriad of different social, cultural, 

economic, and language different backgrounds. The assessment problem 

becomes even more complex when the assessors are unaware of the difficulties 

associated with the evaluation of these students such as test bias, 

lack of valid and reliable tests. and language problems. Even if 

the evaluators are aware of these problems, they may not know what 

measures may be taken to lessen their effects upon assessment. The 

added burden of a handicapping condition, along with the language and 

culture difference, may make it seem impossible to adequately assess 

students. An example of this would be the hearing impaired Hispanic 

student in the American public school. The language problem. as far 

as Spanish/English , is obvious. But what about the hearing impairment? 

How much of the student's school problem is caused by the language 

difference and how much is caused by the hearing impairment? How 

does the assessor determine which language (Spanish or English) is 

best for each child in formal language learning? Is the assessor 

aware of problems associated with trying to learn two languages at 

the same time? It is obvious that there are many areas in which 

the assessors must be knowledgeable in order to perform a thorough 

and comprehensive assessment of the hearing impaired Hispanic student. 
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In order to thoroughly assess the language different child, the 

assessor needs to realize the problems stemming from learning a second 

language. Children entering the classroom with less competency than , 
the native English speakers in that class will probably be retarded 

in their schoolwork if English is used as the language of instruction 

(Holland, 1960). Along with this is found a restricted use of language) 

non-standard language development, anti underdeveloped language in 

exceptional disadvantaged children(Condon, 1979). When these children 

are required to sit in an English classroom, they become poor users 

of both_ languages (Lerman and Cortez, 1979). For children to get 

a firm grasp of their home language, they must be taught in that 

language. When a second language, such as English, is introduced, 

all types of language problems will occur. If they are not allowed 

to expand their use of their mother tongue, they may lose all ability 

to use the language for technical or professional use later in life 

(Spolsky,1972). Language borrowing and interference may occur when 

a bilingual forms a combination of elements of two languages--not in 

a common code--but in a mixed-up code in which they try to use segments 

and partially learned materials from both languages which may not be 

understandable (Mowder, 1979). If it has been decided that English 

will be used as the language of instruction, it must be taught in 

a structured program "lith an emphasis on functional laneuage. 

Language mixing occurs when the child learns a limited Spanish 

vocabulary in his home and then goes to School to learn English. For 

English concepts he learns, he may not have parallel concepts in Spanish. 
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Anastasi and de Jesus (in Condon, 1979) found that among Puerto 

Rican students in New York City that combined English and Spanish 

instruction makes these students illiterate in both languages and 
., 

prevents normal functioning in class. Holland (1960) reported that 

the result: of language mixing is a child with a less than functional 

grasp on either language. 

Implications of language problems for the classroom are many. 

Just sitting in a classroom of English speaking children will not 

teach language to the Hispanic student. The student 'needs a carefully 

constructed language program that stresses all the features of the 

second language--pronunciation, morphology, and syntax--all of which 

are presented and practiced intensely in all levels appropriate to 

the learner (Spolsky, 1972). If English is assigned as the language 

of instruction, he has a hetter chance for social adjustment and 

economic progress in the American culture later in life. This in 

turn causes the problem of separation from family, and a lessened 

cultural pride (Gentry and Walker, 1981). Because of the great 

emphasis placed upon the family and home by Hispanics, it would 

be to the child's advantage culturally to use Spanish in school to 

reinforce the bond between home and school. If this is the case, 

then the teacher not only has to deal with the hearing impairment 

of the child, but must be able to work in a bilingual classroom 

situation. 

When the child uses both English and Spanish, it becomes 

necessary to determine his degree of bilingualism. Bilingualism 
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can be affected by many variables, such as duration of contact with 

the dominant language, the langua,ge of instruct,ion in the classroom, 

maintenance of close contact with the homeland. and social pressures , 
(Mowder, 1979). Evaluation should be made of the child's language 

use in relation to language development stages and then it should be 

compared to language of monolingual children of the same stage of 

language development, not chronological age. Dialectal proficiency, 

socioeconomic background, parental education level, and community 

attitudes toward language use also playa role in assessing the 

child'~ level of bilingualism (Mowder, 1979). 

The rights of these language different exceptional children 

have been established through several court cases and federal laws. 

The now famous Brown v. The Board of Education (19543 ) case, which 

prohibited school segregation by race, led the way for legislation 

and rulings dealing with nondiscriminatory education. The first 

legislation dealing specifically with nondiscriminatory education on 

account of race, color, or national origin was the Civil Rights Act 

of 19644 • Title VI of this Act prohibited discrimination by "any 

program or activity receiving federal financial assistance (Goldberg, 

1982, p. lOlr). This law was later interpreted to include special 

programmiml, for the bilin,~ual student. School systems were then 

required to "take affirmative steps to rectify language problems" 

(Goldberg, 1982, p. lOlt) in such a way that language skills needs 

would be met and the students would be able to function in the regular 
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In the Bilingual Education Act--Title VIr of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 19681 Congress gave bilingual education 

its full support, and by allocatinc funds, gave many school systems 

the go ahead to start demonstration programs (Midwest National Origin 

Desegregation Assistance Center (MNODAcil, 1982). Information from 

Title vrr helped to formulate the Supreme Court's 1974 Lau v. 

