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ABSTRACT

Given that children who have academic and/or mental health issues exhibit 

underachievement, measures completed by teachers become a primary source of 

information for school psychologists (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; 

Sherman, Rasmussen, & Baydala, 2008). However, teacher measures have been called 

into question because of the discrepancies between teacher academic ratings and student 

scores on direct (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; Hamilton & Shinn, 2003) and norm 

referenced measures (Eaves et al., 1994). The objective of this study was to examine the 

validity of the Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES; DiPerna & Elliott, 

1999), a teacher academic measure, used on a Latino population referred for Attention 

Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Further, the current study explored whether 

teachers' ratings of their Latino students' academic competence were related to the 

parents' acculturation and/or students' characteristics, such as language proficiency, grade 

retention and special education status, gender, socioeconomic status, and ADHD 

diagnosis. 

The current study was conducted in conjunction with a study investigating ADHD 

among school-age children under the auspices of Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia 

(CHOP). Participants included 60 parents and their children who received an evaluation 

for ADHD through CHOP. The study used parent acculturation scales, student 

standardized scores, and teacher academic ratings. Pearson correlations, analysis of 
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variance, and independent samples t-tests were employed. Pearson correlations were used 

to analyze the relationship between teachers' academic ratings and students' standardized 

achievement scores, language proficiency, and family socioeconomic status. Results 

indicated that there were statistically significant correlations between teachers' academic 

ratings and students' standardized achievement scores. Results also indicated that student 

characteristics, such as language proficiency were related to the Reading/Language Arts 

ACES; and socioeconomic status was related to teachers’ ratings of the overall ACES, 

Reading/Language Arts, and Mathematics, but not Critical Thinking. A one way 

ANOVA was employed between teachers' academic ratings and parents' acculturation 

level. Results indicated that there were no differences in teacher academic ratings and 

parent's level of acculturation. An independent samples t-test was employed to analyze 

the difference in teachers' academic ratings and students’ grade retention and special 

education status, and ADHD diagnosis. Due to the restricted range of variability within 

the special education status variable, it was impossible to interpret this, and instead grade 

retention was analyzed. Results indicated that there were no significant differences 

detected between teacher academic ratings and students' grade retention or ADHD 

diagnosis. An independent samples t-test was also used to examine the difference 

between male and female students in their teacher academic ratings. Results indicated 

that teachers rated their male students slightly higher on the overall academic and 

Mathematics competence scales as compared with the female students, but not for the 

Reading/Language Arts and Critical Thinking scales. 

Findings suggest that teachers' academic ratings are consistent with standardized 

achievement scores of Latino students referred for ADHD. Further, Latino students' 
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language proficiency, family SES, and gender may affect teachers' academic ratings. 

Implications for the major findings, limitations and suggestions for further research, and 

implications for school psychologists and educators are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

U.S. Latino Population

The Latino population represents the largest ethnic minority group in the United 

States (Guzmán, 2001; U.S. Census Bureau, 2006). It is estimated that over 15 million 

children of Latino descent under the age of 18 live in the United States, with the largest 

concentration of Latino families residing in California, Texas, Arizona, Nevada, New 

Mexico, Florida, New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Latinos represent 28 cultural 

backgrounds, including Puerto Rican, Dominican, Cuban, Mexican, Central American 

(e.g., Costa Rican, Guatemalan, Honduran), South American (e.g., Argentinean, Bolivian, 

Colombian), and other Hispanic or Latino origin (e.g., Spaniard, Spanish, Spanish 

American, all other Hispanic) (Arcia & Fernández, 1998; Bernal & Knight, 1997; 

Hoberman, 1992; U.S. Census Bureau, 2008; Woodward, Dwinell, & Aarons, 1992). 

According to the United States Census Bureau in 2000, the Latino origin is an ethnic 

classification, which is independent of race (Niner & Rios, 2009). Most Latinos who 

come to the United States identify themselves in the racial category as White/Caucasian, 

Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, and Native 

Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008). Further, there are 

Latinos who classify themselves as having two or more races.

Although there are many terms used to describe the Latino population (e.g., 

Hispano, Latinoamericano, Latin American), the most commonly terms utilized are 

1



“Hispanic” and “Latino” (Niner & Rios, 2009). Hispanic refers to people whose culture 

and heritage have ties to Spain (Casas & Ryan, 2010). This term was adopted by the 

federal government in the early 1970s as an attempt to provide a common denominator 

for a diverse population with a connection to any of the Spanish-speaking country or 

culture (Guzmán, 2001). Hispanics were categorized as “Spanish-Americans,” “Spanish-

speaking Americans,” and “Spanish-surnamed Americans” (Mooney, Knox, & Schacht, 

2002). However, these categories were misleading and inaccurate because although a 

large majority of Hispanics have Spanish ancestries, not all are of direct Spanish descent. 

With regards to Hispanic individuals being “Spanish-speaking Americans,” most 

Hispanics speak Spanish, but not all. Also, not all Spanish-speakers identify themselves 

as Hispanic. Finally, not all Hispanics have Spanish surnames, and not all individuals 

with Spanish surnames are Hispanics.  

Unlike Hispanic, the term Latino is more inclusive because it refers to individuals 

of the “Indo-Hispanic” heritage (e.g., Puerto Rican, Mexican, Dominican) who have 

recently immigrated or have been in the Americas throughout generations (Bernal & 

Knight, 1997). This term includes individuals who identify themselves as indigenous and/

or African and from Spanish descent. Also, their primary language is not exclusively 

Spanish (García & Marotta, 1997). For example, Brazilians may not be considered 

Hispanic, but are considered Latinos because of the shared Iberian heritage, and they 

speak Portuguese. Due to the popular use of “Latino” in the western part of the United 

States, the government adopted this term in 1997, and it was used in the 2000 census 

(Guzmán, 2001). 

As mentioned before, “Hispanic” and “Latino” are labels created by the United 

States (Guzmán, 2001). Most Hispanics and Latinos identify themselves first by their 
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country of origin (e.g., individuals born in Puerto Rico may identify themselves as Puerto 

Ricans) (Hitlin, Brown, & Elder, 2007). Thus, many who come to the United States are 

uncertain about which ethnicity and race to choose. Both terms have varied meanings for 

different people. Although both labels may not capture the diversity among Hispanics or 

Latinos (e.g., acculturation process, immigration status, language, number of years in the 

U.S.), “Latino” is widely accepted by the Hispanic and Latino population (Casas & Ryan, 

2010). Therefore, “Latino” will be used throughout the current paper. 

Latino Youth' School Achievement

Approximately one in every five children of immigrants who attend American 

public schools is of Latino origin (Conchas, 2001). Within this growing population of 

Latino school-age children, high dropout rate (Leon, 2002), low academic attainment and 

school retention (Jean-Van Hell, 2007; Shepherd, 2000), low standardized scores (Farkas, 

2003; Mickelson, 2003), underrepresentation in gifted and talented classes (Ford, 1998; 

Ford, Grantham, & Whiting, 2008), and placement in special education classes (Figueroa, 

2005) continue to persist. Many researchers often attribute Latino underachievement to 

environmental factors, including poverty, stereotypes, discrimination, and neighborhood 

violence (Gonzales et al., 2004). Others ascribe Latino underachievement to school 

factors, such as the use of culturally inappropriate curriculum that does not reflect their 

life experiences and learning styles (Valenzuela, 1999) and low teacher expectations 

(Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). Some research links family background to language barriers 

(Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008; Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004; Riggs & Greenberg, 

2004) and poor parental school involvement (Kuperminc, Darnell, & Alvarez-Jimenez, 

2008; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). 

3



Other cultural ecologists, like Ogbu and his colleagues (1987), explain that being 

a voluntary or involuntary ethnic minority has a great impact on academic success and 

underachievement (Gibson & Ogbu, 1991; Ogbu, 1987). For instance, voluntary ethnic 

minorities (e.g., Cuban Americans, Koreans, Japanese) are immigrant groups who have 

historically moved to the United States of their own free will, usually for economic, 

social, and political reasons. They have great optimism and react to school positively 

because they believe that their current situation in the United States is much more 

favorable than their situation in their native country.  

However, involuntary ethnic minorities (e.g., African Americans, Mexican 

Americans, Native Americans, Puerto Ricans) are incorporated into the U.S. society 

through slavery, conquest, or colonization (Ogbu, 1987). This group is referred to as 

“caste-like” because their incorporation resulted in social and economic subordination. 

Therefore, the involuntary ethnic minority group is likely to be pessimistic and react 

negatively to school because they have recognized through their experiences with 

discrimination, negative stereotypes, stigmatization, and negative expectations from 

society that they have a limited chance of benefiting from education. The outcomes of 

school failure are very concerning for society. Academic failure is associated with higher 

rates of risk behaviors, including substance use, delinquency, and association with 

deviant peers (Farmer et al., 2003; Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992; Lessard et al., 

2008). Students who drop out of school experience unemployment and lower income 

(Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004; NCES, 2007), and are more likely to require social 

services (e.g., welfare, health care, law enforcement) when compared to high school 

graduates (Steinberg, Johnson, & Pennington, 2006).  Further, many students who drop 
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out experience lowered aspirations, self-worth, and self-efficacy (Behnke, Gonzalez, & 

Cox, 2010). 

Although some experience poor academic performance, many Latino youth are 

academically successful (Gonzales et al., 2004). Academic success in the United States 

may be perceived as students being able to meet school standards (e.g., analyze, 

synthesize, and evaluate information; be proficient in reading, writing, and math; 

effectively communicate with others), adapt to school and teacher expectations (e.g., 

learn English, participate in class, be competitive, have high parental school 

involvement), and be productive U.S. citizens (e.g., earn a high school diploma, and/or 

receive a college degree or training and join the work force) (Cummins, 1994; Fillmore & 

Snow, 2000; Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004; NCES 2001). The outcomes for 

academic success are promising, as students are more likely to be employed and earn 

higher salaries (Verdugo, 2006), which may benefit savings in public expenditures (e.g., 

law enforcement) and health care (Nevarez & Rico, 2007). Further, those who are 

educated are more likely to engage in political, societal, and economic functions that 

support the ideals of the United States (e.g., justice, peace, due process, egalitarianism, 

honesty, and human rights) (Nevarez & Rico, 2007).

Given that Latinos are the largest ethnic subgroup enrolled in public schools 

throughout the United States (Capps & Fortuny, 2006; Gonzales et al., 2004), and many 

of them are facing academic failure, it is pertinent for researchers to evaluate academic 

ratings that help to develop interventions to promote academic success. With the use of a 

more proactive, preventive approach, called Response to Intervention (RTI), schools 

provide children with research-based early interventions and progress monitoring to 

assess whether students demonstrate adequate progress or need additional, more intensive 
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interventions (Petscher, 2010). To help school psychologists determine students' strengths 

and needs, they often use teacher ratings as part of the screening process (Fuchs & Fuchs, 

2006). The use of RTI is a step to helping school psychologists disentangle academic 

difficulties from other factors related to Latino students’ sociocultural and socioeconomic 

environment and their language acquisition in their first and second languages (Klingner 

& Artiles, 2006). Therefore, research on parent and student factors that may affect 

teacher judgment of student's academic competence should be considered. 

Teacher Judgment of Students' Achievement

Many school professionals and researchers have held two contrasting views about 

teachers as judges of student achievement. Some view teachers as the best source of 

information because they are able to assess student achievement with a high degree of 

accuracy (Begeny et al., 2008; Demaray & Elliot, 1998; Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; 

Gresham, MacMillan, & Bocian, 1997). Because most teachers sustain interactions with 

their students all year, and they rely on a large personal normative sample of students and 

an expertise in the school curriculum, these factors help them rate students’ performance 

with accuracy (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009). They gain an understanding of student 

achievement that is far richer than would be attainable through standardized tests 

(Meisels et al., 2001). 

Most of the research findings imply that teachers' judgments are precise and 

valuable. However, researchers suggest that teacher judgments should only be one 

component of a more comprehensive assessment from multiple sources (Begeny et al., 

2008; Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009). This view is supported by researchers who have 

focused on the differences between the results from teacher academic ratings (e.g., 

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES) and students' performance on direct 
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measures (e.g., Curriculum-Based Measures (CBM)) (Eckert et al., 2006; Feinberg & 

Shapiro, 2009; Hamilton & Shinn, 2003) and norm referenced tests (e.g., Woodcock-

Johnson III Tests of Achievement (WJ-III)) (Eaves et al., 1994). For example, in one 

study, Feinberg and Shapiro (2009) found that teacher judgments on the ACES reading 

subscale were moderately and significantly correlated with student performance on the 

WJ-III measures of decoding, but not with CBMs of oral reading fluency. Specifically, 

they found that teachers significantly overestimated the reading rate performance of their 

low-performing students by 27 words correct per minute. 

Another study compared third grade students’ scores on reading CBM's with 

teachers’ judgment of their students’ reading performance (Hamilton & Shinn, 2003). 

The results showed that teachers overestimated actual students’ reading performance. The 

mean difference between teachers’ estimates and the actual score of fluent readers was 

32.1 words per minute. The mean difference was even greater (47.0 words per minute) 

for students who were perceived by their teachers as nonfluent readers. Unlike Hamilton 

and Shinn’s (2003) study, Feinberg and Shapiro (2003) found that teachers 

underestimated their elementary-aged students’ oral reading fluency. Using CBM’s to 

measure students’ reading fluency, the average student score was 112.1 words correct per 

minute, whereas teachers’ estimate was 90.1 words correct per minute. 

In the case of mathematics CBM, Eckert and colleagues (2006) found that 

teachers were able to identify students who mastered basic addition skills, but were 

unable to identify students performing at mastery, instructional, or frustrational level in 

subtraction or advanced addition. In terms of norm referenced standardized tests, results 

showed that intelligence scores were more strongly related to reading and mathematics 

achievement than teacher ratings (Eaves et al., 1994). Although these studies used a 
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sample representative of various ethnicities, the Latino population was underrepresented. 

Further, the studies did not mention if they screened the Latino participants for language 

proficiency, which may be a concern given that many come from different language 

backgrounds (Fillmore & Snow, 2000). 

Researchers who question teachers as accurate and reliable reporters of student 

performance are concerned about external influences that may affect teacher ratings, such 

as professional experiences, standards, and methods used to make judgments. For 

example, some teachers who do not have much experience working with English 

language learners may not know the common English speech patterns that students use 

when learning a new language, and therefore, they may assume that these students have 

learning problems (Cummins, 1984; Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Teacher standards, such as 

students' efforts and behavior may influence their ratings (Green et al., 2007; Linn & 

Miller, 2005; Nitko, 2004). Also, teacher judgment may be based on the relative standing 

of a student against their peers more than on the actual score a student attains on direct 

measures of assessments (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009). However, more research on 

methods that teachers use to make judgments of students’ performance is warranted. 

Other scholars suggest that teacher ratings may vary for groups of students with 

different backgrounds or characteristics, such as ethnicity (Darling-Hammond, 1995), 

level of acculturation (Masten & Plata, 2000), gender (Tiedemann, 2002), language 

proficiency (Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008; Fillmore & Snow, 2000), classroom conduct 

(Llosa, 2008), and parental school involvement (Kuperminc, Darnell, & Alvarez-

Jimenez, 2008). Unfortunately, teacher and student variables that influence teachers' 

academic judgments may result in educators developing ineffective interventions because 
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they have defined the problem incorrectly (Arnold & Lassmann, 2003; Barona & Santos 

de Barona, 2003; Figueroa, 2005).

Having accurate information from teachers about their student’s academic skills is 

pertinent for several reasons. Obtaining reliable information about students' achievement 

plays a central role in classroom and school decisions, including instructional planning, 

screening, referrals, placement, expectations, and communications with parents (Eckert & 

Arbolino, 2005; Good & Brophy, 1986; Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2004; Shapiro & 

Kratochwill, 2000). Teacher judgments can also influence the student’s study patterns, 

perceptions, attitudes, efforts, and motivation (Rodriguez, 2004). Given that teachers' 

input maintains its importance in validating data obtained through screening or 

monitoring (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009) school psychologists need to be aware of the 

factors that may lead to differences between teacher ratings and Latino students' 

performance on objective measures.

Acculturation 

The Latino population is a heterogeneous group because it encompasses people of 

Puerto Rican, Dominican, Cuban, Mexican, and South and Central American ancestries 

(Arcia & Fernández, 1998; Bernal & Knight, 1997; Hoberman, 1992; Woodward, 

Dwinell, & Aarons, 1992). This population’s ancestry, cultural values, linguistic 

competencies, social classifications and degree of acculturation are expected to fluctuate 

(Kouyoumdjian, Zamboanga, & Hansen, 2003). Of particular interest for many 

researchers is Latinos' level of acculturation, or the process through which the individual 

adheres and accepts cultural traits from the host culture (Berry, 2003).

Historically, acculturation has been viewed from various theoretical perspectives 

with the most common being assimilation (Christenson et al., 2006). During the process 
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of assimilation, as immigrants who come to the United States become more culturally 

similar to mainstream American culture, they lose an equal amount of their native 

culture. However, other researchers claim that the process of acculturation is much more 

complex, and that the amount of contact individuals have with people, services, schools, 

and the community in the dominant culture influence their degree of acculturation (Berry, 

2003; Buriel, 1993; Gonzales et al., 2004; Dumka, Roosa & Jackson, 1997; Marín & 

Gamba, 1996). Therefore, Latinos' level of acculturation may vary substantially, from 

low acculturative involvement to being extremely involved in both cultures (Berry, 2003; 

Marín & Gamba, 1996).

There are debates with regard to how acculturation is processed (Cabassa, 2003; 

Escobar & Vega, 2000). Children often acculturate at a faster rate than their parents 

because of their exposure to school, the community, and the culture’s media (Knight et 

al., 1993). However, family members often encourage their children to maintain their 

native culture by communicating their values, beliefs, traditions, and language associated 

with the ethnic culture to their children (Birman, 1998; Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 

1995). Thus, children often take these cultural practices into their schools (Gonzales et 

al., 2004). As they are going through the process, they face unique challenges in adapting 

to a new country, culture, language, and educational system. Not only do they cope with 

issues of adjustment, Latinos also have to cope with negative stereotypes. As a result, 

these challenges could lead to academic struggles and psychological distress.

Acculturation and its Impact on Achievement and Mental Health 

Although acculturation is one of the most studied concepts thought to influence 

academic functioning and mental health in Latino youth, studies examining this topic 

have yielded inconsistent results. For example, some studies have shown that Latino 
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students who are more acculturated tend to fare better academically (e.g., have better 

English proficiency) (Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004; Plunkett & Bámaca-Gómez, 

2003). However, other studies have indicated that Latino youth who are more 

acculturated than their families experience psychological distress, including internalizing 

(e.g., low self esteem, depression, and anxiety) and externalizing (e.g., substance use; 

delinquency; parent-child conflict) problems (Driscoll, Russell, & Crockett, 2008; 

Rumbaut, 1994; Smokowski & Bacallao, 2007). Also, some researchers have reported 

that low acculturated Latino youth have academic challenges (e.g., language barrier and 

low or no school and community connection) (Cummins, 1994; Dawson & Williams, 

2008) and psychological distress (e.g., perceived discrimination from peers and teachers) 

(Padilla & Perez, 2003; Shields & Behram, 2001; Vega et al., 1995; Valencia & Johnson, 

2006). 

Several researchers contend that biculturalism is the most adaptive form of the 

acculturation process (Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005) (Berry, 2003; Calzada et al., 2009; 

Portes & Schauffler, 1994). Similar to studies on assimilation and its impact on 

achievement and mental health, results on biculturalism are mixed. Studies report that 

biculturalism may be associated with academic success (e.g., English and native language 

proficiency, higher parental involvement in education) (Portes & Schauffler, 1994) and 

psychological functioning (e.g., positive self-esteem and ethnic identity, leadership 

abilities, and better parent-child relationship) (Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005; Bautista de 

Domanico, Crawford, & De Wolfe, 1994; LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993). 

However, one study showed that Latinos in the marginalized group (those with fewer 

attachments and adaptations to their native culture and other cultures) experienced less 
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mental health outcomes such as depression and low optimism as compared to the 

bicultural group (Carvajal et al., 2002). 

Although research related to acculturation and its effects on academic and mental 

health continues to be ambiguous, the use of different research designs, sample sizes, and 

the selection of constructs in measuring the individual's level of acculturation may also 

contribute to its inconsistencies (Berry, 2003; Zane & Mak, 2003). Further, acculturation 

produces differential effects on achievement and mental health depending on the risk and 

protective factors that individuals face. Given that the process of acculturation plays an 

important role in the student's academic success and mental health, do teachers rate 

Latino students' academic competence differently depending on the parents’ degree of 

acculturation? 

Acculturation as a Factor that Influences Teacher Judgment

There is a dearth of studies examining the question of bias in teacher ratings as it 

is related to acculturation. “Bias” is often present when people form opinions, 

impressions, and judgments based on gender, race/ethnicity, and beauty to name a few 

(Jae & Cowling, 2009). For instance, Masten and Plata (2000) examined a teacher 

measure called Scales for Rating Behavior Characteristics of Superior Students 

(SRBCSS) for identifying gifted Latino students. Results indicated that there were 

significant differences between teacher ratings of their non-ethnic minority and Latino 

students based on the student's ethnic identification and level of acculturation. Overall, 

non-ethnic minority students were rated higher on the SRBCSS than their Latino peers, 

but the more acculturated Latinos were rated higher than the less acculturated ones. Low 

ratings for the less acculturated students may be related to their language proficiency. 

