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ABSTRACT

ERIN MCDONOUGH: An examination of a response-to-intervention model as atjabte
solution to racial disproportionality in special education
(Under the direction of Steve Knotek, Ph.D.)

Objective: The purpose of this study was to examine differences between traditicredtst
assistance teams and an innovative consultation-based assistance tezus o tfee risk
ratios for minority students for evaluation and eligibility for special etilcaervices. It was
hypothesized that the innovative consultation-based assistance team would ia¢egsait
lower risk of evaluation for and placement in special education services.
Participants: Twelve schools in North Carolina elected to receive training in the
Instructional Consultation Team (IC-Team) model during the 2003-2004 and 2004-2005
academic years. Within each school, the IC-Team and traditional teantedpsyacurrently,
so 12 IC-Teams and 12 traditional teams were studied herein.
Methods: Each of the 12 schools submitted year-end program evaluation data containing the
number of students served, the ethnicity/race of students served, the number of students
referred for psychoeducational evaluation, and the number of students considenexifeligi
special education. Based on these data, the relative risks (i.e., risk ragaaloedated for
African American and Hispanic students, respectively. For each ethnig, gwourelative
risk indexes were calculated; one for the risk for evaluation and a second fektfue ri
special education eligibility. Secondary analyses were also conductedrmexhfferences

between teams in risk indexes for African American, Hispanic and White students.



Results: There were no significant differences between teams in terms ovealial for
evaluation for special education services for either ethnic group. Instrdc@ionsultation
Teams were associated with a significantly lower relative risk abditg for special
education services for both the Hispanic and African American student groupsdrises
considered independent of the risk of White students indicated that IC-Teams were
associated with lower risk for placement in special education for eaelfetdunic group.
Descriptive statistics also revealed significant differences ienpatbased on race between
teams in terms of the proportion of students referred for evaluation and placedah speci
education.

Conclusions: IC-Teams were associated with more equitable practices ofaleded
identification for special education services, while traditional assistanogs were

associated with proportionally higher referral rates for White students.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

American education has struggled with the issue of disproportionate reptiesenita
minority students in special education for nearly half a century. As Dunn obseivied |
seminal 1968 article, minority students have been referred to and placed in egecaion
at rates exceeding their proportion of the population. This finding has also emergeehin r
literature in all regions of the country (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Chinn & Hughes, 1987). And
while recognition is certainly a first step toward resolution, we as atgd@ee been
challenged to understand why disproportionality continues to plague our educatsmn sys
and how best to rectify it.

Historically, the education system in the U.S. has had an unfortunate legadingega
equitable opportunities for all students, including total segregation. As dedenrdgas
required states to educate all students in the same system, those who opposeghtiesegre
began to isolate minority students through various mechanisms including ahdking
(Mickelson, 2001) and special education (Ferri & Connor, 2005). Policies and procedures
were developed to provide a disguise for continued segregation, within buildingghmather
between buildings.

Despite decades of litigation against inequitable practices, the specati@uagstem
operating today serves disproportionately greater numbers of minority Stala@mt/Vhite

students. African American students are at higher risk for identificatioategories of



mental retardation (MR) and serious emotional disturbance (SED) thaN\thieer
counterparts. Hispanic students are more likely than White students to be idestifie
learning disabled (LD).

Overrepresentation in special education has numerous negative implicationsfigr ra
diverse students. Minority students are more likely to be placed in restaetiuays,
limiting exposure to the general education curriculum (Fierros & Co22; Skiba,
Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006). Once placed in special
education, minority students are subject to a variety of negative consequehogiag
lowered expectations on the part of teachers (Mehan, Hertwick, & Miehls, 1986) and
decreased likelihood of experiencing positive educational outcomes (Wagnericb,Am
Marder, Newman, & Blackorby, 1992). These consequences will be discussedlin deta

Many theories have been suggested to explain the continuation of disproportionality i
special education. Some researchers have focused on the role of poverty (NaseaatR
Council, 2002), while others have sought to investigate the role of systemic brast agai
minority students (Fierros & Conroy, 2002; Harry & Klingner, 2006; O’Connor &
Fernandez, 2006; Parrish, 2002). While there is still a great deal to be learneth@bout t
causes of overrepresentation of minority students in special education, famdgastice
demand the development and evaluation of interventions to address this problematic
situation.

The current literature review lays out the historical and legal contexapybdortionality
and the most relevant research in the field, while this study sought to evhkiatecome of

an educational intervention team on one measure of disproportionality.