Nichols8 decision, along with subsequent rulings and regulations. 

such as the Bilingual Education Act, which contested bilingual education 

for Chinese speaking students. This ruling, which was in favor of the 

Chinese students, was in turn influential in later rulings and 

legislation dealing with the language different student. The Equal 

Educational Opportunities Act (1974~) put into law the rights given 

to language minority students by these previous rulings. Schools 

were then required "to overcome language barriers that impede equal 

participation by its students in its instructional program"(Goldberg, 

10) 1982, p. 102 • 

Rights given to language minority students have been expanded 

by various cases dealing with such topics as nonbiased assessment 

(Diana v. State Board of Education, 1970~~)assessment using culturally 

12 and 
relevant tests (Larry P. v. Riles, 1974 -),~recognition of sociocultural 

factors which affect children's learning (Covarrubias v. San Diego 

Unified School District, 197113 ). 

Legislation and litigation involving the rights of handicapped 

14 students also began with the Brown case. This ruling opened the 
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doors for frustrated parents and other concerned citizens to bring 

to light the problems of educating handicapped students. Section 
• :5 

504 of the Reha ilitation Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-1121 ) was , 
written to "eliminate discrimination against handicapped persons 

in any program receiving federal financial assistance" (Martin, 1980, 

p. 471~.This law addressed areas of importance such as preplacement 

evaluation, evaluation procedures, placement procedure and reevaluation. 

The definitive piece of legislation to date to confront these 

problems has been the Education of All Handicapped Children Act 

( 
17 

of 1975 Public Law 94-142 ). This law incorporates many of the 

principles handed down through the Supreme Court and legislation, 

such as due process, right to a free and public education, individualized 

educational programming, and least restrictiqe environment. along with a 

commitment of federal funding (MNODAC, 1982). Definitions of 

handicaps were included, along with specific rules for evaluation 

procedures and ·"/a.rnin~s against using tests that have not been 

validated for specific handicaps. Tests must be multifaceted, 

administered in the child's best language,and ~iven by a multidisciplinary 

group of psychologist and educators (Goldberg, 1982). Those rules 

certainly complicated the job of the evaluators, but without them, 

many language minority handicapped students would be denied their 

rightful and proper education. 

In order that the hearing impaired Hispanic student should receive 

the education guaranteed for him, he must be assesed in all areas 

related to their hearing impairment by a multidiciplinary team. 
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This assessment should cover the students's social and family status, 

physical health, psychologica~ standing, and educational background. 

Those professionals that may be required to conduct a comprehensive 

" assessment would be a physician, school psychologist, audiologist, 

speech therapist, social worker, and the child's school teacher 

(Shrybman,1982). A survey of the child's social and family status 

should be conducted by a social worker. Data collection involves 

interviewing the;,child' s primary caretaker to get information on 

the student's developmental history, socioeconomic background, 

records of nrevious evaluations, tYDical h~me behavior, and the 

caretaker's assessment of the child's use of language and amount 

, of second language use. Cultural background SUch as family's 

ethnicity, amount of acculturation into the English speaking community. 

and the emphasis put upon maintaining the traditional Hispanic values 

should also be noted (Shrybman, 1982). 

The next area of assessment involves the child's health. A 

medical doctor needs to determine phYSical. problems with their impact 

on the child's performance. He should be able to report to the team 

what constraints the child's phYSical problems will have on his 

education. AnY vision, phYSical, or obvious mental defects need to 

be reported to add to the team's understanding of other information 

submitted to it. Because many Hispanic students in the United States 

(especially in south Florida) are refugees, migrants, or poor, accurate 

medical records may not be available (MNODAC, 1982). A complete 

otological or audiological examination with a hearing aid check, 
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if applicable. should be conducted to determine the amount of hearing 

loss and its affect on speech.reception. 

The third area of evaluation, psychological evaluation, involves 

observing the student·s behavior in several different situations, 

and personality characteristics through formal and informal testing. 

Deafness has a great effect on personality which could cause the 

hearing impaired child to appear rigid, immature, and impulsive. 

with the possibility of disturbance emotionally(Levine, 1976). Cultural 

differences will also make an impact in the way the psychologist 

observ,s the Hispanic child (Condon, 1979). 

The educational assessment is the responsibility of the student's 

current or recent teacher. A complete report on the child's academic 

progress and achievements, school behaviors, activity levels and 

patterns, and attention needs to be completed (Shrybman. 1982). A 

language evaluation should also be included which contains detailed 

information on language choice (English or Spanish), abilities in 

that language, and second language abilities judging receptive and 

expressive aspects of both. Speech and language evaluations may be 

conducted in cooperation with the school's speech therapist. 

All of the areas involved in assessment can be affected by factors 

that evaluators may not be aware of, or if they are known, may not 

be given the importance they merit. Current life circumstances, 

such as health and nutrition, have an impact on the way the ,Child 

responds to the adult evaluating him. The amount of acculturation 

into American society and abilities in the English language can 
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affect the way t~e assessor views the child as a person. Lacking 

information on bilingual and bicultural difference also severely 

hampers the assessor's ability to adequately evaluate the Hispanic 
., 

child. The social worker, while gathering information on the child's 

family life , needs to find out past illnesses, the child's past 

experiences (abuse, contact with English speaking adults) which 

would affect their working with adults in assessment. Patterns of 

punishment and reinforcement in familial and school situations also 

reflect in the way the child behaves (Shrybman, 1982l. 