Studies have shown that language proficiency is a key factor for students struggling in 
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school, having lowered teacher expectations, or both (Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008; 

Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Although Masten and Plata (2000) did not use a standardized 

test to measure students' achievement, the study did raise questions about how teachers’ 

ratings may be impacted by student’s ethnicity and acculturation. No other study, besides 

the one just described, has been reported in the literature which specifically addresses 

how teachers’ ratings of Latino students’ academic competence may be related to the 

student's level of acculturation.

Other studies have looked at teachers' academic ratings as it is related to parental 

school involvement. Parental school involvement consists of volunteering at school, 

communicating with teachers and school personnel, attending school events, participating 

in meetings of parent-teacher associations (PTAs), and assisting in academic activities at 

home (Epstein & Sanders, 2002). Many low acculturated parents are less involved in 

their child's education due to barriers, including language proficiency and unfamiliarity 

with the organization and the expectations of American schools (Guyll et al., 2010; 

Valencia & Johnson, 2006). Often teachers who are culturally different from others are 

less likely to understand these barriers than are teachers who come from similar cultural 

background (Epstein & Dauber, 1991). Further, teachers who are culturally different from 

others may believe that students and parents are disinterested or uninvolved in schooling. 

One study found that teachers believed that parents who volunteered at their child's 

school valued education, and this belief was in turn associated with the teachers' ratings 

of students' academic skills (Hill & Craft, 2003). Apart from acculturation, parents' 

psychological state (e.g., depression or anxiety), self-perceptions (e.g., lack of confidence 

in their own intellectual abilities), experiences (e.g., negative memories of their own 

schooling), and socioeconomic status (e.g., poverty) may also influence parental school 
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involvement (Eccles & Harold, 1996; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Taylor, Clayton, & Rowley, 

2004).

Finally, studies examining the question of bias in teacher ratings of Latino 

students’ mental health conditions are also sparse. Many of these studies compare teacher 

ratings on behavior scales with direct observations or videotape vignettes of non-ethnic 

minority and ethnic minority (e.g., Latino, African-American) students who exhibited 

symptoms of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) (Domíguez de Ramírez 

& Shapiro, 2005; Havey et al., 2005). ADHD is a neurological disorder characterized by 

developmentally inappropriate levels of inattention and/or hyperactivity/impulsivity 

(American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2000). ADHD continues to be a common 

diagnosis of school children, as it affects approximately 3% to 5% of the population.   

Most children with ADHD struggle with academic and social skills, and therefore, 

school psychologists need teachers to complete the appropriate measures to help them 

figure out the severity of the condition (Barkley, 2006; DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Sherman, 

Rasmussen, & Baydala, 2008). However, these measures used with ethnic minorities 

have raised serious concerns. Although Latino youth are identified and treated for ADHD 

at a lower rate than their non-ethnic minority peers (Reid et al., 1994; Schnoes et al., 

2006), studies report that ethnic minorities (e.g., Latinos and African Americans) are 

disproportionately diagnosed and are rated by their teachers as being more overactive, 

impulsive, and inattentive when compared to their non-ethnic minority peers (Penning, 

1990). 

Higher rates of ADHD symptoms may stem from true cognitive and behavioral 

differences in ethnic minorities (Bussing, Schoenberg, & Perwien, 1998; Hosterman, 

DuPaul, & Jitendra, 2008). However, teachers' ratings may also be influenced by teacher 
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and student characteristics, such as teachers' degree of acculturation (Dominguez de 

Ramirez & Shapiro, 2005) and students' ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES), and 

gender (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Havey et al., 2005; Reid et al., 2000). It should be noted 

that other investigators have shown that teacher rating scales for students with emotional 

and/or behavioral disorders did not demonstrate bias toward overrepresentation of Latino 

students (Cullinan & Kauffman, 2005; Frey, 2002; Hosterman, DuPaul, & Jitendra, 

2008). 

Purpose of the Study

School is a unique and powerful environment, in that it exposes Latino youth and 

their families to the new culture and its norms, values, expectations, and views on 

educational success (Diversi & Mecham, 2005). It shapes youth's acculturation 

experiences because it sends powerful messages to them and their families about which 

path of acculturation they should take (Gonzales et al., 2004). Although many Latino 

students succeed academically (Gonzales et al., 2004), others face challenges of cultural 

adaptation that puts them at risk for achievement and mental health problems (Diversi & 

Mecham, 2005). However, when norming measures, researchers consider demographic 

characteristics such as ethnicity, region of the country, educational status, socioeconomic 

status, gender, and grade clusters to name a few (Malone et al., 2010), but many do not 

consider acculturation as an important part of the norming process.

At this time, little research is known about which parent and student 

characteristics affect teachers' judgment of students’ academic competence. The current 

study examines the validity of the Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES; 

DiPerna & Elliott, 1999), a teacher academic measure used on a Latino population 

referred for Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Further, the current study 
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seeks to understand whether teachers' ratings of their Latino students' academic skills are 

related to the parents' level of acculturation and/or student characteristics, such as 

language proficiency, grade retention and special education status, gender, 

socioeconomic status, and ADHD diagnosis. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The following questions will be addressed in the current study:

Question 1:  Do teachers' ratings of students' academic competence relate 

positively with students' standardized achievement scores? 

Hypothesis 1:  Most research studies have found that teachers' academic ratings 

are moderately correlated with students’ performance (Begeny et al., 2008; Demaray & 

Elliot, 1998; Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; Gresham, MacMillan, & Bocian, 1997). 

Although these studies used a diverse population, Latinos were underrepresented. 

Further, the authors suggest that teacher judgments should only be one component of a 

more comprehensive assessment from multiple sources due to the discrepancies between 

teacher ratings and student scores on direct (Hamilton & Shinn, 2003; Feinberg & 

Shapiro, 2009) and norm-references measures (Eaves et al., 1994). These discrepancies 

may be due to teacher variables (e.g., teacher experiences, standards, methods used to 

make judgments of students skills) that influence their judgment of students’ performance 

(Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Green et al., 2007; Hamilton & 

Shinn, 2003; Linn & Miller, 2005; Nitko, 2004). Therefore, it is hypothesized that teacher 

responses on the rating scale will not correlate significantly with Latino students’ 

achievement scores. As the normative information indicates that teacher ratings are 

correlated between 0.51 and 0.64 with measures of achievement (Wechsler, 2001), it is 

hypothesized that correlations for Latinos will be lower.
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Question 2:  Is there a difference in teachers' academic ratings for students with 

parents who are low or highly acculturated or bicultural? 

Hypothesis 2:  There is a dearth of research in this area. Although children 

acculturate at a faster rate than their parents, they are still influenced by their parents' 

values and beliefs, and they may take these cultural teachings into their schools 

(Gonzales et al., 2004). Low acculturated parents may exhibit poor parental school 

involvement due to barriers, including language proficiency and unfamiliarity with the 

organization and the expectations of American schools (Guyll et al., 2010; Valencia & 

Johnson, 2006). In fact, one study showed that parental school involvement had an 

impact on teacher ratings of students' achievement (Hill & Craft, 2003). Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that there will be differences in teachers’ ratings of Latino students’ 

academic competence and parents’ acculturation level.

Question 3:  Are teachers' ratings in the Reading/Language Arts related to 

students' standardized scores for English language proficiency? 

Hypothesis 3:  Studies have shown that language proficiency is associated with 

academic success in the United States (Cummins, 1981; Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008; 

Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004). Therefore, it is hypothesized that teacher ratings of 

the Reading/Language Arts will correlate significantly with students' English language 

proficiency. 

Question 4:  Is there a difference between teacher academic ratings in students' 

grade failure and special education status?

Hypothesis 4:  Studies have shown that students with academic problems (e.g., 

language barrier, symptoms of ADHD) are at risk for school retention (Barkley, 2006; 

Jean-Van Hell, 2007; Shepherd, 2000) and placement in special education (Figueroa, 
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2005; Reid et al., 1994). Therefore, it is hypothesized that there will be a difference 

between teachers' academic ratings in students' grade failure and special education status.

Question 5:  Is there a difference between male and female students in their 

teacher academic ratings? 

Hypothesis 5:  Studies have shown that teacher ratings of students’ academic 

competence may be related to students' gender (Guyll et al., 2010; Rodriguez et al., 2000; 

Tiedemann, 2002; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). Therefore, it is hypothesized that there 

will be a difference between male and female students in their teachers’ academic ratings. 

Question 6: Are teachers' ratings of Latino students' academic competence 

related to their family's socioeconomic status? 

Hypothesis 6: Research has shown that the family socioeconomic status is related 

to achievement outcomes. SES may affect parent's involvement in education, both at the 

school and in the home (Taylor, Clayton, & Rowley, 2004); children's exposure to 

multiple forms of cognitive stimulation and enrichment (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & 

Fix, 2002; Valeria & Johnson, 2006); children's opportunities to read with their parents 

(Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002); and children's sense of belonging in school 

(Martinez, DeGarmo & Eddy, 2004). Therefore, it is hypothesized that teacher academic 

ratings will be related to students' SES. 

Question 7: Is there a difference between non-ADHD and ADHD students in 

their teacher academic ratings? 

Hypothesis 7: Studies have shown that students with symptoms of ADHD often 

struggle with work productivity and academic achievement (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; 

Pastor & Reuben, 2002). Many require tutoring (Barkley, 2006) and placement in special 

education for behavioral disorders or learning disabilities (Reid et al., 1994), and/or get 
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retained (Barkley, 2006). Therefore, it is hypothesized that there will be a difference 

between non-ADHD and ADHD students in their teacher academic ratings.

Implications

Little is known about the factors that contribute to teachers' judgment of students’ 

academic competence. Having a better understanding of the factors that influence teacher 

judgments of Latino students’ achievement is pertinent since the RTI approach 

emphasizes that school professionals use teacher measures to make instructional and 

special educational entitlement decisions. Also, being aware of the impact that parent and 

student characteristics have on teacher judgments of students’ academic competence 

could help researchers determine whether these characteristics should be considered 

when norming measures. School psychologists are in need of valid measures for this 

ethnic minority population because it is incumbent upon these professionals to design and 

implement effective intervention strategies to enhance the student’s academic 

functioning.

Organization of the Study

Chapter II will present a review of the literature on parent, student, and teacher 

factors that affect teacher judgment of student achievement and mental health. Chapter III 

will describe the methodology and procedures for the study, including how the data were 

collected and analyzed. Chapter IV will present the results of the current study. Finally, 

Chapter V will present a discussion of the findings, implications for the major findings, 

limitations and suggestions for further research, and implications for school psychologists 

and educators. 

19



Important Definitions

The terms and definitions used in this study are as followed: 

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES) – A teacher rating scale used to 

assess the academic functioning of students from grades K – 12. 

Acculturation – The psychological and social changes that groups and individuals 

experience when they interact with the mainstream American culture. This is a 

multidimensional construct that includes behavioral and attitudinal domains such as 

language proficiency, language use, cultural-related behavioral preferences, food 

preferences, and ethnic identity.

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) – According to the DSM-IV 

TR, this is a disorder in which individuals must have six of the nine symptoms to qualify 

for either the inattention or the hyperactivity/impulsivity subtypes of ADHD, and six of 

the nine symptoms of both subtypes to qualify for the combined type. Symptoms must be 

present before the age of seven and create impairment in two or more settings (e.g., 

home, school, neighborhood).  

Bidimensional Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (BAS) – Instrument used to 

assess the individual's level of acculturation. 

Hollingshead: Instrument used to assess the individual's socioeconomic status 

(SES).

Latino – Latino and Hispanic are used interchangeably, as both terms are 

frequently used in the literature to refer to individuals of Puerto Rican, Dominican, 

Cuban, Mexican, and South and Central American ancestries living in the United States.
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Non-ethnic minority – An ethnic identifier indicating that a student has a non-

Latino background. Non-ethnic minority and Anglo are used interchangeably, as both 

terms are frequently used in the literature.

Woodcock-Johnson Cognitive Battery – Revised (WJ-R Cog) – A standardized 

intelligence test that provides information about the student's cognitive skills. 

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement – Revised (WJ-R Ach) – A 

standardized achievement test that provides information about the student's academic 

skills. For the current study, three cluster scores were used. Broad Reading Cluster is 

comprised of the Letter Word Identification and Passage Comprehension. Written 

Language Cluster is comprised of Dictation and Writing Samples. Broad Mathematics 

Cluster is comprised of Calculation and Applied Problems. 

Woodcock-  Muñoz   Language Survey – Revised (WMLS-R)   – A norm-referenced 

test that provides information about the student's academic language proficiency. For the 

current study, four subtests were used including, Letter Word Identification, Picture 

Vocabulary, Dictation, and Passage Comprehension. 
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The rise of Latino immigrants to the United States and in the public schools has 

precipitated heightened national interest in the academic outcomes among this 

population. Within this growing population of Latino school-age children, high dropout 

rate (Leon, 2002), low academic attainment and school retention (Jean-Van Hell, 2007; 

Shepherd, 2000), low standardized scores (Farkas, 2003; Mickelson, 2003), 

underrepresentation in gifted and talented classes (Ford, 1998; Ford, Grantham, & 

Whiting, 2008), and placement in special education classes (Figueroa, 2005) continue to 

persist. Given that children who have academic and/or mental health issues exhibit 

academic underachievement, measures completed by teachers become a primary source 

of information for school psychologists (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; 

Sherman, Rasmussen, & Baydala, 2008). Typically, the teacher's contribution to 

assessment is to identify the extent to which the academic problem or mental health 

condition is interfering with the child's ability to benefit academically, behaviorally, or 

socially in school, and to help enhance the child's school experience (DuPaul & Stoner, 

2003). However, teacher measures have been called into question because of the 

discrepancies between teacher academic ratings and student performance on direct 

measures (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; Hamilton & Shinn, 2003) and standardized tests 

(Eaves et al., 1994). Could teacher ratings of Latino students’ academic competence be 
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related to parents' level of acculturation and/or student characteristics, such as language 

proficiency, grade retention and special education status, gender, socioeconomic status, 

and ADHD diagnosis? 

This chapter will begin with an overview of acculturation and its definition and 

theoretical perspectives. The second section of the literature review will address the 

impact that acculturation has on Latino youth's academic functioning and psychological 

well-being. The third section will explore characteristics that may affect teacher judgment 

of students' academic competence. The fourth section will present an overview of 

ADHD. Finally, the fifth section will discuss acculturation and its relationship to teacher 

ratings of Latino youth's mental health.

Acculturation and its Definition and Theoretical Perspectives

Many theorists have unidirectional definitions for acculturation. Such definitions 

may include the process through which the individual adheres and accepts cultural traits 

from a new culture (Berry, 2003), or the differences and changes in values and behaviors 

that individuals make as they adopt the host cultural values (Smith & Guerra, 2006). 

These definitions capture the assimilation perspective that suggest that immigrants are 

pressured to adapt to the new culture, and through this process, they make changes to 

their traditional values and behaviors (Smokowski, Rose, & Bacallao, 2010). However, 

many acculturating individuals do not change their culture of origin identities when 

adapting to the host culture, but rather they develop bicultural identities that integrate the 

cultural values from their culture of origin as well as the mainstream culture (Gonzales et 

al., 2002; LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, 1993). 
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According to theoretical developments, acculturation is more than just the length 

of time in a country or generational status (Dumka, Roosa, & Jackson, 1997). 

Acculturation is a multidimensional construct that includes behavioral and attitudinal 

domains such as language proficiency, language use, cultural-related behavioral 

preferences, food preferences, and ethnic identity (Cabassa, 2003; Escobar & Vega, 

2000; Zane & Mak, 2003). To fully understand the process of acculturation, scholars 

suggest using research designs and research measures that can account for such 

complexity (Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995; Félix-Ortiz, Newcomb, & Myers, 

1994). Because the definition of acculturation may not fully capture the wide range of 

multidimensional constructs (Marín, 1992), no consistent definition or measurement 

strategy has been used in the literature (Cabassa, 2003; Escobar & Vega, 2000). 

Current research and policy discussions have focused on acculturation, and not on 

the dual processes of acculturation and enculturation (Gonzales et al., 2004). 

Acculturation is the process of learning about and adapting to the mainstream culture, 

whereas enculturation is the process of learning about and adapting to the culture of 

origin. For developing Latino youth, acculturation happens as a result of interacting with 

members of school and the community, and exposing themselves to the culture's media 

(Knight et al., 1993). Enculturation happens when children's families and their 

community encourage them to maintain their ethnic values, beliefs, traditions, and 

language.  

Because acculturation and enculturation often occur simultaneously, it is 

important to use bilinear measures (compromised of both acculturation and enculturation) 

to allow for an examination of each process separately as well as their combined 
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influence (Birman, 1998; Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995). However, some 

researchers have criticized the limited construct validity of acculturation measurements 

by stating that most measures tap exclusively into behaviors, within the domain of 

language rather than examining behaviors and cognitions within culturally-specific 

dimensions such as language, knowledge, and identity (Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 

1995).  Although it is important to measure both acculturation and enculturation, the most 

widely used and most reliable measures of acculturation are those that measure language 

use and proficiency (Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995; Marín & Gamba, 1996; Perez 

& Padilla, 2000). 

According to Clark and Hofsess (1998), there are various models of acculturation. 

For instance, Marín and Gamba (1996) defined three levels of acculturation: low 

acculturation, high acculturation, and biculturalism. Low acculturation is described as the 

guarding or maintaining of the culture of origin with little or no acculturation into the 

dominant culture. High acculturation, or assimilation, is the ability to integrate well into 

the dominant culture while forgoing the individual's culture of origin. Biculturalism is the 

ability to simultaneously maintain the culture of origin and participate in the new culture. 

Similarly, Berry (2003) described in his theoretical model four possible 

adaptation strategies in which acculturation and enculturation interact. These interactions 

result in: assimilation, separation, marginalization, or biculturalism. Assimilation is 

described as the rejection of the culture of origin (e.g., low enculturation) combined with 

participation in the dominant culture (e.g., high acculturation). Separation is referred to as 

the rejection of the new culture (e.g., low acculturation) combined with maintenance of 

the culture of origin (e.g., high enculturation). Marginalization is described as rejection of 
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both the culture of origin and the new culture (e.g., low acculturation and enculturation). 

Finally, biculturalism or integration is the concept that a person can retain a dual cultural 

identity, or become acculturated to the dominant culture, and continue to practice aspects 

of his own ethnic culture (e.g., high acculturation and enculturation).

It is important to keep in mind that Latino youth do not always choose the 

acculturation strategy they prefer (Berry, 2003). In situations where an educational or 

social system may not be flexible in accommodating a culturally heterogeneous student 

population, students may have to assimilate quickly to the demands of the system in order 

to succeed (Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004). Thus, expectations from the host culture 

and/or the individual's needs, family, and personal satisfaction have the power to affect 

the acculturation and adaptation of Latinos (Gonzales et al., 2004).  

Acculturation can be a facilitator or a barrier to the outcomes of Latino youth's 

achievement and mental health condition. Although the process of acculturation varies 

among subgroups (e.g., Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, Cubans, and Central and South 

Americans) depending on their socioeconomic status, eligibility for mental health 

services, and linguistic competencies, most researchers agree that the process can be 

distressing for many immigrants and U.S. born Latinos (Gonzales et al., 2002). The next 

sections will focus on the impact that acculturation has on Latino students' academic 

functioning and mental health, and how the process of acculturation can affect teacher 

views of their students' academic competence and mental health. It is noted that many 

ethnic minority families are represented in lower income groups, and therefore, they may 

experience many barriers due to their socioeconomic status. However, understanding the 

impact that acculturation has on Latino youth should be addressed so that researchers can 
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determine the nature of risks and protective factors to which minority youth are exposed 

to in the new host culture. This could also strengthen intervention approaches designed to 

improve the outcomes for Latino students' education. 

Acculturation and its Risk Factors for Achievement

A number of studies have examined the relationship between acculturation and 

academic outcomes among Latino youth. Researchers have found that greater levels of 

acculturation may be related to better academic outcomes (e.g., low dropout rates, 

language proficiency), and lower levels of acculturation tend to be associated with worse 

academic functioning (Martinez, DeGarmo & Eddy, 2004; Riggs & Greenberg, 2004). 

The negative outcomes related to acculturation and achievement may be due to factors, 

including language proficiency (Dawson & Williams, 2008; Reardon-Anderson, Capps, 

& Fix, 2002; Riggs & Greenberg, 2004), school involvement (Guyll et al., 2010; 

Valencia & Johnson, 2006), school connection (Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004), 

generation status (Perreira, Chapman, & Stein, 2006; Ruiz-de-Valasco, Fix, & Clewell, 

2000), and gender roles (Guyll et al., 2010; Steele, 1997).  

Language Proficiency

Because English is the predominant language of instruction in U.S. public 

education (Guyll et al., 2010), acculturating children may be pressured by their school 

(Olsen, 2000) and their Spanish-dominant parents (Behnke, Piercy, & Diversi, 2004; 

López, Ehly, & García-Vázquez, 2002; Mirón & Inda, 2004) to learn English in order to 

achieve academically. Many times, English language learners (ELL) are placed in 

English-only or in English as a second language (ESL) class that is underfunded 

(Gonzales et. al., 2004). These classes are often unable to provide students with the 

27



intellectual knowledge, expertise, and language proficiency that is needed to secure social 

and economic benefits (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001). Further, English-only 

classes may not promote assets, such as bilingualism and biculturalism that promote 

student achievement and psychological well-being (Valenzuela, 1999).  