Historical and Legal Context of Disproportionality

Despite the decision &@rown v. the Board of Education 1954, our schools remain
segregated, though the mechanism currently responsible for the separation by fnamor
majority students is subtle and difficult to detect. FollowingBh@vndecision, many states
developed “pupil placement laws” whose goals were to undermine desegregatiotesianda
Southern states such as Virginia and North Carolina wrote laws including nomantace
or ethnicity, but allowed districts to place students on the basis of “aptitude ¢iiltharc
curriculum adjustment” (Richmon&ifro American, 1955, as cited in Ferri & Connor, 2005).
Laws such as these served to continue segregation within schools, rather than between
schools, and were responsible for continued educational inequity for minority students.

Resegregation methods including “ability tracking” were rooted in biological
deterministic beliefs of racial superiority in terms of intelligerde&kelson, 2001). This
practice ensured the maintenance of social and class structure, but did sheigdese of
being based on “natural abilities” rather than outright discrimination. Thisrsysf
separating White from African American students helped to deéhate flight or the large
numbers of White students enrolling in private schools to escape desegregatiata (Fer
Connor, 2005).

Additionally, the referral of students of color to special education in dispropddiona
numbers was another effective means of subverting desegregation laws. Schools in
Washington, DC achieved a high level of segregation by placing many newitfexd
African American students in special education classes, doubling the emtadinspecial

education between 1955 and 1956 (“Negroes,” 1956, as cited in Ferri & Connor, 2005).



Combined with ability tracking, special education has been complicit in aémpt
resegregate our nation’s schools and has unfortunately been successfulnddaioe

Litigation has been attempted in order to provide more equitable opportunities for
minority students. Addressing the inequitable practices mentioned above in theyi@ashi
DC schools during the late 1950s and early 19d0bson v. Hanno(iL967, 1969)
challenged the assignment of African American and underprivileged chitdlewer ability
tracks on the basis of group-administered aptitude tests. Judge Wright abdleshed t
discriminatory tracking system, stating that it was unfair, that stsidere tracked on the
basis of race and that the tests used were standardized on White students of a highe
socioeconomic class (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003).

Diana v. State Board of Educati¢h970) was a class-action suit filed in California
objecting to the placement of Mexican-American children in classesufbersis with mental
retardation based on intelligence tests administered in English. The rebidtadse was a
federal ruling that children must be assessed in their primary languagé seations of
tests that do not depend on their knowledge of English.

Taking the decision made in tB@ana case a step furtheguadalupe Organization, Inc.
v. Tempe Elementary School Distr{gB72), filed on behalf of Yaqui Indian and Mexican
American children, not only required assessment in the student’s primary langweate
nonverbal measures, but also demanded the inclusion of adaptive behavior measures and
parent interviews in assessment procedesdalupealso set forth requirements for
informed consent from parents for the evaluation and placement of their childrenial spe

education.



One of the most influential cases pertaining to disproportionate placememntarftyni
studentslLarry P. v Rileg1984),, was filed on behalf of all African American children
placed in the educably mentally retarded category of special educationairtgfglin this
case set forth evidence that many of the children were miscldssitie |Q tests serving as
the primary basis for the mistaken classification. Experts tebtHiat 1Q tests were racially
and culturally discriminatory. The court found that the administration of 1@ west not
“rational” or valid for classifying African American students and outlhfether such use
of testing procedures (Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003). Judge Peckham rendered an opinion in
which he characterized classes for students with educable mentaltreteaddinferior” and
“dead end.” Subsequent legal procedures, most recently in 1994, debated the use of IQ
testing for African American children in California, but the original deai®f Judge
Peckham has been upheld.

Similar to theLarry P.caseP.A.S.E. v. Hanno(1L980) was filed disputing the use of 1Q
testing in the Chicago Public School system. Jane Mercer, who had testified in the
aforementionedlarry P. v. Rilexase, presented testimony to Judge Grady on the issue of
racial and cultural bias in the assessment process. Judge Grady pgrsanalhrough each
test item on the popular measures of IQ and found fewer than ten items to be biased. His
opinion stated that 1Q tests used in the context of a multifaceted assessmenoilikely to
result in racially or culturally discriminatory practices and upheld tinesnt practices of the
school system (Bersoff, 1982, as cited in Jacob & Hartshorne, 2003).

The U.S. Office of Civil Rights (OCR) has collected data on disproportionalityghrou
surveys since the mid-1970s, and Chinn and Hughes (1987) were among the firdteéesearc

to analyze this data on a national scale. Their findings indicated thaafimerican



students were overrepresented in categories of serious emotional disturighnukl anental
retardation. Hispanic students were overrepresented in the categorynoigehsabilities.