In the case of the hearing impairment, it is necessary to note 

whether the child comes from hearinp, or deaf parents and the family 

climate related to the impairment. According to Meadow (in Garrison 

and Tesch, 1978), development of personality is based on negative 

feedback from important adults or family members in the child's 

life. Parental acceptance and expectations have great bearing on the 

way the deaf child sees himself (Garrison and Tesch, 1978). Hearing 

parents are more likely to react negatively to their deaf child 

than deaf parents would because this may be their only contact with 

the deaf. They have no idea what problems are in store for them and 

may feel ashamed at having a handicapped child. Self concept is 

also influenced.by the amount of time the child has spent in an 

institution(Garrison and Tesch,1978). Other researchers have t~eorized 

that experience with others and their feedback is instrumental in 

forming self concept. Mead regards language as the essential 

element in organization of experiences and in the symbolic interaction 
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process along with Myklebust's argument that there are certain limitations 

placed on experience by the child's deafness,whiCh affect their feedback 

and \nteraction with others (Garrison and Tesch, 1978). 

Another complicated and important factor affecting assessment is 

tester bias. Bias can show up in many ways. Two of the biggest 

problems deal with the language differences found in hearing impaired 

Hispanic students. An assessor with a general lack of knowledge of 

bilingual-bicultural differences and language problems associated 

with hearing impairment are not prepared to work with these students. 

Inexperienced psychologists are more likely to have error in testing 

than those experienced in testing the hearing impaired (Sullivan and 

Vernon, 1978). They fail to take into account the sociocultural 

differences affecting testing (Region 9 Task Group on Nonbiased 

Assessment (Region 9), 1976). Norm referenced tests, which have been 

used with Hispanic students, have mainly been standardized on the 

white middle-class culture (Rudner, 1978). Questions found in these 

tests often have different meanings for the culturally different 

child. The assessor needs to know the cultural background of the 

child and realize that there is not ~ world view, set of values, 

or common experiences. Knowing little about cultural differences 

found in these tests virtually guarantees the selection and use of 

an inappropriate test. A significant drop (50%) in the amount of 

Hispanic students placed in mentally re~arded classrooms hae been 

found when bilingual/bicultural psychologists have been used on the 
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evaluation team. Improper administration of test materials also invalidates 

test scoDes. Careful thought 'must be put into ~he language used when 

giv'ng the test. Giving the test in the child's native language 

(Spanish, Sign, English) will help to alleviate problems with assessor 

bias. Use of English-only white assessors can alter 10 scores of 

Hispanics an average of six points (Condon, 1979). Caution should 

also be used when an interpreter is enlisted to administer the test. 

An interpreter can lower validity of the test so it is better to 

have a psychologist who knows sign language (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). 

Rapport between assessor and student can also affect scores and 

observations (Region 9, 1976). A biased interpretation of results 

can result in misplacement of students into mentally retarded classrooms 

which can cause irreparable educational and psychological damage (Condon, 

1979). Care should be taken when reviewing and summarizing data. 

Exceptionally high or low results on test scores should be suspect. 

When this occurs, more emphasis should be placed on results obtained 

in areas such as adaptive behavior scales and performance intelligence 

tests (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). 

Errors in placement of Hispanic students may be caused by several 

reasons. Some reasons are (1) inadequacy of referral system, (2) 

difference between exhibited and expected behavio~ (3) perceptual 

interpretation~and (4) basic assumptions of classroom behavior 

(Condon, 1979). Teacher recommendations for mentally retarded classrooms 

for Hispanic stude~ts tend to he made not on intelligence differences, 
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but on behavioral problems and other physical differences (Condon, 

1979). Frequently, behavior expected of Hispanic children is that 

which is required of Anglos. But behavior exhibited by a Hispanic 

student may in no way related to that of his American peers. Teachers 

need to know certain basic social rules held by their students so 

that perfectly normal behavior is not seen as being abnormal or 

retarded. Factors in Hispanic behavior will be discussed later. 

Bias involved in standardized 10 and achievement tests are 

numerous when assessors consider them for use with exceptional 

bilingual students. Test bias occurs when test items behave 

differently for members of two different culture groups (Rudner, 

1978). For a child to be successful in taking a test in English, 

he needs to rely on central information processing variables. 

These variables require knowledge of Englisb ~ rules not necessarily 

possessed by a bilingual student (Condon, 1979). These same tests 

are also full of questions biased toward white middle-class English 

speaking American culture, leaving the Hispanic child to be assessed 

against unrealistic standards. In many areas of the country, 

Hispanic children come from low income backgrounds. The tests 

given to them sample cognitive styles that many children from 

low income homes do not possess (Bailey and Harbin, 1980). 