Unfortunately, language-related problems can be an acculturative stressor for 

many Latino youth (Dawson & Williams, 2008). Studies have found that Spanish 

dominant youth have a higher propensity to drop out of high school (Rumberger, 1995), 

experience stigmatization and discrimination from their peers and teachers (Cummins, 

1994; Guyll et al., 2010; Padilla & Perez, 2003; Vega et al., 1995), have academic delays 

(Dawson & Williams, 2008; Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002), and have 

internalizing (e.g., negative self-esteem and language anxiety) and externalizing (e.g., 

aggression, conduct problems) symptoms (Dawson & Williams, 2008; Vega et al., 1995). 

For example, in a longitudinal study conducted by Dawson and Williams (2008), Latino 

students who were not English proficient by the end of first grade exhibited higher rates 

of externalizing symptoms (e.g., aggression) by the end of third grade than their English 

proficient counterparts. Such externalizing behaviors became more apparent to teachers 

as the children matriculated through grades. Although language stigma may place Latino 

students at-risk for academic problems and psychological distress, their responses to 

these stressors depend on how supportive their environment and the adults in their lives 

are (Gonzales et al., 2004).

School Involvement

Researchers have found that Latino parents were significantly less likely than 

non-ethnic minority parents to participate in school meetings and events, act as a 
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volunteer, have direct communication with their child's teacher, or serve on school 

committees (Vaden-Kiernan, McManus & Chapman, 2005). Similarly, Kao and Tienda 

(1995) found that immigrant parents were less likely than U.S. parents to attend meetings 

that affected their child’s academic success. Traditionally, the term parental involvement 

has been defined by the activities in which parents are involved within the school 

building (e.g., attending school meetings or teacher conferences, serving on a committee) 

(Vaden-Kiernan, McManus & Chapman, 2005). By this measurement, Latino parents 

who experience a range of barriers, including limited language proficiency, long hours of 

work and little flexibility, low parental educational attainment, poverty, and unfamiliarity 

with the organization and expectations of American schools, may be less involved in 

school than their mainstream American counterparts (Guyll et al., 2010; Valencia & 

Johnson, 2006). 

More important, these barriers can affect Latino parents' home-based 

involvement. Several researchers have documented that parents who lack language 

proficiency and/or who have not received a high school education not only have low 

parental involvement in their child's school, but also have trouble helping them with their 

homework (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002; Rumbaut, 1994; Valencia & 

Johnson, 2006). When compared with children of natives, children of immigrants were 

less likely to be read to by their parents in the preschool years (age 0 to 5), receive help 

from parents during middle childhood (age 6 to 17), and participate in after-school 

activities during their adolescent years (age 12 to 17) (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 

2002). Unfortunately, these children are at risk for slower cognitive and language 
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development, poorer academic performance, and behavioral difficulties in the school 

environment (Dawson & Williams, 2008; Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002). 

Lack of school and home-based involvement from parents could also affect 

students’ views of school. In their study of Latino immigrants and U.S. born Latinos who 

had immigrant parents, Ibañez and colleagues (2004) found that for the high-acculturated 

student, the level of importance of school (e.g., “I have to do well in school if I want to 

succeed in life”) was much higher for students whose parents were involved in their 

school (e.g., participating in PTA or school board meetings). However, this was not true 

for the low-acculturated youth. Low-acculturated students’ level of importance in school 

was low regardless of whether or not the parent was involved. Although immigrant 

parents bring with them their own cultural beliefs about schooling, the authors did not 

measure Latino youth’s perception of what parent involvement entails. However, the 

authors offered several explanations for these findings, including that acculturated 

students, who perceive their parents as active participants in their school, perceive 

schooling as important for success. Whereas high-acculturated students whose parents 

were not involved did not view school as important. The low-acculturated students, who 

have not adapted to the American model of schooling, may not expect their parents to be 

involved in this way, and their sense of the importance of schooling may be unrelated to 

parental involvement in school.

School Connection

Latino students who experience school discrimination or observe discrimination 

occurring to someone else are not only impeded in making academic progress, but they 

also lose their sense of school connection (Brown & Evans, 2002; Martinez, DeGarmo, & 
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Eddy, 2004; Stanton-Salazar, 2001). In a study conducted by Martinez and colleagues 

(2004), the authors found that many Latino students and their parents reported 

experiencing more barriers regarding participation in school activities, including lacking 

access to school information, not having time for school because of work, and not feeling 

comfortable or welcomed around school staff than their non-ethnic minority counterparts. 

This study was consistent with Stanton-Salazar's (2001) interviews of adolescent 

minorities, who reported having difficulties engaging in help-seeking behaviors because 

they lacked trust towards their teachers and peers. Further, when controlling for students' 

acculturation level, students who experienced greater institutional barriers had a lower 

grade point average (GPA) and were more likely to report wanting to drop out of school 

than those who felt welcomed and were satisfied with their school experiences.  

Generation Status 

It is uncertain how generational status may moderate the relationship between 

academic outcomes. Generation status is assessed by asking individuals who live in 

United States if they are first-generation (individual born outside the United States), 

second-generation (individual who is born in the U. S. but his/her parents were not), or 

third-generation or greater (individual and his/her parents were born in the U. S.) 

(Valentine, 2001). According to the data from the National Center for Education 

Statistics (2000), the drop-out rates for Latino students born outside the United States 

(44.2%) was more than double the drop-out rate for first generation (14.6%) and second-

generation (15.9%) Latino students. Similarly, other scholars have found that first 

generation have higher dropout rates than second generation (Kao & Tienda, 1995; Ruiz-

de-Valasco, Fix, & Clewell, 2000). Conversely, researchers have indicated that new 
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immigrants have higher educational aspirations, and believe that education will provide a 

means of improvement for quality life (Feliciano, 2001; Perreira, Chapman, & Stein, 

2006). Tillman and colleagues (2001) found no difference between between first and 

second generation on overall grade retention. 

Unfortunately, many later generation individuals who have lived in the United 

States for some time often are discouraged about their chances of academic competence 

and occupational success (Rodriguez, 2003). This could be due to years of experience 

with discrimination in their school or community, which may create a lack of positive 

relationships with peers, teachers, and other adults in the school environment or at work 

(Gonzales et al., 2004; Rodriguez, 2003). Although the findings are conflicting, they 

highlight the importance of considering generation status as a factor that may affect 

academic outcomes. 

Gender Roles

In a review of gender roles among Latinos, it was noted that Latinos do not only 

negotiate two cultures, they also have to contend with gender roles and stereotypes (Guyll 

et al., 2010; Steele, 1997). Gender roles have potential for influencing generalized 

expectations, choices, and behaviors, which could ultimately affect Latinos' academic 

performance (Guyll et al., 2010). For instance, Latino families may require that their 

adolescent girls meet family responsibilities (e.g., managing housework, family 

obligations), and therefore, they may not be able to dedicate enough time and energy to 

their schoolwork (Valenzuela, 1999). Latino parents' low expectations may hinder Latina 

adolescents’ success in school (Rodriguez et al., 2000). In fact, some Latino parents may 
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believe that Latina girls should stay geographically close to their family, which may limit 

their educational options. 

Despite Latina girls facing the threat associated with confirming to their 

traditional roles and stereotype from society, many have reported greater levels of 

aspirations than males. In a study conducted by Valencia and Johnson (2006), the authors 

used chi-square tests to assess the relationship between students' acculturation level and 

the frequencies with which they reported barriers, support, school engagement, 

community engagement, and academic aspirations. Results indicated that Latina middle 

and high school girls reported higher levels of aspirations, desires to do well in school, 

and a desire to be successful more frequently than Latino males. 

Interestingly, a self-report measure on acculturation completed by Latino students 

showed that females were rated as low in acculturation more frequently than males 

(Valencia & Johnson, 2006). Further, the low acculturated students reported a desire to be 

successful, do well in school, and have a career more frequently than those students who 

rated as highly acculturated. These results support a previous research study conducted 

by Rodriguez (2003), who found that females' higher value of academic attainment was 

related to their low levels of acculturation. Low acculturated students may be less 

vulnerable to behaviors responsible for academic failure since they come to the United 

States with great aspirations of progress and a better life. However, the results from the 

Valencia and Johnson (2006) study may need to be interpreted with caution since the 

measure used to determine students' level of acculturation only assessed language 

preference and years of residence in the United States which does not take into 

consideration the complex dynamics and processes that contribute to acculturation.  
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Acculturation and Risk Factors for Mental Health 

The extant research has focused on acculturation and its cultural influences on 

mental health. The assumption is that the process of culture change, or acculturation, 

would be stressful, and that certain acculturation levels may indicate higher levels of 

distress (Smart & Smart, 1995). However, it seems that such findings provide equivocal 

results. For instance, in an attempt to summarize the literature on Latino youth's 

acculturation, Gonzales and associates (2002) conducted a review of studies examining 

the linkage between acculturation and mental health status. The authors focused on youth 

whose families originated in Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, or one of the many South or 

Central American countries. Although extensive efforts were made to operationalize and 

assess the acculturation level among ethnic minorities, the lack of measurement 

uniformity made formal, quantitative meta-analysis impossible. The authors cited 

numerous studies that found linear positive and linear negative relationships between 

acculturation and psychological distress. 

Despite such findings, the most consistent outcome that emerged from the 

literature was a pattern of risk factors associated with mental health outcomes among 

more acculturated Latino youth (Gonzales et al., 2002). Such risk factors included: 

increased rates of delinquency and substance use, greater involvement in risky sexual 

behavior, psychological distress (e.g., low self-esteem), and psychiatric illness (e.g., 

depression, anxiety, conduct disorder). These problems were found to be more prevalent 

among Latino youth born in the United States, for those who spoke more English than 

Spanish, and for those who were more similar behaviorally and attitudinally to their non-

ethnic minority peers. Researchers have attributed these risk factors to discrimination 
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(Guyll et al., 2010), Latino values (Gonzales et al., 2004; Varela et al., 2007), and parent-

child cultural conflict (Cespedes & Huey, 2008; Gonzales et al., 2004). 

Discrimination

Educational disparities, including, higher retention and dropout rates, lower scores 

on standardized tests, and decreased rates of attaining undergraduate and graduate 

degrees, are likely to provoke greater discrimination, stereotyping, prejudice, and 

stigmatization against Latino students (Guyll et al., 2010).  Experiencing discrimination 

may not only create ambivalence regarding the appropriateness of specific behaviors in 

different situations, this may also have a negative outcome on children's identity 

formation and self-concept (Gonzales et al., 2004). Thus, the acculturating individual 

may develop internalizing symptoms, such as stress, anxiety, and depression (Gonzales et 

al., 2004; Guyll, 2010). Also, when youth are exposed to discrimination in their schools 

and community, they are more likely to have externalizing behaviors, such as hold 

separatist attitudes, involve themselves in delinquent activities, engage in interethnic 

conflicts, and expose themselves to deviant peer models (Dinh et al., 2002; Hawkins, 

Catalano, & Miller, 1992; Rotheram-Borus, 1990; Vega et al., 1995).

Latino Values

Numerous theorists posit that the Latino culture emphasizes emotional restraint, 

which is linked to a collectivistic ideal and gender roles (Gonzales et al., 2004). For 

instance, simpatía, or the sense of empathizing with others, respecting them, and 

remaining agreeable, is important even if this requires sacrificing individual goals in lieu 

of family goals (Gonzales et al., 2004; Varela et al., 2007). In other words, they are 
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taught to place their needs secondary to the needs of their group and family (Varela et al., 

2007). Thus, Latino youth may express over-controlled or internalizing symptoms.

Latino youth may also be at risk for depression due to their adherence to the 

traditional gender roles. For instance, Latina adolescent girls who receive low support 

from their parents to succeed academically may be at risk for depression (Mikolajczyk et 

al., 2007). Further, parents' low academic support may initiate developmental trajectories 

that shape Latina adolescents' self-concepts and attitudes, such that educational 

attainment is less valued (Valenzuela, 1999). Latinas may perceive their gender role as 

confusing and conflicting because the American culture permits females to be more 

independent and active. Contrary to female gender roles, Latino males are permitted to 

pursue their goals and have greater levels of autonomy (Umana-Taylor & Updegraff, 

2007).

In terms of expressing emotions, Latina females are socialized to be more 

emotionally demonstrative and verbally expressive than Latino boys (Vazquez-Nuttall, 

Romero-Garcia, & de Leon, 1987). Many Latino males struggle with forming peer 

relationships and adapting to a new culture due to their value of machismo, or having 

masculine traits such as the expectation that males protect and provide for their family 

(Umana-Taylor & Updegraff, 2007). Because they believe that expressing their emotional 

struggles will hurt their machismo, this could lead Latino male youth to express internal 

emotional struggles with aggressive and hostile behaviors or involvement in gangs. 

Parent-Child Cultural Conflict

In addition to adherence to Latino values, parent-child cultural conflict may be a 

contributing factor to Latino youth' mental distress (e.g., depression, anxiety, conduct 
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problems) (Cespedes & Huey, 2008). For instance, Latino children are sometimes placed 

in the position of cultural broker, where they have to translate and interpret for their 

parents as they link them to the dominant culture (Gonzales et al., 2004). Parents are also 

faced with linguistic difficulties, lack knowledge of how schools operate, and they may 

not be able to provide positive educational role models or active guidance on their child's 

schoolwork (Martinez, DeGarmo & Eddy, 2004). 

 Unfortunately, cultural discrepancies between the parent and child could 

contribute to family dysfunction (e.g., parent-child conflict; poor parental supervision and 

discipline) and behavior problems from the child (e.g. substance use, delinquency) 

(Cespedes & Huey, 2008; Dumka, Roosa, & Jackson 1997; Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 

2004; Smart & Smart, 1995). Sometimes Latino children face resentment towards their 

family (Gonzales et al., 2004). They may feel that their parents did not take the initiative 

to facilitate their adjustment to school, have not encouraged them to socialize with their 

more acculturated peers or with peers of the majority culture, and/or have not sought out 

resources to help them succeed academically (e.g., counseling, special programs at 

school). 

Acculturation and its Protective Factors for Achievement and Mental Health

Contrary to risk factors, protective factors include characteristics of the child, his 

family, his peers, and his community, society, and culture that promote resiliency and 

prevent or minimize vulnerability for the development of a disorder (Fitzpatrick, 1997; 

Rew & Horner, 2003). Protective factors including high levels of self-esteem, self-worth, 

optimistic outlook, positive attitude, greater sense of control over life and the future, 

strong belief in cognitive abilities and in the ability to do competent school work, high 
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academic aspirations, and an intrinsic drive to succeed have been found to be essential for 

Latino youth's educational attainment and mental health (Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 

2004; Ruiz, 2009; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). However, several authors have revealed 

that familism, school belonging and parental school involvement, ethnic identity, and 

biculturalism are considered leading factors for the Latino child’s achievement and 

psychological well-being. 

Familism 

Familism refers to the importance Latinos place on forming attachments to their 

nuclear and extended families, and having strong feelings of loyalty and solidarity among 

family members (Sabogal et al., 1987). There are acculturating Latino youth who are 

involved with social systems outside the family (e.g., religious affiliation, school, 

extracurricular activities, work), and continue to maintain their internal patterns of 

relationships and familistic values from generation to generation. Researchers have found 

that when familistic values and behaviors are maintained by the family and child, it 

promotes healthy family interactions and higher levels of self-esteem (Smokowski & 

Bacallao, 2007). Further, familism is associated with a decrease in internalizing problems 

and susceptibility to acculturative stress and other negative influences outside the family 

(Hawley, Chavez, & Romain, 2007; Magana & Clark, 1995; Plante et al., 1995; Sabogal 

et al., 1987). 

School Belonging and Parental School Involvement

Research has shown that academic encouragement by parents and school 

professionals serve as key protective factors that promote school success for Latino 

youth. Ruiz (2009) examined several ecological factors that promote Latino youth 
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academic achievement. Participants included 173 seventh and eighth grade Latino 

students (e.g., Puerto Ricans, Dominicans, Central Americans, and South Americans) 

enrolled in seven northeastern public schools. The students completed several measures, 

including a self-report questionnaire (e.g., questions on gender, grade, parent educational 

attainment, student grades) and a measure on acculturation (e.g., assessed familial 

language use, extrafamilial language use, and ethnic social relations) and school (e.g., “I 

feel proud of being a part of my school” and “I participate in school activities). 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were used to predict achievement from 

a combination of predictor variables, including gender, parent educational attainment, 

parent employment status, acculturation, parent involvement in school, and school 

identification (Ruiz, 2009). Results indicated that school identification, or the extent to 

which an individual feels personally accepted, respected, included, and supported by 

others in the school environment (Finn, 1989), was the strongest predictor of academic 

achievement of all the predictor variables which included gender, acculturation, and 

parent involvement in school (Ruiz, 2009). Latino youth who felt a personal connection 

with school professionals and peers were more likely to earn higher grades and actively 

participate in school (Ruiz, 2009). 

Although parental involvement in schools (e.g., helping with homework, 

attending school events) was not the strongest predictor of student academic 

achievement, this factor was a significant predictor of student participation in school 

(Ruiz, 2009). However, other studies that looked at academic outcomes among Latino 

students suggest there is a positive relation between parental school involvement and 

academic achievement and motivation (Ibañez et al., 2004; Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 
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2004; Plunkett & Bámaca-Gómez, 2003). Having school connection and parental school 

involvement promotes Latino students to have trust in their teachers and peers (Gonzales 

et al., 2004). Further, these protective factors emphasize their traditional values (e.g., 

familism, simpatía) (Gonzales et al., 2004; Sabogal et al., 1987; Varela et al., 2007). 

Ethnic Identity 

Ethnic identity is defined as the individual's feeling of pride in his heritage and 

cultural identification (Gonzales et al., 2004). Although ethnic identity is related to 

retention of cultural practices (Schwartz, Zamboanga, & Jarvis, 2007), it may be possible 

to feel a sense of solidarity with one's cultural group without speaking its language or 

engaging in some of the behaviors characteristic of that group (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; 

Schwartz, Zamboanga, & Jarvis, 2007). This element is fluid, and can change depending 

on the individual's age or response to situations (Phinney, 2003). Consequently, factors 

such as immigration, interaction with dominant culture institutions including schools and 

colleges, and affiliation with the statistical minority group could protect against 

internalizing symptomatology (e.g., low self-esteem) or hinder the individual's ethnic 

identity (McDonald et al., 2005; Phinney, 2003). 

The research linking ethnic identity to educational and mental health outcomes is 

somewhat inconsistent. Numerous studies focusing on adolescents have found greater 

ethnic identity (e.g., having pride in their ethnic group or spending time learning about 

their history, traditions, and customs) to be associated with better educational attainment 

(Fuligni, Witkow, & García, 2005). Individuals with a strong ethnic identity have greater 

self-esteem, improved psychological well-being, and greater resilience against stressful 

life circumstances because of their social support and sense of belonging provided by 
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their families, community, and for some, by their religious affiliation (Altschul, 

Oyserman, & Bybee, 2006; Schwartz, Zamboanga & Jarvis, 2007; Smokowski, Rose, & 

Bacallao, 2010; Zárate, Bhimji, & Reese, 2005). Researchers have also suggested that a 

strong ethnic identity moderates drug-related risk factors and lessens drug use among 

Latino adolescents (Brook et al., 1998). At the same time, a limited body of research has 

documented a negative relationship between ethnic identity and behavior problems 

(Marsiglia et al., 2004) and worse college attitudes and adjustment (Castillo et al., 2006; 

Schneider & Ward, 2003). This may be due to stigma consciousness, or the expectation 

that one will be stereotyped (Castillo et al., 2006; Schneider & Ward, 2003).

Biculturalism

Researchers have suggested that biculturalism may be the most adaptive form of 

acculturation for Latino youth, their families, and their schools for several reasons. First, 

Latino adolescents who are more involved in the U.S. host culture have lower 

internalizing symptoms (e.g., depression, social withdrawal, anxiety) than those who 

reported low U.S. cultural involvement (Smokowski, Rose, & Bacallao, 2010). Many 

times adolescents who interact less with the host culture report feelings of isolation, 

depression about their new surroundings, and anxiety about their ability to effectively 

cope with acculturation stressors. Thus, biculturalism may be a cultural asset for Latinos. 

In a study conducted by Birman (1998), a sample of 123 bicultural Latino immigrant 

adolescents were found to have positive self-perceptions of global self-worth. Research 

has also demonstrated that bicultural adolescents, as compared to low- and high-

assimilated Latino adolescents had the lowest acculturative stress, and were more likely 
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to report high levels of family pride (Gil, Vega, & Dimas, 1994; Smokowski, Rose, & 

Bacallao, 2010).  