Since the Chinn and Hughes study, numerous researchers utilized this national database
to describe the situation of disproportionality at both the national and state 1evi&394,
Harry found that African American students continued to be overrepresented in the
categories of serious emotional disturbance and mild mental retardation, bnatlgjtshe
reported that African American students were overrepresented in the mddesatere
mental retardation range as well. Her findings elaborated on eap@nts of Hispanic
overrepresentation by providing information that these students were at @ucris&sn
states where they represented a larger portion of the population.

The Individual with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 1997) has since put the burden on
each state to collect and report data relevant to the issue of disproportiohiitg within
special education. If a state reports disproportionality, the state must eawiengvise
policies and practices. Each state or local education agency must implemedtupgedo
ensure that each child is evaluated individually and fully before classificand placement
decisions are made. Schools must have problem-solving teams to assist teachers
developing appropriate strategies in the general education environmemtdogrcwho are
experiencing academic struggles. The goal of these procedures is tisde¢beenumber of
inappropriate referrals and prevent unnecessary testing and misclassifidacob &
Hartshorne, 2003).

Definition of Disproportionality
The term “disproportionality” refers to the over- or underrepresentation ofngsude

receiving special education services from particular racial or ethnic grelagise to their



representation in the population (Muller & Markowitz, 2003). Chinn and Hughes (1987)
defined disproportionality more specifically as any situation in whichgpeesentation of a
group of students is above or below 10 percent of the percentage that would be expected
based on the group’s representation in the total student body. The Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP) uses a formula of .2 times the percentage @ntapicesin
the student population to determine a window of acceptable difference. So, for example, if
30% of the student body is African American, then it be would acceptable formfrica
American students to comprise anywhere from 24% to 36% of students receiviral speci
education services (Muller & Markowitz, 2003).

Three common statistics are used to describe disproportionality. The aigktindex
(RI), odds ratio (OR) and composition index (Cl). The risk index is obtained by divideng t
number of students of a given group served within a specific category by thenentabf
that group within the school population. The risk index essentially answers the question,
“What is the risk of a student of ethnicity X being identified for services ggoay Y?” The
odds ratio is calculated by dividing the risk index of one group by the risk index of mnothe
group. Odds ratios greater than one indicate that the first group (numerasturpeeater risk
of being identified as eligible for services within a certain category. iadlyf, the
composition index is calculated by dividing the number of students of a certaicitgthni
within a category by the total number of students within that category.
The Current Situation of Disproportionality

A recent report indicates that 44 states reported disproportionate represesftat
minority students in special education for the academic year of 2000-2001r(Rlulle

Markowitz, 2003). Forty-four states reported that African American stucents



overrepresented; 36 states reported that Asian/Pacific Islander studemtsverrepresented,
33 states reported that Hispanic students were overrepresented. NativeaArsernients
were overrepresented in 34 states, while White students were overregaesét§ states.
The available data demonstrated that disproportionality still existedregadins of the
country.

Within special education, minority students are often overrepresented incspecifi
categories of eligibility. African American students are the mostepeesented group of
minority students in nearly every state (Parrish, 2002) and tend to be overreggtasent
categories of mild mental retardation (MMR) and seriously emotiodatyrbed (SED;

Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, Simmons, & Feggins-Azziz, 2006; Parrish, 2002).
American Indian/Alaskan Native students tend to be overrepresented in the cafegory
specific learning disability (SLD), and Asian students have slightly higipgesentation in
the category of autism (AU).

Oswald, Coutinho, Best, and Singh (1999) used the OCR database to characterize
disproportionality on a national scale. Their analysis examined odds ratios and fdund tha
African American students were 2.4 times more likely than White studentsderidied as
MMR and 1.5 times as likely to be identified as SED. Asian/Pacific Islsstddents were
two-fifths as likely to be identified as MMR and one-fifth as likely to be kdb&8ED as their
White peers. Hispanic students tended to be underrepresented in categories of MR, SE
and LD.

However, districts and states vary in terms of the categories mosttbkeégmonstrate
disproportionality. De Valenzuela, Copeland, Huaqging Qi, and Park (2006) examined one

district in a Southwestern state where minority representation in thettatahs population



was greater than 50%. The results showed that African-American stuagsats w
overrepresented in categories of SED, LD, and MMR and were underrepresentestin gif
programs (GI).