Gonzalez (1974) has suggested that just using appropriate . . 
language characteristics or translating testing instruments could 

reduce bias from language difference, but would not eliminate 
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Before any test is chosen to be administered to any group--

bilingual, hearing impaired, mentally retarded, or any other 

educational group--assessors should find out what group the 

test was normed on. Age, abilities, background, impairments, if 

any, size of groups,_ and perhaps sex of stuqents are all factors to 

be aware of when choosing a test. An 10 test recommended for 

monolingual" white, middle-class ten year-01ds would be totally 

inappropriate for eight year-old bilingual Hispanic students, 

especially those with a suspected hearing loss. Any results 

from giving this test to these students should be considered 

invalid (Condon, 1979). 

Any biases related to language that hinder the Hispanic child 

also harm the hearing impaired child. Since English is not 

considered to be the native language of deaf Americans, 10 

tests in English are testing the language abilities of the child, 

and not his intelligence (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). Written 

tests are also biased against the hearing impaired because a 

normally hearing student may only use a small portion of their 

working vocabulary while the hearing impaired student will 

probably be using their entire vocabulary so that results really 

cannot be compared (Brifl, J977). Along with having a limited 

vocabulary for reading and answering questions, deaf persons also 

have a limited knowledge of facts or ideas normally learned 
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through hearing theminiveryday ,rnversation. A conversation 

about Beethoven, or even a popula~ song would be lost on the normal 

deaf person. Questions on tests that deal with "common knowledge" ., 
should be watched when the test is being given to the hearing impaired. 

Many times a parallel form of a test may be administered to 

the same group of children to find improvement or to check the 

reliability of a test. The problem here is that administering 

parallel test forms to deaf students within even a small amount of 

time may have scores varying a great deal from the original test. 

To mea~ure the progress of hearing impaired students, it is necessary 

to give the same form of the test to eliminate this bias (Brill, 1977). 

When the Hispanic student's reg~ar classroom teacher suspects 

there is a problem, perhaps beyond the one imposed by the language 

difference, several things must happen before the formal evaluation 

is perfo~med. Before any pre-evaluation procedures are begun, 

parents must be notified in their native language that a problem 

is suspected and permission is asked to conduct an evaluation on 

their child (Shrybman, 1982). This notification should include 

what tests have been proposed for use, administrators of these 

tests, and reasons for the evaluation (Shrybman, 1982). To make 

this contact with the parents less impersonal than a form letter, 

perhaps a bilingual teacher or other adult known to the parents 

w<_ould be used as an intermediary for the school. 
'-oJ 

This person , 

would probably be better able to explain to the parents their 

rights and responsibilities in the evaluation. The parents may 
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also feel at ease knowing that someone connected with the school is 

concerned aout their ideas and fears. This person can also be 

involved in gathe,ring information from the child's home on language 
., 

use and emotional stability, along with other information that the 

social worker may be responsible for. This information, along 

with the information gathered on cognitive development and 

academic achievement by the regular school teacher are used 

in the referral to the multidisciplinary team who will conduct 

the evaluation (MNODAC, 1982). 

When the referral has been made to the team, several questions 

need to be asked of the information supplied by the assessors 

working with the child: 

" Legi timacy of Referral 
"'-"", t~ 

"n":"::=~~e child's teacher or school psYchologist have a 
~ 

history of ovecpeferral of Hispanic students (Self Study Guide for 

Nonbiased Assessment, (SSGNAJ, 1981)? 

--is the referral based on misinterpretation of child's behavior 

due to cultural difference not understood by the referring agent 

(Region 9, 1976)1 

--are the child's problems clearly documented with descriptions 

or are they given as opinions of biased referral agents (Mackey and 

Beebe, 1977)? 

Language Difference 

--what languages are involved in both the home and school 

situation (Mackey and Beebe, 1977)? 
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--what prior formal language instruction has the child had 

and does referral reflect his success in learning this language? 

• 
--What is the child's performance level in the language of 

initruction as cODpared to his use 'of language at home? 

Parental Involvement 

--have parents been informed in their native language that 

a referral has been recommended (SSGNA, 1981)? 

--have they been informed of their rights (SSGNA, 1981)? 

Curriculum 

--has it been assumed that the child has developed skills at 
-, 

home that in reality he has not had the opportunity to develop 

at school(SSGNBA, 1981)? 

~~n a plan be developed to include skills needed by the child 

thereby perhaps eliminating the need for a comprehensive evaluation? 

--have cultural differences been explained in order to eliminate 

problems later between the referring agent, this child, and other 

Hispanic students (Region 9, 1976)? 

If theSe questions are pondered carefully and are answered honestly, 

then the evaluation team is well on its way to writing an un9iased 

and reliable-evaluation for the student involved. 

Oneof the most important avenues to pinpointing the child's 

educational, problems is through observation. Teachers, parents, and 

school psychologists must learn to look for behavior which may help 

to narrow down the size of the problem they are dealing with. As 

was mentioned before, cultural differences relating to school 
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behavior may not be known or acknowledged by an Anglo teacher with 

Hispanics in her classroom. Several researchers have observed many 

differences between the behavior of Hispanic a~d Anglo students \ 

which would cause the uninformed teacher to consider the Hispanic 

child "odd" or "unusual" in classroom interactions. Bucchioni 

. and Fitzpatrick (in Condon, 1979) found that so~distinctions occur 

between the sexes with Hispanics that do not necessarily occur 

among Anglos. Hispanics tend 'to gather in sex-different groups, 

brothers tend to escort and protect younger sisters, and girls 

are shy and submissive to boys along with being very modest • 

. 
Fishman and Cooper (in Condon, 1979) related that Hispanic males 

tend to be "macho" while the girls are submissive and compliant. 