Second, bicultural parents may show greater cognitive flexibility and possess a 

greater behavioral repertoire (Yamada & Singelis, 1999), resulting in greater variety of 

parenting skills that can be tailored to different childrearing situations (Bacallao & 

Smokowski, 2005). Miranda, Estrada, and Firpo-Jimenez (2000) reported that when 

compared to low- and high-assimilated families, bicultural families presented less parent-

child conflicts and demonstrated more support, commitment, and help among family 

members. Additionally, bicultural parents may be able to advocate for their children 

within mainstream institutions (e.g., school) that adhere to the American culture, while 

also functioning better within community organizations (e.g., church, cultural centers) 

that are more in line with their own ethnic culture's values and norms (Gonzales et al., 

2004).  

Third, schools that promote bilingual instruction, which is a component of 

biculturalism, allow Latino children to practice their native language while gaining 

knowledge about the host language (Guyll et al., 2010; Portes & Schauffler, 1994). 

Evidence suggests that students who are in bilingual education benefit with regards to 

literacy achievement, cognitive flexibility, psychological well-being (e.g., greater self-

esteem), educational aspirations, and social relationships (Proctor et al., 2010). It conveys 

to Latino youth and their families that their language is valued. Further, this may 

minimize prejudice, stigmatization, stereotypes, and negative expectation from their peers 

and school professionals (Proctor et al., 2010; Rumbaut, 1994).  
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Summary on Acculturation and its Impact on Achievement and Mental Health 

In summary, the findings demonstrate the complexity in understanding the impact 

of acculturation processes on academic and mental health outcomes among Latino youth. 

Some researchers have found that greater acculturation to U.S. cultural practices is 

related to better school outcomes, while others have found that greater acculturation is 

associated with negative mental health outcomes, such as substance use and behavior 

problems. Still, other studies have yielded mixed results. One interpretation for the mixed 

results suggest that cultural influences are much more complex, and that children may be 

able to cope with the acculturation process depending on the risk (e.g., language barrier, 

poor parental school involvement, lack of school connection, discrimination, parent-child 

cultural conflict) and protective factors (e.g., familism, school belonging and parental 

school involvement, ethnic identity, biculturalism) that they experience throughout the 

acculturation process. Such risk and protective factors may facilitate Latino youth' 

acculturation process or hinder their academic functioning and psychological well-being. 

To date, little research has investigated factors that may impact teacher academic 

ratings. School psychologists rely on teachers to make referrals and complete academic 

measures to help them develop effective interventions for Latino youth. The next sections 

will address the research on student and parent characteristics that are related to teacher 

academic and mental health ratings. 

Characteristics that Affect Teacher Judgment of Students' Achievement

Although some argue that overt discrimination in the United States has declined, 

many believe that subtle forms of discrimination continue to exist in the education 

system.  The disparities between non-ethnic minority and ethnic minorities in areas such 
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as standardized test scores (Farkas, 2003; Mickelson, 2003), disciplinary actions 

(Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007), placement in remedial classes (Jean-Van Hell, 2007), 

language barriers (Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008), and decreased ratings of attaining 

undergraduate and graduate degrees (Jean-Van Hell, 2007) often portray Latinos to be a 

threat to the United States. This is likely to provoke greater discrimination, stereotyping, 

prejudice, and stigmatization among school professionals (Farkas, 2003; Mickelson, 

2003). 

Of particular interest for many researchers is teacher discrimination. 

Discrimination can express itself in attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that appear 

acceptable (Kailin, 1999). For instance, Edl, Jones, and Estell (2008) examined whether 

teacher's perceptions differed based on student placement in bilingual or regular 

education. The data were collected over a 2-year period. Teachers completed the 

Interpersonal Competence Scale – Teacher (ICS-T), an 18-item measure that asked them 

to rate children on a variety of traits related to aggression (e.g., fighting, arguing, and 

getting in trouble), popularity (e.g., popularity among peers and number of friends), 

academic competence (e.g, good at math and spelling), affiliative (e.g., smiling, being 

friendly), olympian (e.g., athletic ability and physical attraction), and internal symptoms 

(e.g., sad and worried).   

Using discriminant function analyses, Edl and associates (2008) found that 

Latinos in bilingual education were rated by their teachers as less competent 

academically (e.g., being good at math and/or spelling) and socially (e.g., aggressiveness, 

popularity, affiliative, olympian, and internalizing) than their Latino and non-ethnic 

minority peers who were in regular education. Based on these results, the authors 
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suggested that language proficiency, more than ethnicity, may be a key factor for 

academic problems, lowered teacher perceptions, or both. 

In another study, Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) examined whether teachers' 

expectations, referrals, and speech patterns differed for ethnic minorities (e.g., Latinos, 

African American, and Asian American), when compared with non-ethnic minority 

children. Participants included teachers, preservice teachers, education students, and 

college students acting in the role of teachers. The researchers asked the participants to 

rate students from different ethnic groups in their classes; or rate hypothetical children 

from different ethnic groups by reading vignettes, viewing photographs of students, 

listening to audiotapes or videotapes of students, or using a combination of methods. The 

authors asked them to simulate the role of teacher by providing instruction to the stimulus 

students of different ethnic backgrounds. Participants answered questions from measures 

created by the authors based on articles examining teachers' beliefs, educational and 

disciplinary referrals, and positive and negative speech. Further, teachers were asked to 

rate students' talent, performance, exertion of effort, academic ability, and seriousness, 

and predict student grade point average and adjustment. 

Using four separate meta-analyses, Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) found that three 

of the four meta-analyses had small but significant effects suggesting that teachers held 

more positive expectations (e.g., academic and/or social), made more positive referrals 

(e.g., asked for teachers' opinions based on vignettes), and more positive (e.g., praise, 

affirmation) and neutral speech (process questions, product questions) for non-ethnic 

minority children than Latinos and African American children. Further, Asian American 

students had higher teacher expectations when compared with all other groups of 
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children. Although teachers used more positive and neutral speech with their non-ethnic 

minority students than with ethnic minority children, they did not use more negative 

speech (e.g., criticism, ignoring responses) with ethnic minority children than with non-

ethnic minority children. With regards to referrals, teachers were less likely to refer 

ethnic minority students than non-ethnic minority students to gifted programs, with a 

difference of almost one full standard deviation (d = .92). Although teachers were more 

likely to refer ethnic minority children than non-ethnic minority students for special 

education and disciplinary actions, the effect sizes were small. The results are relevant to 

a study examining the question of whether ethnicity and acculturation influence teachers’ 

ratings of a measure used for identifying gifted Latino students (Masten & Plata, 2000). 

Results indicated that non-ethnic minority students were rated higher on the measure than 

their Latino peers, but the more acculturated Latinos were rated higher than the less 

acculturated ones.

The authors in the three studies did not group Latinos according to their ethnic 

background (e.g., Puerto Ricans, Dominicans, Mexicans) (Edl, Jones, & Estell, 2008; 

Masten & Plata, 2000; Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). They did not assess students' 

achievement by using standardized tests, or assess teacher demographics and perceptions 

of bilingual education at their school. However, these studies raise concerns about how 

Latino students may be judged based on characteristics, such as language proficiency, 

ethnicity, and level of acculturation. Other studies have found that students' gender 

(Tiedemann, 2002), disability status (Mastergeorge & Martínez, 2010), and level of 

parental school involvement (Kuperminc, Darnell, & Alvarez-Jimenez, 2008) may impact 

teacher expectations. Teachers have the advantage of working with multiple students for 
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comparison, and therefore, they are able to assess student achievement with a high degree 

of accuracy and validity (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; Meisels et al., 2001). However, 

some researchers have compared teacher measures of Latino students' achievement with 

students' standardized scores and curriculum based measures (CBM), and they have 

found that teachers are not always accurate predictors of student academic competence 

(Eaves et al., 1994; Eckert et al., 2006; Feinberg & Shapiro, 2003).  Perhaps, parent 

acculturation and student characteristics, such as language proficiency, grade retention 

and special education status, gender, family socioeconomic status, and ADHD diagnosis 

are key variables in explaining the discrepancies found in teacher measures. 

Latino youth bring their own culturally influenced norms, attitudes, and behaviors 

to academic environments embedded in the host culture, and therefore, they are 

confronted by individuals with different beliefs and assumptions (Diversi & Mecham, 

2005; Gonzales et al., 2004; Guyll et al., 2010). To better understand how degree of 

acculturation could undermine academic performance and teacher judgments of students' 

achievement, the researcher considered the risk and protective factors discussed earlier. 

These factors include language proficiency, school involvement, Latino values, and 

ethnic identity.  

Language Proficiency

Many acculturating Latino youth are limited English proficient. Language barriers 

may interfere with Latino students' ability to understand the curriculum, thus leading to 

poor performance (Cummins, 1994). In some cases, the belief that some Latino youth are 

academically unmotivated and have slower cognitive and language development may be 

accurate, especially because many Latino children come from families where the parents 
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may not read to them or help them with their homework due to a combination of barriers 

and individual, cultural, and societal factors (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002; 

Rumbaut, 1994; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). 

However, there is the risk that teachers may develop false-beliefs about all Latino 

students, which could initiate a self-fulfilling prophesy (Good & Brophy, 2003). The 

process of the self-fulfilling prophesy consists of three steps. First, the teacher must hold 

a false-belief about the student, as when school professionals ascribe the Latino students' 

poor performance to lower motivation or intelligence. Second, the teacher must treat the 

students in a manner that is consistent with her false-belief, such as teachers offering less 

challenging instruction, fewer opportunities, and less information about educational and 

career paths to low expectancy students. Finally, the student must confirm the teacher's 

original false belief, as when the low-expectancy student confirms to the original false-

belief and underperforms. The self-fulfilling prophesy can also impact how teachers 

grade their English language learners (ELL). If teachers do not use rubrics, they may 

subjectively evaluate a Latinos student's performance low. For instance, they may grade 

them low on common mistakes (e.g., focus on spelling as opposed to content) that ELL 

students make when writing. This could decrease level of motivation and later 

educational opportunities. 

Language barrier does not only affect teachers' views of Latino students’ 

academic capabilities, but it also affects how their classmates will treat them (Gonzales et 

al., 2004). English language learners may be treated differently, such as their classmates 

may be resistant to working with them collaboratively, or they may not facilitate the 

ELL's participation because of communication difficulties. Such treatment may lead 
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Latino students to disengage from school, lose motivation, and internalize the 

misperception that they lack academic ability.

In many cases, Latino children are aware of their parent's sacrifices, and therefore, 

they carry a strong sense of obligation to succeed academically as a means of 

contributing to their families' well-being (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 1995). 

However, it can be challenging and frustrating for Latino children to “catch up” with 

their non-ethnic minority peers, especially because it takes approximately five to seven 

years for English language learners to acquire academic language (Cummins, 1981). This 

is because academic language is abstract, literacy demands are high (textbooks are 

written beyond the student's language proficiency), and cultural/linguistic knowledge is 

often needed to comprehend fully.   

Parental School Involvement

Some qualitative researchers have argued that many teachers expect for ethnic 

minority parents to perform in a manner consistent with non-ethnic minority middle-class 

values (e.g., participate in school activities, help with homework, and learn English) 

(Gonzales et al., 2004; Guyll et al., 2010; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). They may view 

Latino parents as apathetic or unsupportive of their child’s school functioning, and as a 

result, some teachers may be less inclined to invest themselves in their student’s progress 

(Gonzales et al., 2004). Sometimes the teachers may fail to initiate communication with 

parents because they cannot speak Spanish (Delgado-Gaitan, 1992; Epstein & Dauber, 

1991). They may not understand the expectations of Latino parents, and they may view 

parents as being part of the problem in their child’s academic functioning, rather than as a 

resource (Epstein & Dauber, 1991). This in turn could be associated with perceiving the 
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children to be less intelligent (Hauser-Cram, Sirin, & Stipek, 2003; Hill & Craft, 2003). 

Moreover, some teachers and classmates may not appreciate or understand Latino youth’ 

values or customs, and therefore, the child may fail to establish meaningful social ties 

(Gonzales et al., 2004). 

In some cases, lack of parental school involvement from Latino parents may be 

true. Some parents are unable to cooperate with the school because they may be dealing 

with their own mental health issues (Ortega et al., 2000), or they may be lacking the 

coping and problem solving skills to advocate for their children and manage their school 

challenges (Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005), or they may be afraid of being detected 

because they are undocumented immigrants (Breeding et al., 2005). Many working class 

Latino parents are themselves struggling with professional, economic, and social 

adjustment to the new country, and may not be able to dedicate resources of time and 

energy to their child’s academic success (Gonzales et al., 2004). However, many Latino 

parents convey to their children the importance of education. In many cases, Latino 

immigrants report that they came to the United States as a means of providing their 

children with greater educational and economic opportunities (Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-

Orozco, 2001). 

Latino Values 

Although many Latino youth practice values (e.g., familism, respect), which 

could be a protective factor for many, this can also contribute to misperceptions. For 

instance, Latina adolescents who decide to stay close to their families instead of moving 

away from home to receive educational opportunities may be perceived by school 

professionals as being submissive and lacking ambition (Niemann, 2001). Also, a 
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collectivistic Latino family may encourage a sense of respect for authority and 

cooperative orientation (Gonzales et al., 2004). However, this value may be incompatible 

with the individualist demands of the teachers who encourage independent and 

competitive behaviors in their classrooms. This in turn, could present conflict for youth 

who have to make a decision about how to behave across contexts and how to cope with 

these ambiguous situations. Similarly, highly enculturated Latino children may act 

differently towards adults in their families, but experience confusion about whether to 

conform to their peers who are more assertive with authority figures outside the home.  

Ethnic Identity

Having a strong ethnic identity for many Latinos is a protective factor (Brook et 

al., 1998; Fuligni, Witkow, & García, 2005; Phinney, 2003). They have a sense of 

solidarity with their culture group (Gonzales et. al., 2004). However, many Latinos with a 

strong ethnic identity are more apt to attend to, recall, interpret and organize social 

information in terms of ethnicity (Brown & Pinel, 2003). For example, when Latinos 

believe that their social group is perceived as inferior due to stereotypes and 

discrimination, they may experience stigma consciousness, or the expectation that they 

will be stereotyped. This is concerning because stigma consciousness can influence their 

social interactions and experiences, and interpretation of negative and ambiguous 

feedback as discriminatory (Major, Quinton, & Schmader, 2003; Mendoza-Denton et al., 

2002; Pinel, 2004). Even more concerning is that stigma consciousness is associated with 

lower college grades and disengagement from school (Brown & Lee, 2005;  Pinel, 

Warner, & Chua, 2005). This is because feedback is a strong component of academic 

performance (Major, Quinton, & Schmader, 2003; Pinel, 2004). If they associate 
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feedback with discrimination, then they may discount the professor's evaluative feedback, 

which in turn, could reduce academic skills and affect teacher perceptions of their 

students' academic competence (Major, Quinton, & Schmader, 2003; Pinel, 2004).

Students' Mental Health and Teachers' Judgment

Like school psychologists, teachers take into consideration their knowledge about 

the student, and they may use this information to hypothesize and/or make formal 

opinions about how the student will perform in school (Ferguson, 2003). In fact, teachers 

may use this information to make changes in their curriculum or attend staff development 

workshops for more preparation. However, questions are raised when teacher biases 

influence students’ future achievement. To further complicate the issue, school 

psychologists must not only look at how acculturation impact teacher academic ratings, 

but also how this affect Latinos being referred for mental health conditions, such as 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD; Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 

2005). 

ADHD Diagnosis in Children   

One of the most commonly diagnosed behavior disorders in childhood and early 

adolescence is Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) (American Psychiatric 

Association, 2000). ADHD is characterized by inattention and hyperactivity-impulsivity 

that is more frequently displayed and more severe than is typically observed in 

individuals at a comparable level of development. Affecting 3%-7% of school-age 

children in the United States (APA, 2000), at least one child in a classroom of 20 

elementary school students will likely have ADHD (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). 
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Symptoms of inattention, hyperactivity and impulsivity frequently lead children to 

struggle with work productivity and academic achievement, and often these symptoms 

may persist into adulthood (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). Reports from parents and teachers 

indicate that children with ADHD underperform relative to their own abilities as well as 

compared to their peers. According to DuPaul and Stoner (2003), students' 

underperformance may be due to the inconsistent work productivity and low academic 

engagement rates. In all, approximately 80% of children with ADHD have been found to 

exhibit learning and/or achievement difficulties (Cantwell & Baker, 1991; Pastor & 

Reuben, 2002). Consequently, children with ADHD function approximately one standard 

deviation below their classmates with respect to achievement test scores (DuPaul & 

Stoner, 2003). Because of these challenges in academic performance and achievement, 

56% of children with ADHD require academic tutoring (Barkley, 2006); approximately 

30% get retained at least once in school (Barkley, 2006); and almost 50% are placed in 

special education for behavioral disorders or learning disabilities (Reid et al., 1994). 

Ethnic/Racial Disparities in ADHD Diagnosis 

Even more problematic are prevalence estimates among culturally/racially diverse 

groups. Many more children are being identified with ADHD through Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Jensen et al., 2001), and they are receiving a wide variety of 

services and support through their schools (Olfson et al., 2003). However, Latino children 

continue to be less likely to be identified and treated (e.g., pharmacological and/or 

psychosocial treatments) for the disorder than non-ethnic minority and African American 

children (Cuffe, Moore, & McKeown, 2005; Olfson et al., 2003; Rowland et al., 2002). 
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According to the National Health Interview Survey, Cuffe, Moore, and McKeown 

(2005) investigated the number of parents who reported having children diagnosed with 

ADHD. Based on a sample of 10,367 children ranging from the ages of 4-17, the 

researchers found that more boys (4.19%) than girls (1.77%) were diagnosed with 

ADHD. Among the boys, the rate of ADHD by race was 3.06% for Latino origin, 4.33% 

for non-ethnic minorities, and 5.65% for African descent. These results showed that 

ADHD symptoms vary by gender, race and ethnicity. Even if Latino children were 

diagnosed with ADHD, Latino parents may underutilize mental health services because 

of limited English proficiency, immigration status and fewer number of years in the US, 

religious beliefs and practices, fear of stigmatizing the child with a label, lack of 

knowledge about ADHD, and lack of trust in medical professionals to name a few 

(Eiraldi et al., 2006). 

ADHD and the Importance of Academic Interventions 

Many children who are diagnosed with ADHD often fail to develop appropriate 

social skills, which may contribute to school failure. They may demonstrate prosocial and 

academic difficulties because they do not have or do not perform basic skills such as 

asking questions, following instructions, and listening (Pelko & Reed-Victor, 2007). 

Although many students with ADHD are provided with social skills training to address 

social and academic skills (Pelko & Reed-Victor, 2007), some researchers have found 

that social skills training has no effect on behavior problems, academic skills, and social 

skills (Royer et al., 1999). Other studies that found improved problem solving in the 

social skills training environments suggested that these skills did not generalize to the 

classroom or playground (Gresham, 2002; Guevremont & Foster, 1993). This may be 
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because most children with ADHD exhibit social performance problems, and social skills 

training only addresses deficit rather than performance (Landau, Milich, & Diener, 1998). 

Also, perhaps not finding academic change lies in the length of time of the intervention 

and in the measurement of academic achievement (Evans & Stefanou, 2009). For 

instance, obtaining solely the average grade does not consider all the factors that 

contribute to that grade (e.g., homework or classwork completion, class participation, and 

test scores).

However, Rutherford, DuPaul, and Jitendra (2008) suggested that the academic 

achievement may have more influence over social skills, and therefore, the use of 

academic interventions could lead to increases in academic performance and social skills 

in school-age children diagnosed with ADHD. More specifically, the investigators found 

that an increase in reading as rated by teachers on the Academic Competence Evaluation 

Scales (ACES) was associated with an increase in assertion and cooperation on the Social 

Skills Rating System (SSRS). Because there is some evidence that suggests that 

significant gains are possible with the use of academic interventions with students 

diagnosed with ADHD, measures completed by teachers become a crucial source of 

information for school psychologists.  

ADHD Measures and its Limits

Often the child's teacher is the first to suspect learning problems and/or ADHD 

disorder and initiate a referral to the school psychologist (DuPaul et al., 1997; DuPaul & 

Stoner, 2003; Sax & Kautz, 2003). Many complete rating scales that are used to make 

decisions concerning diagnosis, treatment, and educational placement (Gresham, 

MacMillan, & Bocian, 1997). Teacher ratings may also be used for research criteria, as a 
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means of monitoring treatment progress, and as indicators of long-term outcomes 

(Stevens, Quittner, & Abikoff, 1998). While there are advantages to using academic and 

behavior measures, the use of rating scales with ethnic minority children has been called 

into question (Marsella & Kameoka, 1989; Pearson & DeMers, 1990). 

Although several researchers contend that Latinos continue to be less likely to be 

identified and treated for ADHD, others argue that they are disproportionately diagnosed 

and are rated by their teachers as being more overactive, impulsive, and inattentive when 

compared to their non-ethnic minority peers (Penning, 1990). Factors such as prenatal, 

psychosocial stressors and economic disadvantages may affect the educational and 

behavioral outcomes for ethnic minorities, and these factors may affect the 

disproportionate representation of some groups (Reid et al., 1998). In addition, 

assessment instruments may be invalid or misleading when used with ethnic minorities. 

This has been seen in history where tests were biased (Sattler, 1988), discriminatory 

(Larry P. v. Riles, 1979), and presented in the host language rather than their native 

language (Diana v. State Board of Education, 1970). 