It is most likely not a coincidence that the categories of eligibilbgtnoften
demonstrating disproportionate representation of minority students are aksohthiosre
“socially determined” (Coulter, 1996). Artiles and Trent (1994) pointed out thatutault
difference” and “disability” are both socially constructed terms agdeal that there is an
unconscious equating of the two terms, borne out in disproportionate referral to and
placement in special education. Patton (1998) suggested that ambiguity andvstybgeeti
involved in the eligibility decision and contribute to the problem of disproportionality.
Why is disproportionality a problem?

It might initially seem to some that overrepresentation of minority stuchespgcial
education is not problematic and indicates that students who need acadenaincesaist
receiving appropriate services. However, the crux of the problem lies in inapggopr
identification and placement in special education due to subjective and sometirads bias
criteria for eligibility. The school is limited in its ability to detétue” cases of disability
due to a lack of precision, particularly in judgmental categories (NatiosalaReh Council,
2002). If a student is identified for special education in the absence of adisadility, the
placement is best described as a “false positive.” It is impossiblartaesthe number of
false positives, but previous research suggests that the number is substamntiaiagbarh
the category of LD (see Gottlieb et al., 1994; MacMillan et al., 1998; Shayvatz £990).

Patton (1998) argued that placement in special education, particularly when students

spend most of their time outside the general education environment, limits expa$igre t



core curriculum and perpetuates the cycle of academic underachievemeatKibie |
exposure to a college-preparatory academic curriculum restricte griysloyment
possibilities to unskilled and technical jobs, limiting financial successra@hendence.
The inequitable access to educational opportunity represents a terriblargostale,
particularly when placements are erroneous.

Efficacy of special education servicéscentral element of the discussion on the problem
of disproportionality pertains to the efficacy of special education. Zigmond (26@8yed
the research evaluating special education effectiveness. The teadiulie on the subject
reported conflicting results, with some studies demonstrating equivalent grégresudents
with disabilities placed in special versus regular education (Dunn, 1968; Kirk, 196#ds ci
in Zigmond, 1993). One study by Sindelar and Deno revealed benefits for learningddisable
students in resource rooms over regular education classrooms (as citedond&,ige03).
Carlberg and Kavale (1980) replicated the findings of Dunn and Kirk, but added complexity
to the issue by also reporting a modest advantage for students with learnihgwotbe
disorders in both self-contained and resource settings.

After a national movement during the 1980s to provide more inclusive service-delivery
models, the contrast between special education services and general edusegioe s
was less stark, and the research bore out findings that reflected equivaksfoespecial
and regular education placements. More recent studies offer mixed resutisdemac gains
in fully inclusive schools (e.g, Manset & Hammel, 1997; Rea, McLaughlin, & Walthe
Thomas, 2002). Zigmond concluded that there was no compelling research evidence to
suggest the effectiveness of one place versus another for the academicamiagass of

students with high-incidence mild-to-moderate disabilities.
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Restrictiveness of placemeht.addition to arguments over efficacy, disproportionality is
problematic in terms of placement, with African American students dispropatgly placed
in more restrictive settings. Several studies have been conducted docuntes tiregntl
toward exclusion of minority students from the general education curriculumai&ar
Deering, & Grant, 1995; Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Gallini, Simmons, & Feggins;Azziz
2006; Fierros & Conroy, 2002). IDEA mandated students be educated in the leasivesstri
environment, recognizing the social value of educating students with disaliiities
nondisabled peers and allowing them maximum access to the general educataluourr

This alarming trend toward exclusion of minority students has been found at distect, s
and national levels. Serwatka, Deering, and Grant (1995) noted that African &meric
students were more often placed in segregated settings than were Whitesstiibatet al.
(2006) also discovered the trend of exclusion in their study of data collectedandnd@hey
found that within categories of eligibility such as MR, LD, ED, and SL,cafriAmerican
students were still at significantly increased risk for more réisgiplacements than their
White counterparts. Fierros and Conroy (2002) examined national statisticshes@gGR
database and found that the categories of eligibility most likely to demtenstra
disproportionality were also categories where placement is geneigily nestrictive,
representing a case of “double jeopardy” for minority students. Both Hispadidfrican
American students were less likely to be educated in fully inclusive atamsrand were far
more likely to be educated in a substantially separate setting than White st&gemos and
Conroy found that in the state of Connecticut, minority students were placed more

restrictively than White students within categories of eligibilityeJdrdata strongly suggest
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that minority students are being unfairly and unlawfully treated within our edocystem.
Yet the trend of exclusion was entirely overlooked in the NRC report (2002).