For both sexes they reported that the Hispanic students are 

obedient, respectful, and volunteer only when asked. Condon(1979) 

advises that "time" use is also different culturally. Hispanic 

childre,D, may become involved in a project and not want to quit 

when asked by the teacher because they do not think of time as 

being parceled out in chunks that must be used up one by one. 

They think of time as flowing. If the teacher has a constant 

problem with this, she may consider it to be deviant or rude 

behavior. TI1is problem can be related to stories told of Americans 

traveling in Hispanic countries. They find that the pace of life 

is slower,with meals being later and appointments being hours later 

than scheduled. This custom is irritating to someone who is a time 

"regulator". but it must be understood to help avoid frustration 

and hurt feelings. 
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In contrast, Anglo students are more compulsive with time 

orientation. They tend to be more self-reliant, independent, 

questioning, and competitive (Condon, 1979). When these two cultural 
, 

groups come together in the classroom, the teacher may expect the 

Hispanic children to adher to Anglo standards of behavior. These 

children are then definitely at a disadvantage in relation with 

their Anglo peers. When put into this situation, the Hispanic may 

react with inattention, restlessness, impatience, and disorderliness 

(Condon, 1979). Hi~anic children may also appear as being passive, 

dependent, and unwilling to fend forthemselves. They again are living 

by their cultural rules of behavior (Condon,1979). 

The Hispanic child may also violate the Anglo's rules of 

personal space by seeming to be "clinging" or perhaps by touching 

the teacher as they would their parents. Hispanics tend to treat 

teachers in the same way as they would their parents, as figures 

of authority. This touching and clinging may unnerve the American 

teacher (Condon, 1979). The teacher co~~ares the Hispanic child to 

her other students who are assertive and independent, and maybe 

most importantly, do not touch the teacher or get too close to her. 

While questioning his behavior, she sets him up for a referral and 

pushes for him to "taken out of her hair" and be put in a different 

classroom. She can then return to her classroom without having to 
· ... ~..,,,,r .... -'-._,, ,I., 

worry about being put ill at ease or having her ordered room be put 

into disarray by the behavior of "strange" children. 
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With the added linguistic limitations of a hearing impairment, 

which may be detrimental to soc,ial interaction (Garrison and Tesch, 1978) 

the behavior of the Hispanic child is again~even more different than 

that of their peers. Hearing impaired students' interactions may 

be restrained because of of (1) hearing parents negative reaction to 

having a deaf child, (2) overprotection, (3) frustration due to lack 

of communication skills, and (4) lack of contact with hearing persons 

( Garrison a~d Tesch, 1978). Differences in behavior may show up 

as an inability to follow oral directions, an apparent lack of 

attentiQn to the teacher when the teacher's face is not clearly 

visible,and an inability to retain vocabulary. The teacher may 

not suspect a hearing loss, but think that the child is being 

lazy, slow, or retarded. 

When preparing for the observation, the teacher and psYchologist, 

even though they are looking for icformation in several different 

areas, should be aware of the problems of mixing cultures in the 

classroom. They may do better if they as~ themselves a few questions: 

--how do I feel about this child? does his culture seem inferior 

to mine? are my values different to his? (Region 9, 197£) 

--do I think that the child's language is inferior to mine? 

If the involved team members are unable to answers these questions 

in a way that would insure the child an unbiased evaluation, then they 

should consider asking someone else to do the observation. Caution 

should be taken to ensure that information has been gathered on the 

child's activity levels, social interactions in the classroom, 

and language. 
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For the school psychologist, it is important that observations 

of the child's activities occur in a variety of settings, such as 

the classroom, h~me, and play time.(Condon, 1979). This would yield 
, 

information on the influence these areas have on the behavior of the 

child. This would also be the best time for someone familiar with 

the behavior of normal Hispanic chilren to ascertain if behavior of 

the child is that of a normal Hispanic child, or if other behaviors 

are occurring which may be the result of a hearing impairment or 

mental retardation. Information should be related to how well 

the studen~ responds to Spanish, English,and Sign. 

Observations can be made in two ways: systematic and nonsystematic. 

Systematic observations are carried out with a specific goal in mind 

of watching for certain behaviors. Nonsystematic behavior is 

simply watching and recording different interactions (Goldberg,1982). 

Data on children's social and language behavior should be used 

to help pinpoint areas that should be tested formally. Also, a 

determination on the type of standardized. test to be used can 

be made. Observations are not to be taken lightly, as federal law 

prohibits the use of a single assessment instrument as determination 

for placement- (Goldberg, 1982). 

When observations have been completed, and an audiological 

examination has been performed, a decision may be made to consider 

the child to be hearin~ impaired. Now the proper tests must be 

administered to determine the child's level of intellieence 
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and achievement. The decision may not be made without research into 

the reliability and validity of tests considered for use in this special 

situation. Little information is available on tests for use with 
't 

the hearing impaired Hispanic child. Research reported in this 

paper has been gathered on tests for the hearing impaired and 

Hispanic students senarately and a listing of the information 

has been given for the reader to make his o'lin decision. 