The overrepresentation of ethnic minority students labeled as ADHD or placed in 

special education can be linked to measurement issues. Researchers indicate that U.S. 

designed measures that assess children's cognitive, achievement and behaviors have been 

developed, standardized, and validated for non-ethnic minority, middle class children 

(Marsella & Kameoka, 1989; Pearson & DeMers, 1990). Several investigators have 

suggested that ADHD instruments, such as the Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 

Rating Scale-IV-School Version (ADHD-IV) have similar constructs and factors across 

ethnicities (Reid et al., 2001). However, the ratings of ethnic minority students are more 
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likely to fall in clinical ranges, and be influenced by factors such as SES, gender, and 

ethnicity (Havey et al., 2005; Reid et al., 2001).  Further, Latino youth's attention 

difficulties may be masked or exacerbated by their cultural perspective. For instance, in a 

study conducted by Arcia and colleagues (2004), Latina mothers of Cuban, Dominican, 

and Puerto Rican background used the idioms nervios and anxiety to describe their 

children's symptoms of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, Oppositional Defiant 

Disorder, and Conduct Disorder. Many Latinos use these terms to not only convey 

negative affective and anxious states, but also to reflect a broad range of emotional and 

behavioral conditions (Arcia, Castillo, & Fernandez, 2004; Guarnaccia et al., 2005). 

Therefore, the appropriateness of item content, factor structure, and psychometric 

properties for ethnic minority children is still uncertain, and separate norms may be 

needed for ethnicity (Epstein, Botvin, & Diaz, 1998; Reid et al., 2001).

Teachers' Acculturation and its Impact on Students' Mental Health Ratings

It has been reported that teacher prejudices, racial bias, expectations, and 

differential treatment influence referral decisions for ethnic minority students. This has 

been documented in studies that explore teacher and student characteristics that may 

influence teacher ratings of ADHD, such as teachers' acculturation level (Dominguez de 

Ramirez & Shapiro, 2005) and students' ethnicity (Havey et al., 2005; Reid et al., 2000), 

SES (Reid et al., 2001), and gender (Havey et al., 2005; Reid et al., 2000). Of particular 

interest for this study is the evidence that suggests that teachers' ratings may be 

influenced by their level of acculturation. Domíguez de Ramírez and Shapiro (2005) 

investigated whether behavioral ratings (hyperactive and inattentive behavior) for 

children of Latino and non-ethnic minority backgrounds differed as a function of the 
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teachers' and students' ethnicity. Further, they wanted to know how student scores may 

change as a function of the raters' level of acculturation. Participants included 218 

teachers (59% Latinos and 41% non-ethnic minorities). They were randomly assigned to 

one of two conditions, videotape vignettes depicting the Latino or non-ethnic minority 

child as the target student, resulting in four groups: (1) Latino teacher/Latino student, (2) 

Latino teacher/non-ethnic minority student, (3) non-ethnic minority teacher/Latino 

student, (4) non-ethnic minority teacher/non-ethnic minority student. 

Teachers completed several measures, including the Attention Deficit 

Hyperactivity Disorder Rating Scale-IV-School Version (ADHD-IV), an 18-item 

measure of ADHD symptomatology that was directly adopted from the DSM-IV 

(Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 2005). They also completed the Short Acculturation 

Scale for Hispanics, a 12-item measure asking questions related to language use, 

language use for media, and ethnic social relations. After viewing a 12-minute tape of an 

11 year-old  Latino or non-ethnic minority male student depicting behaviors related to 

ADHD (e.g., looking around, playing with objects, calling out) during a math lesson, 

teachers were instructed to rate the target child as compared to students they have known 

by using the ADHD-IV Rating Scale measure.

The study suggested four significant findings (Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 

2005). First, results indicated that Latino teachers rated the Latino student as more 

hyperactive and impulsive than did non-ethnic minority teachers. Both groups of teachers 

rated the behavior of the non-ethnic minority student similarly. The authors explained the 

results by addressing that Latinos, specifically Puerto Rican and Mexican parents, prefer 

classroom behaviors that practice cultural values, including proper respect and demeanor 
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(e.g., calm, quiet, well brought up), obedience, rule following, and conformity (Arcia, 

Reyes-Blanes & Vazquez-Montilla, 2000; Harwood & Miller, 1991). These cultural 

values were probably taught to Latino teachers when they were children and they expect 

for the Latino child to abide by these values. Second, findings suggested that Latino 

teachers reported scores above the clinical cutoffs than non-ethnic minority teachers even 

when both groups of teachers were observing the same videotape (Domíguez de Ramírez 

& Shapiro, 2005). This difference was attributable to the Latino student. This suggests 

that Latino teachers may perceive any behaviors violating cultural standards to be 

abnormal, and therefore, may rate the student higher on ADHD-related behaviors.

Third, the investigation revealed that non-ethnic minority teachers did not rate the 

Latino student as having higher levels of ADHD symptoms than the non-ethnic minority 

student (Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 2005). This finding was consistent with 

studies showing that teacher rating scales for students with emotional and/or behavioral 

disorders did not demonstrate bias toward overrepresentation of Latino students (Cullinan 

& Kauffman, 2005; Frey, 2002; Hosterman, DuPaul, & Jitendra, 2008). Fourth, the 

investigators found that teacher acculturation level and not teacher ethnicity predicted 

ADHD ratings (Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 2005). Latino teachers who were less 

acculturated rated the behavior of students more severely than the more acculturated 

Latino teachers. Further, it was found that ADHD-related behaviors were present only in 

the measures of hyperactivity and not inattention. This finding is similar to a study that 

found that Latina mothers who were less acculturated were more likely to say that their 

children had ADHD-related behaviors (e.g., hyperactivity) compared to mothers who 

were  more acculturated (Schmitz & Velez, 2003). Although the study focused on 
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mother's perceptions of ADHD-related behaviors, Latino mothers and teachers who are 

less acculturated may have a lower threshold of tolerance toward the level of restlessness/

disruptive behaviors compared to higher acculturated Latinos. 

Overall, the findings from Domíguez de Ramírez and Shapiro's (2005) study are 

concerning. Does this mean that measures, such as the ADHD Rating Scale, are more 

sensitive to “true” behavior levels of ethnic minority students than those of non-ethnic 

minority students? Is the cutoff for a diagnosis of ADHD appropriate given that Latino 

teachers may be “overestimating” the behavior displayed by the Latino student, while 

non-ethnic minority teachers may be “underestimating” it? Should the rater's 

acculturation be considered when results of the measures are interpreted? 

As mentioned before, any type of academic and/or mental health measure has its 

limits, and these limits should be considered when interpreting results (Marsella & 

Kameoka, 1989; Pearson & DeMers, 1990.) Rater perception is also important to 

consider because psychological symptoms not only depend on the behavior but also the 

attitudes and beliefs that lead raters to see the behaviors as abnormal (Schmitz & Velez, 

2003; Weisz, 1989). For instance, a measure may have an item such as, the student “talks 

too much” when compared to other students his age (Schmitz & Velez, 2003). The 

amount of talking could be based on societal customs and expectations. Therefore, school 

psychologists and other mental health clinicians may be at risk for applying an incorrect 

diagnosis or fail to diagnose it if they are unaware of the impact that acculturation has on 

teacher judgments of students' achievement and mental health (Domíguez de Ramírez & 

Shapiro, 2005). If teachers' acculturation could affect their ratings on students' mental 

health, then could teachers' ratings of their Latino students' academic skills be related to 
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the parents' level of acculturation and student characteristics, such as language 

proficiency, grade retention and special educations status, gender, socioeconomic status, 

and ADHD diagnosis?  

Statement of the Problem

Given that ADHD measures used to assess ethnic minorities are questionable, it is 

best practice to utilize a comprehensive behavioral assessment approach for children 

suspected of having learning problems and/or ADHD (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). These 

major components include parent, teacher, and child interviews, child observation in 

multiple settings and task situations, psychometric tests administered to the child, and 

rating scales completed by the parents, teachers, and child. However, this approach can 

be time-consuming. Thus, many school professionals are moving towards an alternative 

and more proactive, preventive approach called Response to Intervention (RTI), which 

utilizes research, based interventions and progress monitoring, before conducting a more 

formal time-consuming assessment (Catts et al., 2009). The current study has two 

purposes. One purpose of the study is to examine the validity of a teacher academic 

measure used on a Latino population referred for Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 

Disorder (ADHD). The second purpose is to understand whether teacher ratings of Latino 

students’ academic competence are related to parents' level of acculturation and/or 

student characteristics, such as language proficiency, grade retention and special 

education status, gender, socioeconomic status, and ADHD diagnosis. 
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CHAPTER III

METHODS

This chapter will provide the methodology and procedures for the study, including 

how the data were collected and analyzed. The current study was conducted in 

conjunction with a study investigating ADHD among school-age children under the 

auspices of Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP). Some participants in the study, 

Understanding ADHD in School-Age Populations (PI: Ricardo Eiraldi; IRB # 2003-2-

3172), also agreed to participate in another study regarding service utilization. The data 

that were collected from the CHOP study were analyzed for the current study. The CHOP 

study was approved by the Philadelphia school district and the CHOP Institutional 

Review Board (IRB). The current study was approved by the Temple University 

Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Participants

Participants included Latino parents and their children, both male and female, 

who received an evaluation for problems related to ADHD. Participants were recruited 

over a four-year-period from elementary and middle schools within the city of 

Philadelphia. Other inclusionary criteria included: parents who self-identified their 

children and themselves as a member of the Latino ethnic background; parents who were 

fluent in English and/or Spanish at least at the sixth grade level; children of participants 

between the ages of 6 and 13 years; parents who were interested in participating in the 
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NIH-funded study, Understanding ADHD in School-Age Populations; children with an 

IQ above 70; children with no psychosis, developmental delay, speech delay, or any 

chronic medical condition that could potentially affect achievement; and children with 

symptoms of ADHD. Exclusionary criteria included parents and their children who did 

not meet the standards under the inclusionary criteria. 

Table 3-1 contains information regarding recruitment, number of parents and chil

dren who completed the data, and number of measures completed  by teachers. Of the 96 

parents and their children who participated in the study, Understanding ADHD in 

School-Age Populations, 60 parents and their children (63%) were included in the current 

study. Eligibility was determined by the inclusion and exclusion criteria discussed earlier. 

Thirty-six participants were eliminated from inclusion in the study because either the 

child’s IQ was lower than a 70 or because the parents or children did not identify them

selves as Latinos. Sixty parents reported their cultural background, country of birth, 

gender, and relationship to child; 55 parents reported their race; 59 completed the Bidi

mensional Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (BAS); and 59 reported their socioeconomic 

status. Sixty children reported their cultural background, country of birth, gender, grade 

level, grade failure, age, and they were administered the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of 

Cognitive and Achievement – Revised (WJ-R Cog and Ach) and the Woodcock-Muñoz 

Language Survey – Revised (WMLS-R) in English. Fifty-five children reported their 

race; and 59 reported their special education status. Fifty children had an Academic Com

petence Evaluation Scales (ACES) completed by their teacher.
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Table 3-1
Recruitment and Completed Data from Parents, Children, and Teachers

Variable N
Parent and Children Participants
     Recruited 96
     Eliminated 36
     Total 60
Data from Parentsᵃ 
     Cultural Background - Latino 60
     Race 55
     Country of Birth 60
     BAS 59
     Gender 60
     Relationship to Child 60
     SES 59
Data from Children
     Cultural Background - Latino 60
     Race 55
     Country of Birth 60
     Gender 60
     Grade Level 60
     Grade Failure 60
     Special Education Status 59
     Age 60
     WJ-R Cog and Ach English 60
     WMLS-R English 60
Data from Teachers
     ACES 50
Note: ᵃ “Parent” refers to parents and guardians/caretakers who participated in the study; 
BAS = The Bidimensional Acculturation Scale For Hispanics; SES = Socioeconomic 
Status; WJ-R = Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive and Achievement – Revised; 
WMLS-R = Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey – Revised; ACES = Academic Com
petence Evaluation Scales
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Table 3-2 highlights specific demographic information for ethnicity and accultur

ation. All participants and their children identified themselves as Latino. Participants rep

resented three cultural backgrounds, including Puerto Rican (86.7%), Dominican (5%), 

and Mexican-American (Parent = 1.7%; Child = 3.3%). Other participants identified 

themselves as having more than one Latino descent or “Other Spanish” (Parent = 6.7%; 

Child = 5%). Most participants identified themselves in the racial category as 

White/Caucasian (Parent = 45%; Child = 46.7%) or other (Parent = 40%; Child = 38.3%), 

followed by Black or African-American (Parent = 5%; Child = 6.7%), and American In

dian or Alaska Native (Parent = 1.7%).  Most of the participants were born in the United 

States (Parent = 61.7%; Child = 95%), with only 20 parents (33.3%) and two children 

(3.3%) born in Puerto Rico and three parents (5%) and one child (1.7%) born in another 

Latino country. Based on the BAS scores (Marin & Gamba, 1996), most parents were 

categorized as bicultural (66.7%), followed by highly acculturated (20%) and low accul

turated (11.7%).

Table 3-2
Ethnicity and Acculturation Variables
_______________________________________________________________________

Parent Child
________ ________
N % N %

Variable
_______________________________________________________________________

Cultural Backgroundᵃ (N = 60)
Puerto Rican 52 86.7 52 86.7
Dominican 3 5.0 3 5.0
Mexican-American 1 1.7 2 3.3
All others 4 6.7 3 5.0
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Table 3-2 (Continued)

Raceᵃ (N = 55)
White/Caucasian 27 45.0 28 46.7
Black/African American 3 5.0 4 6.7
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 1.7 0 0
All others 24 40.0 23 38.3
Missing 5 8.3 5 8.3

Country of Birth (N = 60)
United States 37 61.7 57 95.0
Puerto Rico 20 33.3 2 3.3
Other 3 5.0 1 1.7

BAS (N = 59)
Predominant Language

Spanish/Low acculturated 7 11.7
English/Highly acculturated 12 20.0
Bicultural 40 66.7
Missing 1 1.6

_______________________________________________________________________
Note: ᵃ Recoded into four categories; BAS = The Bidimensional Acculturation Scale For 
Hispanics

Details regarding the demographic characteristics of the sample are contained in 

Tables 3-3 (categorical demographic variables) and 3-4 (continuous demographic vari

ables). As found in Table 3-3, parents consisted of five males (8.3%) and 55 females 

(91.7%); and children consisted of 46 males (76.7%) and 14 females (23.3%). There were 

54 mothers (90%), five fathers (8.3%), and one grandmother (1.7%) who were classified 

in this study as “parents.” Based on the raw scores on the Four Factor Index of Social 

Status (Hollingshead, 1976), parents' socioeconomic status was categorized into five 

levels of social class, from Class I (lowest social category) to Class V (highest social cat

egory). Most parents fell within Class I (N = 19; 31.7%), followed by Class III and IV (N 

= 13; 21.7%), Class II (N = 11; 18.3%), and Class V (N = 3; 5%). With regards to the 
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child's grade level, most children were in third grade (N = 12; 20%) followed by second 

(N = 11; 18.3%), first and fifth (N = 10; 16.7%), sixth (N = 8; 13.3%), fourth 

(N = 5; 8.3%), seventh (N = 3; 5%), and kindergarten (N = 1; 1.7%). With regards to the 

child's education, 19 children (31.7%) failed at least one grade, and 41 children (68.3%) 

passed. Most of the children were in regular education class (N = 57; 95%), and only two 

children (3.3%) were in special education class. Most of the children evaluated for the 

study, Understanding ADHD in School-Age Populations, were diagnosed with ADHD 

(N = 43; 71.6%), while 28.3% (N = 17) were not diagnosed with any type of ADHD. 

Table 3-3
Categorical Variables for Demographics, SES, Education, and Clinical
_______________________________________________________________________

Parentᵃ Child
________ ________
N % N %

Variable
_______________________________________________________________________

Gender (N = 60)
Male 5 8.3 46 76.7
Female 55 91.7 14 23.3

Relationship to child (N = 60)
Mother 54 90.0
Father 5 8.3
Grandmother 1 1.7

SES Class (N = 59)
I (Low) 19 31.7
II 11 18.3
III 13 21.7
IV 13 21.7
V (High) 3 5.0
Missing 1 1.6
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Table 3-3 (Continued)

Grade Level (N = 60)
Kindergarten 1 1.7
First 10 16.7
Second 11 18.3
Third 12 20.0
Fourth 5 8.3
Fifth 10 16.7
Sixth 8 13.3
Seventh 3 5.0

Grade Failure (N = 60)
Yes 19 31.7
No 41 68.3

Special Education Status (N = 59)
Yes 2 3.3
No 57 95.0
Missing 1 1.7

Diagnosed with ADHDᵇ (N = 60)
Yes 43 71.7
No 17 28.3

_______________________________________________________________________
Note: SES = Socioeconomic Status
ᵃ “Parent” refers to parents and guardians/caretakers who participated in the study
ᵇ Recoded into “diagnosed with any type” or “not diagnosed”

Table 3-4 contains information for continuous demographic variables. The mean 

age for the child participants was 116.15 months (SD = 22.88), or approximately 9 years 

of age. Ages ranged from 75 months (6 years) to 156 months (13 years). The SES scores 

(Hollingshead, 1976) used to categorize the families' socioeconomic status ranged from 

11 to 56, with a mean of 29.39 (SD = 12.92).  Parents' acculturation scores on the BAS 

for Spanish (Marin & Gamba, 1996) ranged from 1.00 to 4.00, with a mean score of 2.99 

(SD = 0.80); the mean score for English was 3.46 (SD = 0.68) with a range from 1.25 to 

4.00. 
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All the children were administered the standardized tests in English. Children's 

broad cognitive ability (BCA) scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Tests of Cognit

ive Ability (WJ-R Cog; Woodcock & Johnson, 1989) ranged from 78 to 112, with a mean 

of 92.45 (SD = 9.56).  Children's achievement ability scores on the Woodcock-Johnson 

Revised Tests of Achievement (WJ-R Ach; Woodcock & Johnson, 1989), ranged from 56 

to 117, with a mean of 90.12 (SD = 12.53). Children's scores for Broad Reading ranged 

from 59 to 127, with a mean of 93.37 (SD = 14.12). Children's scores for Broad Written 

Language ranged from 55 to 120, with a mean of 88.80 (SD = 13.33); and children's 

scores for Broad Math ranged from 55 to 125, with a mean of 92.53 (SD = 14.81). 

Chidren's English language proficiency scores on the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Sur

vey (WMLS – R; Woodcock & Muñoz-Sandoval, 2001) ranged from 62 to 128, with a 

mean of 93.85 (SD = 14.14) for Letter Word Identification. The mean score for Passage 

Comprehension ranged from 63 to 128, with a mean of 94.38 (SD = 14.16). The mean 

score for Dictation ranged from 65 to 111, with a mean of 86.62 (SD = 11.23). The mean 

score for Picture Vocabulary ranged from 54 to 114, with a mean of 89.8 (SD = 10.4). 

Children's academic competence was measured using the Academic Competence 

Evaluation Scales (ACES; DiPerna & Elliott, 1999). The Total Score ranged from 0.23 to 

0.82, with a mean score of 0.44 (SD = 0.12); the mean score for Reading/Language Arts 

was 0.43 (SD = 0.14), with a range from 0.20 to 0.82; the mean score for Mathematics 

was 0.44 (SD = 0.14), with a range from 0.20 to 0.86; and the mean score for Critical 

Thinking was 0.46 (SD = 0.13), with a range from 0.23 to 0.89.
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Table 3-4
Continuous Variables for Demographics, SES, Acculturation, Standardized Scores, and 
Academic Competence

Variable N M SD
Child's age in months 60 116.15 22.88
SES Score 59 29.39 12.92
BAS Scores
     Spanish 59 2.99 0.80
     English 59 3.46 0.68
WJ-R English Scores
     BCA 60 92.45 9.54
     Achievement 60 90.12 12.53
     Reading 60 93.37 14.12
     Written Language 60 88.8 13.33
     Math 60 92.53 14.81
WMLS-R English Scores
     Letter-Word 
     Identification

60 93.85 14.14

     Passage 
     Comprehension

60 94.38 14.16

     Dictation 60 86.62 11.23
     Picture Vocabulary 60 89.8 10.4
ACES Scoresᵃ
     Total 50 0.44 0.12
     Reading/Language
     Arts

50 0.43 0.14

     Mathematics 50 0.44 0.14
     Critical Thinking 50 0.46 0.13
Note: SES = Socioeconomic Status; BAS = The Bidimensional Acculturation Scale For 
Hispanics; WJ-R = Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive and Achievement – Revised; 
WMLS-R = Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey – Revised; ACES = Academic Com
petence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
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Procedures

The main investigator of the NIH study and a full-time Master's level research 

coordinator explained the study to approximately 25 school principals. Once principals 

agreed to have their school participate in the study, school personnel (e.g., teachers, 

counselors) sent home a letter to parents including information about the study and 

eliciting consent to forward their contact information to the CHOP research team. Letters 

were also sent to the teachers of children who qualified for the study. A member of the 

team contacted the parents to offer more information regarding the study and schedule 

them for participation. All materials for this study including the letters and measurements 

were provided in Spanish or English for the parents and in English for the teachers. 