Formal tests are administered for a variety of reasons, such 

as screening, classification, program planning, program evaluation, 

and as~essment of individual progress (Salvia and Ysseldyke, 1978). 

Tests can be given individually or in groups. Individual tests 

are usually administered for placement in special education classes 

or schools. Group tests are used for screening, program evaluation, 

and planning. Problems in group testing the handicapped occur 

because it is difficult to rephrase questions for all students(Salvia 

and Ysseldyke, 1978). Brill (1977) suggests that group tests be 

administered to the handicapped for screening purposes only. 

Many different problems crop up when one discusses the use of 

standardized tests with the handicapped or disadvantaged child. Bias 

of teacher and test have alneady been discussed. Administering a test 

in the English languase to a non-native speaker automatically 

makes the test biased against the person culturally and linguistically 

(Condon, 1979). Pintner and Keller (in Condon, 1979) stateq that 

non-En~lish speakers suffer a p:reat deal more handicappinr?; condition 



Evaluation 
22 

when they are tested by standardized English verbal tests than by a 

test with a minimum of English.. Yet, in the American southwest and 

other parts of the United States \',i th a large nercentage of Hispanic 

students, IQ tests are administered in English and results are used 

for placement. (Condon, 1979). Even if the child has had exposure to 

English, the added burden of deafness puts them into a no-win situation. 

Translations of standardized tests have been attempted, but results 

are not to be completely trusted. Translations may get rid of language 

problems, but the cultural bias still exists. There is also a question 

about the translated words in vocabulary tests being more or less 

difficult than intended on the ori~inal test (Roca, 1955). Several 

studies have shown that translations of test are not validated in 

achievi :ng better results for lanp;uap,e different children (Swanson and 

Watson, 1982). 

Another problem area exists when one talks about the "Hispanic" 

people. Uninformed team members may not be aware of the fact that 

not all Hispanics are alike. All have different levels of acculturation 

and bilingualism. (Holland, 1960). Those Puerto Ricans in New York City 

who are tested by standardized test may only share a few common elements 

of the Hispanic culture \'/i th Mexican children in the American southwest. 

If test administrators feel that the risk of gi vim; a standardized 

test far outweighs the loss of information gained from the test results, 

should consider that the only alternative is random, subject~ve 

decision which leads to a greater number of misplaced students (Swanson 

and Watson, 1982). 
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The biggest problem in assessing the bilingual, culturally different 

child is that most testsrequire receptive and expressive language 

abilities (Mowder, 1979). It may be better to test the ~exican 
, 

American child with a nonverbal test than ~.fua verbal test. The 

abilities of the studeOt to perform at superior level may go 

unrecognized if he-is not given a nonverbal test (Gerken, 1978). 

It has been shown that in non-lanp,uage test results that Mexican 

children practically equal whites, but on verbal tests, age for 

age, Mexican American children are lower than Americans. This 

may show . that verbal tests are unfair to Mexican Americans if 

verbal and nonverbal tests really test intelligence (Garth and Morton, 

1936). Perez ( 1980) recommends examining bilinguals with nonverbal 

tests or visual-motor tests because of this tendency of Mexican 

Americans to score lower on verbal tests. Gerken ( 1978) has 

also reported that nonverbal tests do not correlate with achievement 

tests. If a bilingual student scores significantly different on 

a nonverbal intelligence test than on an achievement test, it may 

be that the child has a prdblem in an area other than intelligence. 

This could be a clue in finding hearing impaired children when 

screening for special education or regular classroom placement. 

A listing of several different intelli~ence tests recommended 

for the hearing impaired and Spanish language children follows. 

Not every test has been reviewed that is available for these two 

groups, but an attempt has been made to be thorough with those 

that are. 



Hiskey-.'~ebraska Test of Learning Abilities 

--originally written for the deaf (Condon, 1979) 

--standardized on the deaf, ages 4.0 to 9.9 (Brill, 1977) 

--most valid and used test with the deaf (Brill, 1977) 
1 

--administered nonverbally (Condon, 1979) 

--has been used with perceptually ann neurolop,ically impaired 

Spanish speakers (Condon, 1979) 
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--recomr:\ended for use with excentional Hispanics (Condon, 1Y79) 

--deaf norms are to be used when directions are pantomimed (Sullivan 

and Vernon, 1979) 

--hearing norms are to be used when directions are given verbally 

or with total communication (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

-excellent with all school-age hearing impaired students (Sullivan and 

Vernon, 1979) 

Leiter Intelligence Performance Scale 

--culture-fair (Mowder, 1979) 

--fairly accurate with the deaf (Taddonio, 1973) 

--used frequently with the deaf (Brill, 1977) 

--when used with Illinois Test of Psycholinf,uisic Abilities, the 

nonverbal and nonauditory subtest aid in writing and Individualized 

Educational Pro~ram (Gerken,1978) 

--mean is 95, not 100, so care must be taken when interrreting scores 

(Flrill, 1977) 

-:-developed for providinq culture-free nonverbal assessment of l;eneral 

intelligence based on abstract concents (Ratcliffe and Ratcliffe, 1979) 
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--method of administering individual test allows for extensive 

observation of child's approach to problem solving (Ratcliffe and 

Ratcliffe,(1979) 

Merrill Palmer Scale of Mental Tests 

--should be administered by someone with thorough knowled~e of 

the psychology of the hearing impaired (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--one of the few tests with norms for two to three year-olds (Sullivan 

and Vernon, 1979) 

Smith-Johnson Nonverbal Performance Scale 

~-excellent for young deaf (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--may be used with hearing students with language problems (Sullivan 

and Vernon, 1979) 

Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelli.sence ('NPPSI) 

--more Mexican-American children being classified as mentally retarded 

on this verbal scale than on the Leiter Intelligence Performance Scale 

or WPPSI performance scale (Gerken,1978) 

--not recommended for hearing children because of communication 

difference (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children--Revised Performance Scale(WISC-R) 

--excellent for all school age hearing impaired (Sullivan and Vernon, 

1979) 

--most used for the deaf (Levine, 1974) 

WISC...;.Spanish Version 

--conflicting re~earch results have occurred with this test concerning 



its use with Mexican-American children (Gerken, 1978) 

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities 

--measure of learning process (Condon, 1979) 
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--not recommended for the deaf because its validity as a test of 

psycho linguistic functioning and inadequacy as an intervention 

tool (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--used to pinpoint some abilities and disabilities and to design 

remedial program (Kirk and Kirk, 1978) 

--recommended for exceptional Hispanic children (Condon, 1979) 

--evidence of cultural interference in some subtests (Condon, 1979) 

Raven Progressive Matrices 

-good for linp,uistically/culturally different students because 

instructions are kept at a minimum (Condon, 1979) 

--culture-fair (Mowder, 1979) 

-one of the best predictors of School success because it utilizes 

perceptual motor skills to perform verbal tasks (Condon, 1979) 

--probably get best results when this test is used in conjunction 

with more comprehensive intelligence tests (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--recommended for use with exceptional Hispanics (Condon, 1979) 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 

-only a fair estimate of receptive vocabulary in the hearing impaired 

(Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--normed on IN'hi te, middle-class chi ldren in Nashville, Tennessee (Salvia 

and Ysseldyke, 1978) 
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--idiomatic and structural differences make it virtually impossible 

for Mexican-American children to answer 25% of this test (Condon, 1979) 

, Personality tests that are valid and reliable for the hearing 

impaired and Hispanic student are far more complex than If) tests 

o( Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). Because personality tests depend greatly 

on language and readin.p; skills, language different and hearing impaired 

students will have problems with them (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). 

In this situation, the child's language is being tested, not his 

personality. Tests that may require some expressive lanp,uage writing 

may show that the child is functioning as a psychologically impaired 

person, even though the child never shows this overtly in his interactions 

with others (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). The writin~s of a language 

different student are bound to have many errors in grammar and 

vocabulary. This difference should not be misinterpreted. Many 

psychologists do not feel comfortable with administerinn personality 

tests to the deaf as they do not feel that they adequately rate the 

child against ~eir hearing peers (Levine, 1974). 

Goodenoush-Harris Draw-a-Person Test 

--cf).n be used only for screeninF exceptional Hispanic students (Condon, 

1979) 

-drawing tests are not recommended for Hispanic children as they 

feel inhibited about drawing human bodies (Condon, 1979) 

--not recommended for the deaf because of lack of validity (Suliivan 

and Vernon,1979) 
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--good for five to nine year-old hearing impaired to assess for 

personality deviations (Vernon'and· Brown, 1979) 

Benqer-Gestalt 

--recommended for use with exceptional Hispanic students if used with 

'other tests (Condon, 1979) 

--valuable for the hearing impaired (Vernon and Brown, 1979) 

Machover Draw-a-Person 

--probably the most practical projective personality tests for the 

hearing impaired (Vernon and Brown, 1964) 

Achievement tests again, along with personality measurements, do 

not hold a high place in the opinion of psychologists who assess the 

hearing impaired (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979). Language problems and 

cultural differences again plague the assessor when he wants to 
test 

administer an achievement'to his hearing impaired Hispanic student. 

Metropolitan Achievement Test 

--hearing and hearing impaired normed, but on an inadequate normative 

sample (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

--one of the most used tests in schools for the deaf (Brill, 1977) 

Stanford Achievement Test-Hearinr; Impaired Edition 

--Hispanics score lower than Anr;los (Condon, 1979) 

--most used by those rr,oinp to Gallaudet (Bri 11, 1977) 

--presently best available for measuring the achievement o~ the hearing 

impaired (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 
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Peabody Individual Achievement Test 
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--can be used as a screeninr, test to compaJ;1e hearing impaired to 

he~ring peers (Sullivan and Vernon, 1979) 

There is no one single test to adequately diagnose the language 

problems of the hearing impaired student (Moores, 1970). Both 

hearing impaired and Hispanic students may know a great deal about 

English language constructions, but may not be able to produce them 

on a test (Moores, 1970). Along with this, the aspects of language 

that are considered to be the most difficult for the hearing impaired 

are those that are the most frequently tested (Kirk and Kirk, 1978). 