Children from the study attended approximately 25 elementary and/or middle 

schools within the city of Philadelphia. Most of the schools were Catholic or private, and 

approximately seven schools were public. The study, Understanding ADHD in School-

Age Populations, focused on children and parents of Latino and non-ethnic minority 

backgrounds. However, for the purposes of the current study, only data from the Latino 

children and parents were used. Several screening instruments, including The Child 

Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001) and the Teacher Rating Form 

(TRF; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001) were used to determine if the child qualified for the 

study. The child had to obtain a score at the 75th percentile on both the Attentive 

Problems and ADHD Problems subscales, indicating that the child had at least minimal 

symptoms of ADHD. Before formal testing began, Latino children were screened by a 

bilingual diagnostician to determine their language proficiency (e.g., Spanish or English) 

using selected subtests from the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey - Revised (WMLS-
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R; Woodcock & Muñoz-Sandoval, 2001). The Woodcock-Johnson Revised (WJ-R; 

Woodcock & Johnson, 1989) or Batería Woodcock-Muñoz-Revisada (BW-M-R; 

Woodcock & Muñoz-Sandoval, 1996) was administered to determine the child's IQ. 

Children with an IQ of 70 or below were eliminated. However, these children were 

provided with the same evaluation services (e.g., comprehensive report, feedback 

session) as those who were included in the study.   

The research coordinator assigned eligible cases to an evaluator and a 

diagnostician based on the family's language proficiency. For instance, if the family 

reported they felt most comfortable speaking Spanish, then the case would be assigned to 

a bilingual evaluator and diagnostician. Evaluators and diagnosticians were Doctoral 

level psychology students who were trained by the research coordinator to work with the 

parent and/or child. Before the evaluation, the evaluators and diagnosticians were 

required to review their assigned cases, confirm the language for parent interview and 

child testing, contact the school site immediately to reserve a space, reserve materials for 

testing, and contact their assigned family to remind them of the evaluation date. 

During the evaluation session, the evaluator went over the research study and his/

her credentials with the parents. Parents were reminded about the benefits and risks of the 

study, monetary compensation, estimated time it would take to complete the interview 

evaluation and the limits of confidentiality. Parents were told that at any time they were 

free to withdraw their consent to participate without jeopardizing their child's care at The 

Children's Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP). 

Parents were told that the evaluation would take approximately two hours to 

complete. The evaluator addressed parents’ questions, and gave them copies of their 
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signed consent form. Evaluators interviewed the parent and helped him/her complete self-

report measures regarding the child and his/her family. The evaluator also obtained the 

child's assent. The diagnostician simultaneously tested the child in a separate room, and 

administered instruments designed to assess the child's cognitive and achievement 

abilities and self-report measures designed to assess the child's mood and behavior.

Teachers of children eligible for the study were also invited to participate in the 

research project. Teachers were sent a cover letter explaining the study. They were asked 

to complete rating forms regarding the child's academic and social skills, and classroom 

behavior. Completing these forms took approximately fifteen minutes. Once teacher 

reports were completed and received, a $15.00 check was mailed to them by CHOP. 

After the evaluation, evaluators and diagnosticians scored their measures. A 

$15.00 check was mailed to the parents by CHOP. Evaluators scheduled time for 

supervision with the main investigator of the study to present their cases and results. 

Evaluators also wrote a comprehensive report. Once the report was approved by the main 

investigator, the evaluator would then schedule the parents for a one-hour feedback 

session. During the feedback session, the evaluator presented the evaluation results and 

recommendations. Parents were provided with the original copy of the report, and were 

given two copies in case they wanted to share the results with their child's school. 

Although the reports were written in English, the evaluator explained the results in 

Spanish for those parents who needed it. 

Upon completion of the evaluation, participants were thanked, and asked whether 

there were any negative effects throughout the evaluation process. Parents were also told 

that if the results of the studies were presented at scientific meetings or published in 

73



professional journals, the reports would not contain any identifying information. Cases 

were identified with a number. After all data were entered, they were locked away in a 

secure cabinet in an office at the ADHD Center at CHOP.

Time Line for Evaluation

 The time between when the letter was first sent home to parents by school staff to 

the conclusion of the evaluation, including receiving supervision, scoring the data and 

writing the evaluation report, varied with each case. Occasionally, the evaluator faced 

challenges when contacting parents, teachers, or both. Also, parents and teachers 

sometimes took a long time to return the measures, despite the evaluator's attempt to 

collect the data. The average amount of time it took for cases to be completed was one 

month. 

Materials

All measures were available for parents and children to complete in both Spanish 

and English. The Spanish version of the questionnaire, Child and Family Questionnaire 

Form, was translated into Spanish and then back-translated by the CHOP team. 

Child and Family Questionnaire Form: The Child and Family Questionnaire 

Form was created by the main investigator of the NIH study. Parents/caretakers 

completed the demographic information regarding the child’s ethnicity and race, age, 

gender, grade level, grade failure, and special education status. The Child and Family 

questionnaire is included in Appendix A. Demographic information about the parent's 

ethnicity and race, country of birth, and relationship to child was obtained from the 

service utilization study. 
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Hollingshead: Education and Socioeconomic Status (SES) was measured using 

the Hollingshead (Hollingshead, 1976). The Four Factor Index of Social Status asked 

parents/caretakers their level of education, gender, and marital status. This measure also 

asked the parents/caretakers to list their occupations. Occupations were translated into 

values between 0 and 90, where higher numbers indicate a more financially lucrative 

occupation and higher SES. Because the evaluator completes this form, it did not have to 

be back-translated. For purposes of the current study, SES scores were used. 

The Bidimensional Acculturation Scale for Hispanics: The Bidimensional 

Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (BAS) is a 24-item scale designed to assess the 

parents’/caretakers’ involvement in Hispanic or Anglo culture (Marín & Gamba, 1996). 

The BAS measures three factors: language use, linguistic proficiency, and language use 

for electronic media. The BAS measures respondents' behavioral characteristics in two 

cultural domains, including Hispanic and non-Hispanic. This measurement uses a 4-point 

Likert scale ranging from 1 (almost never) to 4 (almost always) for frequency or usage-

related items, and 1 (very poorly) to 4 (very well) for linguistic-proficiency items. Half of 

the items refer to Spanish use or Spanish-language proficiency and the other half 

addresses the same areas as they refer to English use or English-language proficiency. 

Average scores for both the Spanish and English languages were produced and the 

difference between the scores was used to indicate level of acculturation. Specifically, 

individuals who have a high average score on the Hispanic (Spanish) domain and low on 

the Anglo (English) domain are considered to be low acculturated; whereas individuals 

who have a low score on the Hispanic (Spanish) domain and high on the Anglo (English) 
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domain are labeled as highly acculturated. Individuals with a high average score on the 

Hispanic (Spanish) and Anglo (English) domains are considered bicultural.  

The scale has shown high levels of reliability and validity (Marín & Gamba, 

1996). In terms of reliability, the BAS has been shown to have adequate internal 

consistency with alpha coefficients ranging from .60 to .97. Validity was established 

using a number of approaches, including correlations with respondents' generational 

status (r = .50 for the non-Hispanic domain and -.42 for the Hispanic domain), length of 

residency in the United States (r = .46 for the non-Hispanic and -.28 for the Hispanic 

domain), age of arrival in the United States (r = -.60 for the non-Hispanic domain and .41 

for the Hispanic domain), and respondents' self-assessment of their acculturative status 

(r = .47 for the non-Hispanic domain and -.38 for the Hispanic domain). Additionally, the 

scale correlated highly (r = .79 for the non-Hispanic domain and -.64 for the Hispanic 

domain) with the Short Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (SASH). The BAS was 

developed in both Spanish and English. Questions were double translated and decentered. 

The BAS has been used with Latino groups from different backgrounds and generations. 

The standardization sample included 254 male and female adult Latinos from San 

Francisco and California, who reported being born in Mexico (24%) or Central America 

(52.8%).

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales: The Academic Competence 

Evaluation Scales (ACES) is a criterion-referenced 33-item scale designed to assess the 

academic skills and academic enabling behaviors of students in grades K – 12 (DiPerna 

& Elliott, 1999). This instrument is completed by the child's teacher. The rating scale 

measures five subscales including academic skills, study skills, academic motivation, 
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interpersonal skills, and academic self-concept. Academic skills are in three domains: 

Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking. Teachers provide judgment 

on items by using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (far below grade level) to 5 (far 

above grade-level expectations). Teachers also rated the importance of the skills on a 5-

point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (not important) to 5 (very important). It should be 

noted that the researcher did not use the teachers' perception of the importance of skills in 

the present study. For the purpose of the present study, the raw scores for the Academic 

Skills Total, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking were used and 

converted into percentages. The scores were translated into percentages that ranged 

from .20 to 1, where higher percentages indicate a higher academic level.

The reliability and validity of this measure is well established (DiPerna & Elliott, 

1999). The standardization sample contained 1000 students in four grade clusters: K-2, 3-

5, 6-8, and 9-12. This measure has internal consistency reliability as high, at .98. The 

ethnic distribution of the sample was diverse, with 64% of the students being non-ethnic 

minority, 15% being African American, 15% being Latino, and 6% being classified as 

other. The educational status included 9% of students with disability, 19% of students at-

risk for academic problems, and 72% of students with no identified concerns. Further, 

there was an even distribution across genders. The test-retest reliability was determined 

to be at .92. The ACES had a high criterion validity when it was compared with the Iowa 

Test of Basic Skills (r = .66 - .76) and Social Skills Rating System (r = .75 - .80). 

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement - Revised: The Woodcock-Johnson 

Tests of Achievement – Revised (WJ-R Ach) is a norm-referenced achievement test for 

individuals ranging from 2 years of age to adulthood (Woodcock & Johnson, 1989). It 
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assesses student academic achievement across various academic areas. Six subtests of the 

WJ-R Ach were used as the child’s source of academic achievement. The first subtest, 

Letter-Word Identification, assessed students' decoding skills by presenting them with 

letters and words. The second subtest, Passage Comprehension, assessed students' 

reading comprehension by identifying missing words in brief passages of text. The third 

subtest, Dictation, assessed students' skills in writing letters and words from dictation. 

The fourth subtest, Writing Samples, assessed students' skills in writing sentences 

according to directions. The fifth subtest, Calculation, assessed students' skills in 

performing mathematical calculations including, addition, subtraction, multiplication, and 

division. The sixth subtest, Applied Problems, assessed students' skills in solving math 

word problems by presenting the problems orally and asking students to solve them with 

paper and pencil. The validity and reliability of these subtests are well established 

(Woodcock & Johnson, 1989; Woodcock & Muñoz-Sandoval, 1996).

Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey – Revised: The Woodcock-Muñoz 

Language Survey – Revised (WMLS-R) is a norm-referenced test of academic language 

proficiency for individuals ranging from 2 years of age to adulthood (Woodcock & 

Muñoz-Sandoval, 2001). Four subtests of the WMLS-R were used as the child's source of 

cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP). The first subtest, Letter-Word 

Identification, assessed letter and word identification skills. The second subtest, Picture 

Vocabulary, assessed oral language, including language development and lexical 

knowledge. The third subtest, Dictation, assessed prewriting skills, such as drawing lines, 

tracing letters, and copying letters, and writing skills, such as letter forms, spelling, 

punctuation, capitalization, and word usage. The fourth subtest, Passage Comprehension, 
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assessed students' reading comprehension by identifying missing words in brief passages 

of text. These subtests were administered in both English and Spanish to determine the 

child's language proficiency. The reliability and validity of these subtests are well 

established. According to Woodcock and Muñoz-Sandoval (2001), norms were 

established using a U.S. sample. Split-half reliability was found to range from .80 to .93 

for the subtests, and the concurrent validity was established using seven tests including, 

the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts, the Bracken Basic Concepts Scale, and the Stanford-

Binet Intelligence Test. These validity scores range from the .10s to the .80s.

Design and Analysis

This study investigated Latino parents and their children who were recruited over 

a four-year-period from elementary and middle schools within the city of Philadelphia. 

The current study used data pre-collected from the ADHD and service utilization studies. 

Therefore, new data were not collected for the current study. Data were entered and 

analyzed using SPSS 14.0 for Windows computer program. 

Frequencies were generated in order to screen data. Minimum and maximum 

values were obtained in order to check for data entry errors and missing cases. A range 

and scatter plots were used to detect outliers. There were no entry errors detected in the 

data. 

Criterion Variables

The criterion variables included students' academic competence, standardized 

achievement scores, and language proficiency. Teacher ratings of students' academic 

competence, and students' standardized achievement and language proficiency scores 

were continuous variables. The Academic Competence Evaluation Scales (ACES; 
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DiPerna & Elliott, 1999) was used to interpret the students' academic competence. 

Because most of the children's academic competence were rated in the Developing 

competence range, the raw scores from the Academic Skills Total, Reading/Language 

Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking were used, and then converted into percentages 

(total raw score/total possible score). For those measures with unanswered items, 

percentages were calculated based on the items completed (total raw score/total possible 

score completed). The scores were translated into percentages that ranged from 0.20 to 1, 

where higher percentages indicated a higher academic level. For instance, students who 

were Far Below grade level received a score ranging from 0.20 to 0.39; students who 

were Below grade level received scores ranging from 0.40 to 0.59; students who were at 

Grade Level received scores ranging from 0.60 to 0.79; students who were Above grade 

level received scores ranging from 0.80 to 0.99; and students who were Far Above grade 

level received a score of 1. Using percentages allowed for the study to have a range of 

scores.

Standardized achievement scores for Reading, Writing, and Math were obtained 

using the Woodcock Johnson Achievement – Revised (WJ-R Ach; Woodcock & 

Johnson, 1989). From the six standardized achievement subtests, three cluster scores 

were calculated: Broad Reading Index (Letter-Word Identification and Passage 

Comprehension), Written Language Index (Dictation and Writing Samples), and Broad 

Mathematics Index (Calculations and Applied Problems). Language proficiency was 

obtained from the Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey - Revised (WMLS-R; Woodcock 

& Muñoz-Sandoval, 2001) by administering four subtests: Letter Word Identification, 

Picture Vocabulary, Dictation, and Passage Comprehension in both Spanish and English. 

80



The highest score determined the language the child would be tested in (Woodcock & 

Muñoz-Sandoval, 2001). Total raw scores for each subtest were obtained and then 

converted to subscale scores. 

Predictor Variables 

The predictor variables included parents' acculturation level, and students' gender, 

grade failure, special education status, ADHD diagnosis, SES, and academic competence. 

The Bidimensional Acculturation Scale for Hispanics (BAS; Marín & Gamba, 1996) was 

used to obtain the parent's acculturation level. Parents' levels of acculturation were 

continuous and categorical variables. Total raw scores for BAS Spanish and BAS English 

domains were computed and then scores were averaged. Whichever language average 

score was greater than 2.5 determined whether the parent was low or highly acculturated. 

For instance, if the Spanish average score was greater than 2.5, and the English average 

score was not, then a lower level of acculturation was determined. If the English average 

score was greater than 2.5, and the Spanish average score was not, then a higher level of 

acculturation was determined. To be classified as bicultural, the parents' average scores 

on both languages had to be higher than 2.5. Three categorical variables (1 = Spanish; 2 = 

English; and 3 = Bicultural) were created to represent the participant's level of 

acculturation based on the rules outlined above (See Figure 1). 
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FIGURE 1: Flowchart on scores for Acculturation Levels.

The Child and Family Questionnaire Form was created by the principal 

investigator to obtain the child’s gender, grade failure and special education status, and 

diagnosis. Students' gender (1 = male; 2 = female), grade failure (1 = yes; 2 = no), special 

education status (1 = yes; 2 = no), and diagnosis (1 = not diagnosed with ADHD; 2 = 

diagnosed with any type of ADHD) were categorical variables. The Hollingshead 

(Hollinghead, 1976) was used to assess the student's family SES. SES was a continuous 

and categorical variable. SES scores were translated into values between 0 and 90, where 

higher numbers indicate a more financially lucrative occupation and higher SES. Based 

on the raw scores on the Four Factor Index of Social Status, parents' socioeconomic 

status was categorized into five levels of social class, from Class I (lowest social 

category) to Class V (highest social category). Students' academic competence (explained 

under dependent variables) was a continuous variable.
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Missing Data

All students were administered the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive and 

Achievement – Revised (WJ-R Cog and Ach) and Woodcock-Muñoz Language Survey - 

Revised (WMLS-R). Missing data occurred when students' teachers did not complete a 

teacher rating form for academic competence, or when the parents did not identify their 

race or their child's race, or report their child's special education status and family's SES, 

or complete a form regarding acculturation. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The current study examined the following questions and analyses: 

Question 1: Do teachers' ratings of students' academic competence relate 

positively with students' standardized achievement scores? 

Hypothesis 1: It is hypothesized that the teacher ratings in the Total Score, 

Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking will not be significantly 

correlated with student standardized scores on Broad Reading, Broad Written Language, 

and Broad Math, respectively. Pearson correlations were used to compare the ACES 

teacher ratings of students’ Total Score with Broad Reading, Written Language, and 

Broad Math. Pearson correlations were computed between the ACES Reading/Language 

Arts with students’ standardized scores on Broad Reading and Broad Written Language. 

Pearson correlations were computed to compare the ACES teacher ratings of students' 

Mathematics scores with students’ standardized scores on Broad Math. Pearson 

correlations were also computed to compare the ACES Critical Thinking with students' 

standardized scores in Broad Reading, Written Language, and Broad Math. The 

researcher predicted that the ACES teacher ratings for the Total Score, 
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Reading/Language Arts,  Mathematics, and Critical Thinking will correlate lower (0.64 < 

r < 0.51) with students' standardized scores in Reading, Written Language, and Math. 

Question 2: Is there a difference in teachers' academic ratings for students' with 

parents who are low or highly acculturated or bicultural?

Hypothesis 2: It is hypothesized that there will be differences in teachers' 

academic ratings for students with parents who are low or highly acculturated or 

bicultural. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was computed to compare the 

ACES Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking with the 

BAS acculturation levels. 

Question 3: Are teacher ratings in Reading/Language Arts related to students' 

standardized scores for English language proficiency? 

Hypothesis 3: It is hypothesized that teacher ratings of the Reading/Language 

Arts will be related to the English language proficiency scores. Pearson correlations were 

computed between the ACES teacher ratings in Reading/Language Arts and students’ 

scores on the Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, Dictation, and Picture 

Vocabulary.

Question 4: Is there a difference between teacher academic ratings 

in students' grade failure and special education status? 

Hypothesis 4: It is hypothesized that teacher ratings will be related to students' 

grade retention and special education status. Independent samples t-test was used to 

compare the ACES teacher ratings for Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, 

Mathematics, and Critical Thinking with students' grade failure and special education 

status. 
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Question 5: Is there a difference between male and female students in their 

teacher academic ratings? 

Hypothesis 6: It is hypothesized that there will be a significant difference 

between male and female students in their teachers’ academic ratings. Independent 

samples t-test was used to compare students’ gender with the ACES teacher ratings for 

Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking.

Question 6: Are teachers' ratings of Latino students' academic competence 

related to student's family SES?

Hypothesis 6: It is hypothesized that teacher ratings will be related to students' 

family SES. Pearson correlations were computed between the Total Score, 

Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking and SES scores. 

Question 7: Is there a difference between non-ADHD and ADHD students in 

their teacher academic ratings? 

Hypothesis 7: It is hypothesized that there will be a significant difference 

between those students not diagnosed and diagnosed with any type of ADHD and 

teachers' academic ratings. Independent samples t-test was used to compare students’ 

ADHD diagnosis with the ACES teacher ratings for Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, 

Mathematics, and Critical Thinking.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter will present the results of the current study. 

Hypotheses

The current study analyzed the relationship between teacher ratings of students' 

academic competence and students' standardized achievement scores. Additionally, 

teacher academic ratings and parents' acculturation level, and student characteristics, such 

as language proficiency, grade retention and special education status, gender, 

socioeconomic status, and ADHD diagnosis were computed. Pearson correlations, 

analysis of variance, and independent samples t-tests were conducted in order to identify 

these relationships and differences. Results are presented below. 

Academic Competence and its Relationship to Standardized Achievement Scores

The first question asked: Do teachers' ratings of students' academic competence 

relate positively with students' standardized achievement scores? Table 4-1 presents 

Pearson correlations between teachers' academic ratings and students' standardized 

scores. Significant positive correlations were found between teachers' academic ratings 

for Total Score and students' standardized scores on Broad Reading (r = .676, p < 0.01), 

Written Language (r = .558, p < 0.01), and Broad Math (r = .529, p < 0.01). Positive 

correlations were found between teachers' academic ratings for Reading/Language Arts 

and students' standardized scores on Broad Reading (r = .749, p < 0.01), Written 
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Language (r = .551, p < 0.01) and Broad Math (r = .574, p < 0.01). Results indicate that 

teachers' academic ratings for Mathematics is significantly correlated with students' 

standardized scores on Broad Math (r = .577, p < 0.01), Broad Reading 

(r = .479, p = < 0.01), and Written Language (r = .433, p < 0.01). Results also indicate 

that there were positive correlations between teachers' academic ratings for Critical 

Thinking and students' standardized scores on Broad Reading (r = .500, p < 0.01), 

Written Language (r = .446, p < 0.01), and Broad Math (r = .402, p < 0.01). Contrary to 

prediction, teachers' academic ratings were found to significantly correlate with students' 

standardized achievement. Although correlations were positive and significant for 

students' Critical Thinking and standardized achievement (0.50 < r < 0.40), it was 

hypothesized that teacher ratings of Critical Thinking would correlate lower 

(0.64 < r < 0.51) with students' standardized achievement scores. 

Table 4-1
Pearson Correlations between Academic Competence and Standardized Achievement  
Scores

Teacher Ratings Achievement Scores

Subscaleᵃ 
WJ-R 
Broad Reading

WJ-R 
Written Language

WJ-R 
Broad Math

ACES Total .676** .558** .577**
ACES Read/Lang 
Arts

.749** .551** .574**

ACES Mathematics .479** .433** .529**
ACES Critical .500** .446** .402**
Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales; WJ-R = Woodcock-Johnson 
Tests of Achievement – Revised
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
N = 50
** p < 0.01, two-tailed
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Academic Competence Differences in Parents' Level of Acculturation

The second question asked: Is there a difference in teachers' academic ratings for 

students' with parents who are low or highly acculturated or bicultural? Tables 4-2 and 

4-3 present a one-way ANOVA for differences between teachers' academic ratings in 

parents’ who are low or highly acculturated or bicultural. Results indicate that there are

no significant differences between teacher ratings for Total Score, F (2, 46) = .214, p = .

808, Reading/Language Arts, F (2, 46) = 1.157, p = .323, Mathematics F (2, 46) = .547, 

p = .583, Critical Thinking, F (2, 46) = .036, p = .964 and parents’ level of acculturation. 

Contrary to prediction, there were no differences in teacher academic ratings and whether 

or not parents were low or highly acculturated or bicultural. 

Table 4-2
Means and Standard Deviations for Academic Competence Differences in Parents'  
Acculturation Level
_______________________________________________________________________

            Acculturation Level
____________________________________________
      Low      High  Bicultural
M SD M SD M SD

Subscaleᵃ
_______________________________________________________________________

ACES 
Total .418 .048 .460 .042 .447 .021
Read .353 .058 .457 .039 .442 .026
Math .463 .060 .477 .055 .426 .024
Critical .450 .045 .456 .042 .464 .024

_______________________________________________________________________
Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
N = 49
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Table 4-3
Continuation of the Means and Standard Deviations on Academic Competence Differ
ences in Parents' Acculturation Level 

Subscaleᵃ df F P-Value
ACES Total
     Between
     Within
     Total

2
46
48

.214 .808

ACES Read
     Between
     Within
     Total

2
46
48

1.157 .323

ACES Math
     Between
     Within
     Total

2
46
48

.547 .583

ACES Critical
     Between
     Within
     Total

2
46
48

.036 .964

Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
N = 49

Academic Competence and its Relationship to English Language Proficiency 

The third question asked: Are teacher ratings in Reading/Language Arts related to 

students' standardized scores for English language proficiency? Table 4-4 presents 

Pearson correlations between the ACES teacher ratings in Reading/Language Arts and 

students' standardized scores on Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, 

Dictation, and Picture Vocabulary. Significant positive correlations were found between 

teachers' academic ratings for Reading/Language Arts and students' score on Letter-Word 

Identification (r = .741, p < 0.01), Passage Comprehension (r = .660, p < 0.01), Dictation 
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(r = .645, p < 0.01), and Picture Vocabulary (r = .382, p < 0.01). Results indicate that 

there is a relationship between teacher academic ratings and students' standardized scores 

for English language proficiency.

Table 4-4
Pearson Correlations between Academic Competence and Standardized Scores for 
English Language Proficiency

Teacher 
Ratings

English Language Proficiency Scores

Subscaleᵃ 
WMLS-R
Letter-Word 
Identification

WMLS-R
Passage 
Comprehension

WMLS-R
Dictation

WMLS-R
Picture 
Vocabulary

ACES Read .741** .660** .645** .382**
Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales; WMLS-R = Woodcock-Muñoz 
Language Survey – Revised
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
N = 48
** p < 0.01, two-tailed

Academic Competence Differences in Grade Failure and Special Education Status

The fourth question asked: Is there a difference between teacher academic ratings 

in students' grade failure and special education status? Table 4-5 presents an independent 

samples t-test to examine the difference in teacher academic ratings between students 

who were not retained or retained and students who were not in special education or in 

special education. Due to the restricted range of variability within the special education 

status variable, it was impossible to interpret this; grade failure was analyzed and 

interpreted instead. Results reveal that there is no significant difference in teacher ratings 

for Total Score between those not retained (M = .454, SD = .126) and those retained (M = 
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.424, SD = .113); t(48) = -.797, p = .429. Results indicate that there is no significant 

difference in teacher ratings for Reading/Language Arts between those not retained (M 

= .453, SD = .145) and those retained (M = .390, SD = .128); t(48) = -1.493, p = .142. 

Results suggest that there is no significant difference in teacher ratings for Mathematics 

between those not retained (M = .438, SD = .148) and those retained (M = .448, SD = .

133); t(48) = .219, p = .827. Results also suggest that there is no significant difference in 

teacher ratings for Critical Thinking between those not retained (M = .469, SD = .143) 

and those retained (M = .436, SD = .106); t(48) = -.827, p = .412.  Contrary to prediction, 

there were no differences in teacher academic ratings and whether or not students were 

retained. 

Table 4-5
Means and Standard Deviations for Academic Competence Differences in Grade Failure

Teacher 
Ratings

Grade Failure

t-test p-value

Subscaleᵃ Not Retainedᵇ Retained ͨ 
M SD M SD

ACES 
Total .454 .126 .424 .113 -.797 .429
ACES 
Read .453 .145 .390 .128 -1.493 .142
ACES
Math .438 .148 .448 .133 .219 .827
ACES 
Critical .469 .143 .436 .106 -.827 .412

Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
ᵇ N = 34; ͨ N = 16
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Gender Differences in Academic Competence

The fifth question asked: Is there a difference between male and female students 

in their teacher academic ratings? Table 4-6 presents an independent samples t-test to 

examine the differences in teacher academic ratings between male and female students. 

Results indicate that there are significant differences in the teacher ratings for Total Score 

between males (M = .464, SD = .122) and females (M = .376, SD = .095); t(48) = 2.185,

 p = .034. The results indicate that there is significant difference in the teacher ratings for 

Mathematics between males (M = .463, SD = .134) and females (M = .363, SD = 

.150); t(48) = 2.140, p = .037.  There is no significant difference in the teacher ratings for 

Reading/Language Arts between males (M = .451, SD = .147) and females (M = .370, SD 

= .100); t(48) = 1.705, p = .095. The results also indicate that there is no significant 

difference in the teacher ratings for Critical Thinking between males (M = .477, SD = 

.134) and females (M = .393, SD = .106); t(48) = 1.912, p = .062. Results suggest that 

teachers rate their male students slightly higher on the overall academic and Mathematics 

competence as compared with the female students, but not for Reading/Language Arts 

and Critical Thinking. 
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Table 4-6
Means and Standard Deviations on Gender Differences in Academic Competence

Teacher 
Ratings

Student Gender

t-test p-value

Subscaleᵃ Maleᵇ Female ͨ 
M SD M SD

ACES 
Total .464 .122 .376 .095 2.185 .034*
ACES 
Read .451 .147 .370 .100 1.705 .095
ACES
Math .463 .134 .363 .150 2.140 .037*
ACES 
Critical .477 .134 .393 .106 1.912 .062
Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
ᵇ N = 39;  ͨ N = 11
* p < 0.05, two-tailed

Academic Competence and its Relationship to SES

The sixth question asked: Are teachers' ratings of Latino students' academic 

competence related to SES? Table 4-7 presents Pearson correlations between the teachers' 

academic ratings and students' family SES scores. Significant positive correlations were 

found between teachers' academic ratings for Total Score (r = .344, p < 0.05), 

Reading/Language Arts (r = .323, p < 0.05), and Mathematics (r = .375, p < 0.01) and 

student' family SES. Results indicate that teachers' academic ratings for Critical Thinking 

were not significantly correlated with students' family SES (r = .194). These results 

indicate that there is a relationship between family SES and teachers' ratings of students' 
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academic competence for Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, and Mathematics, but not 

for Critical Thinking. 

Table 4-7
Pearson Correlations between Academic Competence and SES

Teacher Ratings SES Scores
Subscaleᵃ SES
ACES Total .344*
ACES Read .323*
ACES Math .375**
ACES Critical 0.19
Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
N = 49
* p < 0.05, two-tailed; **p < 0.01, two-tailed

Diagnosis Differences in Academic Competence

The seventh question asked: Is there a difference between non-ADHD and ADHD 

students in their teacher academic ratings? Table 4-8 presents an independent samples t-

test to examine the difference in teacher academic ratings between those who were not 

diagnosed with any type ADHD and those who were diagnosed with this disorder. 

Results indicated that there is no significant difference in the teacher ratings for Total 

Score between those not diagnosed (M = .435, SD = .153) and those diagnosed with 

ADHD (M = .448, SD = .111); t(48) = -.308, p = .759. Results indicate that there is no 

significant difference in the teacher ratings for Reading/Language Arts between those not 

diagnosed (M = .410, SD = .163) and those diagnosed with ADHD (M = .441, SD = .

134); t(48) = -.678, p = .501. Results suggest that there is no significant difference in the 
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teacher ratings for Mathematics between those not diagnosed (M = .455, SD = .172) and 

those diagnosed with ADHD (M = .436, SD = .133); t(48) = .398, p = .693. Results also 

suggest that there is no difference in the teacher ratings for Critical thinking between 

those not diagnosed (M = .446, SD = .147) and those diagnosed with ADHD 

(M = .462, SD = .128); t(48) = -.379, p = .706. Contrary to prediction, there were no 

significant differences detected between students' diagnosis of ADHD and teacher 

academic ratings.

Table 4-8
Means and Standard Deviations on ADHD Diagnosis Differences in Academic 
Competence

Teacher 
Ratings

Student's ADHD Diagnosis

t-test p-value

Subscaleᵃ Non-ADHDᵇ ADHD Diagnosis ͨ 
M SD M SD

ACES 
Total .435 .153 .448 .111 -.308 .759
ACES 
Read .410 .163 .441 .134 -.678 .501
ACES
Math .455 .172 .436 .133 .398 .693
ACES 
Critical .446 .147 .462 .128 -.379 .706

Note: ACES = Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
ᵃ Percentages for ACES were used
ᵇ N = 13; ͨ N = 37
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was twofold. The first goal was to examine the validity 

of a teacher academic measure used on a Latino population referred for Attention Deficit 

Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). The second goal was to explore whether teacher ratings 

of Latino students’ academic competence are related to parents' level of acculturation 

and/or student characteristics, such as language proficiency, grade retention and special 

education status, gender, socioeconomic status, and ADHD diagnosis. The sample in

cluded Latino parents and their children who received an evaluation for ADHD through 

the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP). Data previously collected were analyzed 

for the current study. Measures, including student and parent self-reports, teacher aca

demic ratings, and student standardized scores were used. 

This chapter will present a discussion of the findings, implications for the major 

findings, limitations and suggestions for further research, and implications for school 

psychologists and educators.

Interpretation of Findings

The first prediction stated that teachers' ratings of students' academic competence 

would not be related positively with students' standardized achievement scores. This pre

diction did not reflect the hypothesis for students' ACES Total Score, Reading/Language 

Arts, and Mathematics and students' standardized achievement scores on the WJ-R. Cor
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relations between the ACES and WJ-R Achievement test scores ranged from moderate to 

high, with the majority of the correlations falling in the moderate range. The teacher rat

ing for Reading/Language Arts was the only scale to have high positive correlations with 

students' standardized scores on the WJ-R Reading achievement. The teacher rating for 

Critical Thinking was the only scale to correlate lower with students' achievement scores 

on Broad Math. These results are promising in that teachers' academic ratings of Latino 

students referred for ADHD were consistent with their standardized scores. 

The second prediction stated that there would be differences in teachers' academic 

ratings for students with parents who are low or highly acculturated or bicultural. These 

predictions were not supported. There were no significant differences in the academic 

competence for Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking 

and parents' level of acculturation. 

The third prediction asserted that teacher ratings in Reading/Language Arts would 

be related to students' standardized scores for English language proficiency. This predic

tion reflected the hypothesis for students' academic competence in Reading/Language 

Arts and students' standardized scores from the WMLS-R. Correlations between the 

ACES and WMLS-R test scores ranged from low to high, with the majority of the correl

ations falling in the moderate range. The teacher rating for Letter-Word Identification 

was the only subtest to have high positive correlations with students' academic ratings on 

the Reading/Language Arts. While students' scores on Passage Comprehension and Dic

tation correlated moderately with the Reading/Language Arts academic ratings, students' 

Picture Vocabulary correlated low with teacher ratings for Reading/Language Arts. The 

pattern of these relationships is meaningful because academic skills are direct assess
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ments of achievement scores (DiPerna & Elliott, 1999) and are less likely to be highly re

lated to subtests that measure students' cognitive skills, such as Picture Vocabulary.  

The fourth prediction asserted that there would be a difference between teacher 

academic ratings in students' grade failure and special education status. This prediction 

was not supported. There were no significant differences in the academic competence for 

Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking and whether or 

not students were retained. Due to the limited number of students in special education, it 

was impossible to interpret this. It should be noted that there was a limited number of stu

dents in special education because most of the students were from Catholic or private 

schools, where special education services may not be offered. Further, Latino students at

tending schools may be underrepresented in special education compared to African 

American and non-ethnic minority students. Future research will need to address the ex

tent to which Latino students' special education status is related to teachers' academic rat

ings.  

The fifth prediction stated that there would be a difference between male and fe

male students in their teacher academic ratings. This hypothesis was partially supported. 

While there were gender differences in the academic competence for the Total Score and 

Mathematics, there were no gender differences in Reading/Language Arts and Critical 

Thinking. According to the current study, teachers rated boys slightly higher than girls on 

the ACES Total Score and Mathematics. 

The sixth prediction stated that teacher ratings of Latino students' academic com

petence would be related to the family SES. This hypothesis was partially supported. 

While there was no correlation between family SES and teachers' ratings of students' 
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Critical Thinking, correlations were low for family SES and teachers' ratings of students' 

Total Score, Reading/Language Arts, and Mathematics.

The seventh prediction stated that there would be a difference between students 

not diagnosed and diagnosed with any type of ADHD in their teacher academic ratings. 

This prediction was not supported. There were no difference between students' diagnosis 

of ADHD and teachers' academic ratings. 

Implications of the Major Findings

 Although the research findings did not support most of the hypotheses as inten

ded, it provided meaningful information. The current study did not support the hypothesis 

that there would be discrepancies between teachers' academic ratings and Latino students' 

standardized scores. However, these results are promising because teachers’ ratings were 

consistent with students' standardized achievement, especially in Reading. Teachers are 

able to rate student's reading skills with a high degree of accuracy because they have the 

advantage of working with diverse students for comparison (Feinberg & Shapiro, 2009; 

Meisels et al., 2001). Also, a large portion of the curriculum involves evaluating students' 

in this area, which allow teachers to have constant exposure to their progress in reading.

The results did not support the hypothesis that there would be significant differ

ences in teachers' academic ratings for students with parents who are low or highly accul

turated or bicultural. These results are very promising as well because teachers may be 

using more objective methods to assess students' academic skills. It should be noted 

however, that the population for this study was mostly Puerto Rican parents who rated 

themselves as bicultural or highly acculturated. Although they are a distinct group, Puerto 

Ricans are U.S. citizens who can travel freely between Puerto Rico and the U.S., and they 
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may be exposed easily to the U.S. language and educational values (Johnson, 1980). With 

this in mind, the relationship between teachers' academic ratings and acculturation de

serve more study.

There were no difference between teachers' academic ratings and students' grade 

retention and ADHD diagnosis. Unfortunately, grade retention (Guyll et al., 2010) and 

disability status (Mastergeorge & Martinez, 2010) affect teachers' expectations of stu

dents' academic skills. Although this study did not support past findings, the results 

should be interpreted with caution since most of the students in this study were not re

tained, and most students received an ADHD diagnosis. At the time when the teachers 

rated their students' academic competence, teachers were aware of students' grade reten

tion but not their diagnosis status. Further research utilizing equal samples should explore 

group differences (e.g. students retained and students not retained; students with ADHD 

and students without ADHD) in teacher academic ratings when they have knowledge of 

their students' grade retention and diagnosis status. Again, there is a possibility that teach

ers are using objective measures to assess their students. However, the method that teach

ers use to make judgments of students’ performance is warranted.  

Finally, the results suggest that factors, such as students' English language profi

ciency and socioeconomic status are related to teachers' ratings of students' academic 

competence; and that there are gender differences in academic ratings. Language profi

ciency is a key factor for academic problems, lowered teacher perceptions, or both. (Edl, 

Jones, & Estell, 2008). Furthermore, language proficiency deficits may be related to low 

SES. Unfortunately, many children in poverty lack exposure to multiple forms of cognit

ive stimulation and enrichment (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002; Valeria & John
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son, 2006); and they are less likely to be read to by their parents due to low parental edu

cational attainment, language barrier, and lack of time because they work long hours and 

have little flexibility (Reardon-Anderson, Capps, & Fix, 2002; Guyll et al., 2010; Taylor, 

Clayton, & Rowley, 2004; Valencia & Johnson, 2006). 

In regards to gender differences, although teachers rated the boys slightly higher 

in the Total Score and Mathematics ACES than the girls, the difference was not by much. 

However, this result should be interpreted with caution since there was not an equal dis

tribution of boys and girls in the study. Most of the students referred for the study were 

boys. Gender differences in teacher academic ratings deserve more study because many 

Latino youth and their families contend with gender roles and stereotypes (Guyll et al., 

2010; Steele, 1997). Also, studies have shown that ADHD symptoms vary by gender 

(Cuffe, Moore, & McKeown, 2005; Havey et al., 2005; Reid et al., 2001). Because 

gender influences expectations, choices, and behaviors this could affect Latino youth aca

demic performance (Guyll et al., 2010; Steele, 1997), and therefore, further study is 

needed. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Four limitations of the study should be noted. These include recruitment, demo

graphic, and measurement issues, and limited teacher and student information.

Recruitment Issues

The recruitment process that targeted Latino students attending predominantly 

urban elementary and middles schools within the city of Philadelphia may have resulted 

in having a small sample size for this study. Appropriate measures to recruit Latinos were 

taken. These measures included, forming relationships with the schools (e.g., school per
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sonnel, parents, and children), conducting the evaluation in the school, and compensating 

families and teachers for participating in the study. Families were also provided with a 

Spanish speaking evaluator and diagnostician when needed, a courtesy call reminding the 

families of their evaluation date, and a free comprehensive evaluation and written report 

regarding their child's results. However, recruitment was a challenge, and the data collec

ted for the current study reflected over a four-year-period. 

The challenge for recruiting students eligible for the study may be due to several 

reasons. First, the participants in this study were limited to those who attended urban 

schools in the city of Philadelphia. Perhaps, if the study was open to other locations be

sides Philadelphia, where Latinos comprise the majority of the student population among 

the schools, there may have been more participants in the study. Because of the small 

sample size and the limited statistical power for the current study, this suggests that cau

tion is needed when making generalizations. 

As mentioned before, this study was taken place in urban schools. Although there 

is some diversity with regards to quality of education in the urban schools, unfortunately, 

many Latino students attending urban schools achieve less in school, attain less educa

tion, and encounter less success in the work force (Gonzales et al., 2004). Moreover, they 

are presented with problems of poverty, violent environments with poor resources, unpre

pared teachers, and limited opportunities, and they have limited language proficiency, 

family instability, and poor health which may affect their academic competence. Because 

of these challenges, this may present bias in the study. Therefore, future research should 

include multiple settings (e.g., rural schools, alternative schools) for the study. 
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Second, school personnel may have limited knowledge regarding ADHD. Often 

the child's teacher is the first to suspect learning problems and/or ADHD disorder and ini

tiate a referral to the school (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Sax & Kautz, 2003). However, 

many teachers continue to have challenges identifying students with symptoms of hyper

activity/impulsivity and/or inattention (Barkley, 2006; DuPaul & Stoner, 2003). Although 

the principal investigator and research coordinator met with the school personnel and 

talked about the study and ADHD, perhaps identifying students with symptoms of 

ADHD may continue to be a challenge for school personnel. 

To minimize this uncertainty, more training and communication with the teachers 

regarding ADHD in the classroom is needed. One way of providing knowledge to teach

ers about this condition is by allowing parents to decide if they would like to include their 

child's teacher during the feedback session. Allowing teachers to learn about the evalu

ation results and ask questions and express their concerns to the parents and school psy

chologists and/or educators may maximize awareness of ADHD symptoms, and help 

teachers to support their students in the academic setting. One presenting problem may 

include coordinating the time to include teachers and parents in the feedback session. 

However, many schools already have Student Support Team (SST) meetings taking place 

during school hours. 

When asking Latino parents about sharing information regarding their child's 

mental health condition, researchers should keep in mind that some parents may feel un

comfortable sharing the results with their child's school. This may be due to factors in

cluding family values (e.g., fears of stigmatizing the child with a label), parental educa

tional attainment (e.g., lack of knowledge regarding ADHD and how the child can be 
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helped in the classroom), and mental health issues (e.g., parents dealing with their own 

mental health issues) (Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005; Eiraldi et al., 2006; Ortega et al., 

2000). Therefore, it is pertinent for school psychologists and educators to be aware of 

these unique needs, and to empower parents by informing them of their child's rights un

der the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Section 504, and encour

aging them to collaborate with their child's school. Typically multidisciplinary teams de

termine whether the student's condition is affecting him academically so appropriate 

modifications and accommodations could be made. Although this study did not allow for 

a follow up after the evaluation, it would have been interesting to know the percentage of 

parents who shared the results with their child's school. 