As with other aspects in the assessment process, educators and psychologists 

are not prepared to assess students with a language problem (Condon, 1979). 

Test for Auditory Comp~ehension of Language 

--may be given in English or Spanish (Cole and Cole, 1981) 

--detailed screening device (Kirk and Kirk, 1978) 

--specific problem areas may be found (Cole and Cole, 1981) 

Carrow Elicited Language Inventory Test 

--may be some question on test's validity because of its lack of attention 

to child's pragmatic use of languap;e (Kirk and Kirk, 1978) 

--may be Riven in English or Spanish (Cole and Cole, 1981) 

Brown's Mean Len,'%th of Utterance 

--can be used with youngest students (S\"anson and Watson, 1982) 

-best indicator of language growth (Kirk and Kirk, 197B) 



Del Rio Language Screening Test 
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--can be given in both English and Spanish to d~termine language 

dominance (Cole and Cole, 1981) , 
James Language Dominance T~st 

.--tests for language dominance between English and Spanish (Cole and 

Cole, 1981) 

--vocabulary comprehension in English and Spanish measured (Cole and 

Cole, 19B1) 

Screening Test of Spanish Grammar 

--scre~ning test for Spanish-speaking children who are not using syntactic 

skills equal to their chronological age(Cole and Cole, 1981) 

This is not to be considered an exhaustive list of standardized 

tests for the hearing impaired or Hispanic student. Due to lack of 

experience with testing procedures, the author feels that judgement 

about the use of specific tests could not be made here. 

After the appropriate tests have been administered and all information 

from all assessors has been collected and given to those on the 

assessment team, the information should be reviewed to see that 

no discriminatory or uninformed statements have been included. 

Procedures taken from the be~inning to the end of the evaluation 

should be reviewed to see that the proper person has done their job 

thoroughly. Notice should be taken to see if decisions are to be 
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made on the information gathered from one test or observation, or from 

many different aspects of the assessment process. Note should be 

taken of the types of tests that were given, and in what language they 

, 
were administered. 

If the team is satisfied that correct procedures have been 

followed and that they are ready to make decisions as to the child's 

placement, they should again ask themselves questions in order to 

come to an unbiased and fair decision. 

--has adequate consideration been p,iven to keeping the parents 

informed of procedures? 

--has consideration been given to information given or obtained 

by the parents(Shrybman,1982)? 

--is there a relationship between the placement decided upon and 

the child's sociocultural background (Shrybman, 1982)? 

--have translators been available for the parents, and bilingual 

assessors for the child (Shrybman,1982}? 

--will an Individual Educational Program bemwritten in the 

parents' dominant language(Shrybman,1982)? 

--has the child been assessed in all areas related to the 

disability (Shrybman, 1982)? 

--has a clear and concise decision been made as to the child's 

placement into the program most suited to his needs? 

The evaluation process seems to be a long and involved 'procedure. 

Teachers and psychologists may not want to go through the hassle of 

providing the child with hilingual assessors. or using culture-fair 
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tests. But they must keep in mind that in the future. if the child 

has not been given the proper' education. his life will not be lived 

up to its potential. 
~ 

The most important aspect of this assessment for the hearing 

impaired child is that teachers and psychologists are made aware 

of the problems involved with having an exceptional student with 

a language difference. Educators should become informed through 

college classes in multicultural teaching or through personal 

research. No decisions should be made unless all involved are 

aware ~f the problems of test and tester bias. language differences, 

hearing impairment involvement, and of the laws governing the 

evaluation procedure. 



., 

Footnotes 
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1. Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, 20 

U.S.C.A., Sectio~s 1411-1420; P.L. 94-142. 

2. Education Amendments of 1974, 20 U.S.C.A., P.L. 93-380, 

(1974) 

3. Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 U.S. 48k, 74 

S. CT. 686, 98 L.Ed. 873. 

3. Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI, Section 601, 42. U.S.C.A. 

Section 2000d. 

5. Goldberg, Steven S. (1982). Special Education Law: A Guide 

. for P·arents, Advocates, and Educators. New York: Plenum Press. 

6. Goldberg 

7. Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title VII (Bilingual 

Edueation), Sections 702 et seq., 20 U.S.C.A., Sections 880b et seq., 

P.L. 90-247, 81 Stat. 783 (Jan. 2, 1968). 

8. Lau v. Nichols, 414 U.S. 563, 94 S.CT. 786, 39 L.Ed 2d 1 (1974). 

9. Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974, Section 204, 

20 U.S.C.A., Section 1703. 

10. Goldberg 

11. Diana v. State Board of Education, No. 3-70 37 RFP (1970). 

12. Larr~ P. v. Riles, 343 F. SUpPa 1306, 502 F. 2d 963 (9th Cir, 

1974) • 

13. Covarrubias v. San Diego Unified School District, No. 70-394-T, 

S.D. California. (1971). 
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14. Brown 
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15. Vocational Rehavilitation Act of 1973, Section 504, 29 U.S.C.A •• 

Section 794; P.L. 93-12. , 
16. Martin, Reed. (1980). Educating Handicapped Children: The Legal 

Mandate. Champaign, IL: Hesearch Press 

17. P.L. 94-142. 
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