Third, recruiting challenges may be due to the span of time that it took to finish 

the evaluations and the method used to obtain teacher measures. Although, the average 

amount of time it took for cases to be completed was one month, there were many cases 

that took longer than this. Not knowing the status of the student's evaluation may affect 

teacher's motivation to make referrals and complete the forms for the study. Also, there 

were parents who could not participate in the study because of time constraints. Although 

the current study did not ask teachers and parents to explain their reasons for declining 

participation, it would be beneficial to know their reasons so that researchers may make 

adjustments to their research when working with this population. 

The method used to obtain teacher measures was by mail. Although this is an in

expensive and less time consuming process, researchers should consider meeting with the 

teachers and/or getting their contact information instead. When measures are sent via 

mail, there is the risk that it will not be completed. Even if teacher forms are received, re
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searchers may lose valuable data because items are unanswered. This is why percentages 

for teacher ACES had to be obtained for this study. Researchers may need to address 

these challenges when working with teachers. 

Demographic Issues

The small sample size precludes the possibility of making generalizations to other 

members of the ethnic populations represented in the current study. The population for 

this study was mostly Puerto Ricans. Although they are a distinct group, Puerto Ricans 

are U.S. citizens, and they have the advantage of not confounding the stress related to 

legal status (Johnson, 1980). Therefore, they can move freely between the island of 

Puerto Rico and mainland U.S. This may facilitate their exposure to the U.S. language 

and educational values. Although one of the strengths of the study included dividing 

Latinos into subgroups there was not enough participants for each subgroup (e.g., 

Mexicans, Dominicans) to make comparisons. However, it is strongly encouraged that 

subgroups within ethnicities be considered since each subgroup is diverse in their own 

way (e.g., acculturation process, immigration status, language).

Another issue to consider in the study is that because of the small sample and 

because the sample did not distribute relatively evenly across acculturation, grade levels, 

academic competence, gender, grade failure and special education status, family SES, 

and ADHD diagnosis, the results should be interpreted with caution. Because of the 

limited amount of students in special education, it was impossible to interpret whether 

there is a difference between teacher academic ratings and students' special education 

status. The limited number of students in special education may be due to their private 

schools not providing special education services or because Latino students may be 

105



underrepresented in special education. The small sample size limited the types of 

statistical analyses that could be used for the study. Future studies using a more diverse 

sample of parents and children from different subgroups and ethnicities, socioeconomic 

status, and levels of education and academic competence should be considered. Perhaps, 

having a diverse population that is distributed relatively evenly may provide further 

information about the relationship between teacher ratings of students' academic 

competence and acculturation. It may also provide information about whether the 

accuracy of teachers' academic ratings changes as the grade level changes. 

Measurement Issues

Another limitation to the study included the measures used. First, this study relied 

on a self-report measure for determining the parents' level of acculturation. Caution 

should be used when interpreting the results of the acculturation measure. Although the 

measure was provided in both Spanish and English, and the evaluator read the items for 

the parents when needed, parents could easily misinterpret the items. Also, the reliability 

of the parents' responses should be considered. To gain social desirability, some parents 

may rate themselves as bicultural or highly acculturated when they are really low accul

turated. This may be because Latino parents sometimes have fears of how the results may 

be used to exploit them and their children (e.g., legal status). Further, they may have fears 

regarding how they would be judged by their clinician. Researchers should consider these 

issues when working with this population. Perhaps, the study could have been 

strengthened if multiple respondents, such as teachers and the parents' child, rated the 

parents' level of acculturation.
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Second, the instrument used to measure acculturation should be considered. Be

cause researchers are still trying to understand the concept of acculturation, no consistent 

instrument has been used in the literature (Cabassa, 2003; Escobar & Vega, 2000; Zane & 

Mak, 2003). However, most acculturation measures assess language use and language 

proficiency, and not the behavioral and attitudinal domains or the process of learning and 

adapting to the mainstream culture and/or culture of origin. Acculturation is very com

plex, and further research may need to address this issue by using open ended questions 

to capture some of the experiences that individuals face during the acculturation process. 

Third, because most of the children's academic competence were rated in the De

veloping competence range, the raw scores from the Academic Skills Total, 

Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Critical Thinking were used, and then conver

ted into percentages (total raw score/total possible score). Further, because some teachers 

did not answer all the items in the ACES, it created a challenge in scoring the record 

form. Therefore, for those unanswered items, percentages were calculated based on the 

items completed (total raw score/total possible score completed). Although this technique 

allowed for a range of scores and minimized missing data, this strategy was not what the 

developers of the ACES recommended (DiPerna & Elliott, 2000). DiPerna and Elliott 

(2000) stated that the rater should get contacted if there are missing items; or if two or 

fewer items are missing from a subscale or are not observed, then the item(s) receives a 

score of three. If there are three or more items unanswered or not observed, then the sub

scale nor total scale should be scored. Because of its small sample size, the study could 

not afford any missing data. When using this measure, researchers should consider the 
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challenges for scoring it. They should also keep in mind that there is a possibility that res

ults could change based on scoring methods used. 

Fourth, a key component to consider when using teachers as respondents of stu

dents' academic skills is response consistency. This study asked teachers to complete the 

ACES once. However, teacher responses could be inconsistent. Therefore, future research 

should consider asking teachers to complete the form twice to obtain test-retest reliabil

ity. 

Fifth, because the data were collected over a four-year period, the standardized 

measures used for this study was not the most updated version, and they rely on national 

averages. Although this limitation is difficult to prevent when studies are conducted for 

several years, researchers should consider this challenge. Perhaps, future studies should 

consider using a more direct measure, such as the Curriculum Based Measures (CBM), 

since they overlap between classroom instruction and testing materials used, and they are 

quick to administer. 

Limited Teacher and Student Information

This study did not allow for a more in depth examination of teacher and student 

information. Perhaps the study could have been strengthened if the researcher knew 

teacher demographics (e.g., ethnicity, gender, age, number of years teaching) and meas

ured teacher acculturation and knowledge on ADHD. Also, information about the 

classroom environment (e.g., number of students, bilingual or regular education) would 

have been helpful. School psychologists and educators rely on teachers to provide in

formation about their students. However, the information that teachers provide them 

could be influenced by teacher demographics, acculturation, knowledge of ADHD, and 
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classroom environment. For instance, in regards to acculturation, one study found that 

teacher acculturation level predicted ADHD ratings (Domíguez de Ramírez & Shapiro, 

2005). Latino teachers who were less acculturated rated the behavior of students more 

severely than the more acculturated Latino teachers. Since teachers are the primary in

formants of student academic skills and mental health issues, researchers should consider 

obtaining more information from teachers. Perhaps having more teacher information 

could help school psychologists and educators understand the discrepancies between 

norm referenced and/or direct student measures and teacher academic ratings, and meth

ods used to make judgment of student academic skills.  

Further research should also consider students' acculturation level. Family mem

bers often encourage their children to maintain their native culture by communicating 

their values, beliefs, traditions, and language associated with the ethnic culture to their 

children (Birman, 1998; Cuéllar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995), and therefore, children 

often take these cultural practices into their schools (Gonzales et al., 2004). However, 

there could be acculturation gaps between the children and parents because children often 

acculturate at a faster rate than their parents because of their exposure to school, the com

munity, and the culture’s media (Knight et al., 1993). Because acculturation is such an 

important factor in a Latino child's academic outcomes and psychological well being, fur

ther research should investigate whether teacher academic ratings are related to students' 

acculturation. Also, future research should investigate whether students' standardized 

scores are related to their own acculturation.  
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Implications for School Psychologists and Educators

The current study highlights the importance of having accurate information from 

teachers about their student’s academic skills. Because teachers' input maintains its im

portance in validating data obtained through screening or monitoring (Feinberg & Sha

piro, 2009) school psychologists and educators need to be aware of factors that may lead 

to differences between teacher ratings and Latino students' performance on norm-refer

enced measures. Exploring parent and student factors that could affect teacher ratings 

may play a central role in classroom and school decisions, including instructional plan

ning, screening, referrals, placement, expectations, and communication with parents 

(Eckert & Arbolino, 2005; Good & Brophy, 1986; Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2004; Shapiro & 

Kratochwill, 2000). Teacher judgments can also influence students' study patterns, per

ceptions, attitudes, efforts, and motivation (Rodriguez, 2004). 

The current study contributes to the knowledge of research that investigates 

Latino children referred for ADHD. It specifically looks at the accuracy of teachers' aca

demic ratings and students' standardized scores. These results are encouraging for school 

psychologists and educators since they often rely on teachers to provide them with valu

able information about the students' academic skills (DuPaul & Stoner, 2003; Sax & 

Kautz, 2003). Also, the use of a valid measure that helps to develop effective academic 

interventions could lead to increases in academic performance and social skills for chil

dren diagnosed with ADHD (Rutherford, DuPaul, & Jitendra, 2008). Although assessing 

students' academic skills with standardized tests and then using the results to develop in

terventions may be useful, this process can be very time consuming and unpractical for 
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many schools. Therefore, finding valid and reliable teacher academic measures to use for 

screening and developing interventions are pertinent. 

This study provides some direction in the investigation of parent acculturation and 

student characteristics that are related to teachers' academic ratings. Although findings 

suggest that parent acculturation may not be related to teachers' ratings, researchers 

should continue to investigate this relationship. Further, because attitudes and beliefs may 

affect raters' perceptions of students' academic competence and psychological symptoms, 

acculturation should be considered when researchers develop and norm measures. 

This study also suggests that factors, such as students' English language profi

ciency and socioeconomic status are related to teachers' ratings of students' academic 

competence; and that there are gender differences in academic ratings. It is pertinent that 

school professionals and parents are aware of the student characteristics that can affect 

their academic outcomes and teacher ratings. Perhaps, providing school professionals 

with trainings and parents with workshops regarding the awareness of biases in language 

proficiency, gender, and SES among Latino youth may be beneficial for them. Further, 

school professionals and parents need to know effective interventions to use to help their 

child become more language proficient, since language proficiency is a key factor for 

academic outcomes. 

Lastly, the study contributes to the research that explores Latino youth and their 

families. Unfortunately, this population is in need of empirically supported screening 

measures and interventions that assess and help to improve their academic outcomes. Al

though making recommendations to address this need is beyond the scope of this study, it 

offers suggestions to school psychologists and educators regarding how to work with this 
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unique population, and how research and services should be conducted in a culturally-

sensitive manner. Further, it reminds researchers that exploring subgroups within the eth

nicity is pertinent since each subgroup is diverse in their own way.  
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Appendix A: Measures

Child and Family Information
___________________________________________________________________________________
Parents/Guardian:  Please provide the following information about you and your child.  This information will 
NOT be used in the research study since it can identify you.  The other pages in this form will only include the 
Identification number of your child.  

Child’s name ___________________________    Birth date ____________     Age______  Grade ______

Who is responsible for raising this child?

Name            Age               Relationship to Child

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

Who is the child’s legal guardian?  _____________________________ ____________________

                      Name    Relationship to Child
Please provide the name of the child’s biological mother and father (if not listed above).

Father’s name (biological)  ___________________  Mother’s Name (biological) _____________________

Please provide the following information so that we can contact you:  

Name   _______________________________________________________________________________

Address_______________________________________________________________________________
     (Street)                                            (City)                  (State)                  (Zip)     

Home phone (    ) ______________     Work phone (    ) ________________          Father/Mother/Guardian
(Circle one)

Child’s school __________________________ Teacher’s name______________________________

School address__________________________________________________________________________
      (Street) (City)             (State)          (Zip)

School phone (   ) ____________________________

Child’s physician_____________________________   Physician’s telephone number________________

Physician’s address______________________________________________________________________
       (Street)   (City)               (State)           (Zip)

Please list all people living in the home with the child:

Name              Age              Relationship to Child

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

_______________________________________       ____________        __________________________

**FOR OFFICE USE ONLY**
Date of Evaluation:  __________________    Parent Lead: ___________________  Study:      RO1       K23
Date of Feedback:  __________________ Child’s Ethnicity/Race: ________________     
SACA Study:       Accept             Date of 3-month follow-up:  ________________________________

                             Decline             Reason for decline:  _______________________________________
Last Revised: 2/7/06
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CHILD DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
**NOTE TO PARENTS/GUARDIANS:  Please do not include any names or other information that will identify you 

or your child on this page. PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ITEMS**

Child’s Age:  ____________________ Child’s Grade:  _____________________________________

Race ___________________________    Is child Latino(a)/Hispanic?  (circle one):    Yes No

(1) Is child in special education?     Yes      No If so, what type? _____________________________

(2) Did child ever repeat a grade?    Yes     No If yes, which grade?  _________________________

(3) Does your child take any medications now for any purpose?     NO         YES--please describe below:

Name of Medication     Dose      Purpose    Effect (include side effects) Doctor

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

(4) Was any medication ever prescribed for behavior problems?    NO       YES--please describe below:

Name of Medication     Dose      Purpose    Effect (include side effects) Doctor

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

(5)  Was the child on medication when tested by CHOP? Don't know    No     Yes—describe:

_______________________________________________________________________

More Information About Caregivers   (people who are responsible for raising the child):  

1.  _____________________________________
         (Relationship to Child)

Age______   Education_____________________Type of Employment__________________________ 

(Years)

2.  _____________________________________
(Relationship to Child)

Age______   Education_____________________Type of Employment__________________________ 

(Years)

3.  _____________________________________
(Relationship to Child)

Age______   Education_____________________Type of Employment__________________________ 

(Years)

How long has this child lived with you ?  __________________

Is child adopted?     Yes         No        If yes, age when adopted: _________
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Family History

Many psychological, emotional, or developmental problems run in families. In order to better understand your child’s 
behavior, it is important for us to know whether the biological parents or other caregivers of your child have had any 
psychological, emotional, or developmental problems. A caregiver can be an adult living in the home with the child 
who is responsible for raising or providing care to the child (examples: step-parents, boyfriend/girlfriend of the parent, 
grandparent, aunt, uncle, etc.)  

Below you will find a list of different kinds of problems and behaviors. Please place an X in the column representing 
each parent or caregiver if they have ever had the problem listed.  
                                                                                                                            

                              Biological      Biological       Care-      Care-      Care-       Care-     
Mother            Father         Giver     Giver       Giver      Giver                  

BEH (2 items):
1. Problems with aggressiveness, defiance,
and oppositional behavior as a child.                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                                            
2. Problems with attention, activity, and
impulse control as a child.                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                                                             

LDMR (3 items):
1. Learning disabilities.                                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                                                                              

2. Failed to graduate from high school.                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                             
3. Mental Retardation.

                                                                                                                                                                             
MNTDX (4 items): 

1. Psychosis or schizophrenia.
                                                                                                                                                                             
2. Depression for more than 2 weeks.

                                                                                                                                                                              
3. Excessive Anxiety                                                                                                                                           
  

4. Tics or Tourette’s. 

SBST (2 items):
1. Alcohol Abuse.

2. Substance Abuse.

IL (4 items):
1. Antisocial behavior (assaults, thefts, etc.)

2. Arrests.  

3. Physical Abuse.

                                                                                                                                                                                 
4. Sexual Abuse.  
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Child’s Siblings
                                                                                 Bro         Bro        Sis       Sis            Total  

SBEH (2 items):
1. Problems with aggressiveness, defiance,
and oppositional behavior as a child.                                                                          
                                                                                                                                                                            
2. Problems with attention, activity, and
impulse control as a child.                                                                                                                                
                                                                                                                                                                             

SLDMR (4 items):
1. Learning disabilities.                                                                                                                                           
  
2. Failed to graduate from high school.                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                                                            
3. Mental Retardation.

                                                                                                                                                                          
4. Autism/Developmental Disorder
                                                                                                                                                     

SMENTDX (4 items):
1. Psychosis or schizophrenia.

 
2. Depression for more than 2 weeks.   
                                                                                                                                                                             
                                                                                                                                                                          
3. Excessive Anxiety.
                                                                                                                                           
  
4. Tics or Tourette’s. 

SSUBST (2 items):
1. Alcohol Abuse.

               
2. Substance Abuse.

SILL (4 items): 
1. Antisocial behavior (assaults, thefts, etc.)

2. Arrests. 

3. Physical Abuse.

  
                                                                                                                                                                             
4. Sexual Abuse.  
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Are there any other children or adults living in the home with the child (other than biological mother, father, or 
siblings) who have a history of any of the psychological, emotional, or developmental problems listed above? 

Yes No

Person Problem
                                                     (Do not use name, use relation only)
**If Yes, please list them here:      _________________________ ____________________________

        _________________________ ____________________________

        _________________________ ____________________________

Developmental and Medical History

PREGNANCY AND DELIVERY:

A. Length of pregnancy (e.g., full term, 40 weeks, 32 weeks, etc.) _____________

B. Length of delivery (number of hours from initial labor pains to birth) _____________

C. Mother’s age when child was born _____________

D. Child’s birth weight _____________

E. Did any of the following conditions occur during pregnancy/delivery?

1. Bleeding No       Yes

2. Excessive weight gain (more than 30 lbs) No       Yes

3. Toxemia/preeclampsia No       Yes

4. Rh factor incompatibility No       Yes

5. Frequent nausea or vomiting No       Yes

6. Serious illness or injury No       Yes

7. Took prescription medications No       Yes
    a. If yes, name of medication ___________________

8. Took illegal drugs No       Yes

9. Used alcoholic beverages No       Yes
    a. If yes, approximate number of drinks per week _______________

            10. Smoked cigarettes No      Yes
    a. If yes, approximate number of cigarettes per day
        (e.g., ½ pack) ____________

            11. Was given medication to ease labor pains No       Yes
    a. If yes, name of medication ______________________

            12. Delivery was induced No       Yes

            13. Forceps were used during delivery No       Yes

            14. Had a breech delivery No       Yes

            15.    Had a cesarean section delivery No       Yes

            16. Other problems –please describe  ______________________ No       Yes
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F. Did any of the following conditions affect your child
    during delivery or within the first few days after birth?

        1. Injured during delivery  No       Yes

           
2. Cardiopulmonary distress during delivery No       Yes

3. Delivered with cord around neck No       Yes

4. Had trouble breathing following delivery No       Yes

        5.     Needed oxygen No       Yes

        6.     Was cyanotic, turned blue No       Yes

        7.     Was jaundiced, turned yellow No       Yes

        8.     Had and infection No       Yes

        9.     Had seizures No       Yes

                        10.   Was given medication No       Yes

                        11.   Born with a congenital defect No       Yes

                        12.   Was in the hospital more than 7 days No       Yes

INFANT HEALTH AND TEMPERAMENT:
A. During the first 12 months was your child:

1. Difficult to feed No       Yes

2. Difficult to get to sleep No       Yes

3. Colicky No       Yes

4. Difficult to put on a schedule No       Yes

5. Alert No       Yes

6. Cheerful No       Yes

7. Affectionate No       Yes

8. Sociable No       Yes

9. Easy to comfort No       Yes

           10. Difficult to keep busy No       Yes

           11. Overactive, in constant motion No       Yes

12. Very stubborn, challenging No       Yes

EARLY DEVELOPMENTAL MILESTONES:
A. At what age did your child first accomplish the following?

1. Sitting without help ___________

2. Crawling ___________

3. Walking alone, without assistance ___________

4. Using single words (e.g., “mama”, “dada”, “ball”, etc.) ___________

5. Putting two or more words together (e.g., “mama up”) ___________

6. Bowel training day and night ___________

7. Bladder training, day and night ___________
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HEALTH HISTORY:

A. Date of child’s last physical exam: ______________________________

B. At any time has your child had the following:

1. Asthma Never       Past          Present

2. Allergies Never       Past          Present

3. Diabetes, arthritis, or other chronic illnesses Never       Past          Present

4. Epilepsy or seizure disorder Never       Past          Present

5. Febrile seizures Never   Past   Present

6. Chicken pox or other common childhood illnesses Never   Past   Present

7. Heart or blood pressure problems Never   Past   Present

8. High fevers (over 103º ) Never   Past   Present

9. Broken bones Never   Past   Present

             10. Severe cuts requiring stitches Never   Past   Present

             11. Head injury with loss of consciousness Never   Past   Present

             12. Lead poisoning Never   Past   Present

             13. Surgery Never   Past   Present

             14. Lengthy hospitalization Never   Past   Present

             15. Speech or language problems Never   Past   Present

             16. Chronic ear infections Never   Past   Present

             17. Hearing difficulties Never   Past   Present

             18. Eye or vision problems Never   Past   Present

             19. Fine motor/handwriting problems Never   Past   Present

             20. Gross motor difficulties/clumsiness Never   Past   Present

             21. Appetite problems (overeating  or undereating) Never   Past   Present

             22. Sleep problems (falling asleep, staying asleep) Never   Past   Present

             23. Soiling problems Never   Past   Present

             24. Wetting Problems Never   Past   Present

             25. Other health difficulties (please describe) Never   Past   Present
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