In an attempt to identify potential causes for more restrictive peadsrfor minority
students, Hosp and Reschly (2002) examined data from four districts in Delawarednmolve
a civil rights lawsuit over restrictive placements. The school records for 23&n¢s who
had been identified as LD were selected for analysis; in these djgtrectargest
discrepancy in representation is in the LD category, most likely becalsdantare’s
funding formula for special education. The researchers selected 102 vahablesuld
possibly influence restrictiveness of placement, which was measurethsxdeminutes
spent outside the general education classroom. Significant interactions were ctetidete
between demographic variables and race, indicating that the relationship between
restrictiveness of placement and the independent variables was simWniterand African
American students.

Perhaps the most interesting finding reported by Hosp and Reschly (20@2) te ke
disproportionality discussion was that there was a significant interactivedierace and
individual help from the classroom teacher as a prereferral intervention. Atuclegts who
did not receive this kind of assistance, African American students spent moutsite
the general education classroom. The authors also reported that the presenceafbehavi
problems was also related to the amount of time spent outside the regular clagsstioom
poor anger control, distractibility, peer relations, and a number of oppositioraitdefi
symptoms comprising “behavioral problems.” So, though patterns for predicting

restrictiveness of placement appear to be similar for White and Africami@demestudents,
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these findings highlighted the importance of prereferral intervention in tineireatzon of
disproportionality and restrictiveness of placement for minority students.

Stability of special education populatiddnce identified for special education services,
the likelihood of returning to the general education environment is small. teat re
evaluation of special education, Bielinski and Ysseldyke (2000) analyzed achigva&m
students in special and regular education for one large state in the U.S., and teporte
80% of the special education population in their study remained unchanged. The chances of
leaving special education decreased after every grade, with only 9.686@ftst leaving
special education aftef"@rade. Of students who left special education aftegrade, 16%
of them returned aftef5grade. Harry and Anderson (1994) reported that only 6% of African
American males return to regular education after placement in spegcatmn. Notably,
once a student is identified for special education, the likelihood of remaining ialspeci
education is high.

Effects of labelingNumerous authors have also argued that identification for placement in
special education bears stigmatizing effects and decreases in stuelémsteem (Patton,
1998; Artiles & Trent, 1994; Harry & Anderson, 1994). The assignment of labels to students
indicates that the student is inherently deficient in some way. Mehan, elerawid Miehls
(1986) conducted a study of teachers’ attention to negative behaviors to labeled and non-
labeled students and found that teachers tended to focus on a higher percentage of negative
behaviors when exhibited by a labeled student. A small study conducted by Snowden (2004)
found that students with disabilities placed in inclusive classrooms had highestselfe

than those students in special education settings. Although the evidence dsihirsitepe,
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it does support the claims made by authors who suggest the deleterious eftdméirgg In
terms of teacher expectations and student self-esteem.
Outcomes for minority youth in special educatiBaost-high school outcomes for African
American youth with disabilities are distressing. In a study conduct&ddgyer, D’Amico,
Marder, Newman, and Blackorby (1992), 75% of African American students wathildises
were unemployed two years after high school, compared to 47% of their White patister
Three to five years post high school, a similar disparity existed; 52% abAfAmerican
youth with disabilities remained unemployed, while the concurrent arresbrdabe$e youth
was 40% (Wagner et al., 1992). These kinds of outcomes provide evidence for a system that

has been failing minority students identified for special education services.

Factors Contributing to Disproportionality

Poverty

The economic disparities between Whites and minority groups in the U.S. have prompted
many researchers and policymakers to cite poverty as the responsimddatiie
disproportionate representation of minority students in special education. Afmeancans
in this country are more likely than Whites to be poor, and poverty is associated wéh poor
health, inferior schools and family stress (Parrish, 2002). According to the 2006uteSuB
of the Census, 33.3% of African American children under the age of 18 were living at or
below the poverty level. The percentage rose to 40 for African American childrentb@der
age of five. Twenty-six percent of Hispanic children under the age of 18 weg divvor
below the poverty level; this percentage rose to 29.6% for Hispanic children undge thfe a

5. For White children, 13.6% under the age of 18 were living in poverty, while 16.8% of
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children under the age of 5 were living in poverty. Clearly, huge discrepanisesdex
between the living conditions of minority and non-minority children in the U.S.

The disparities in socioeconomic conditions between minorities and Whites have
prompted many to argue that disproportionality is simply a manifestationcgpfahiges in
living conditions. The National Research Council in its 2002 report on minority students in
special and gifted education emphasized the effect of poverty on the idantifestudents
with “disabilities.” The report cited research indicating that children liuingoverty have
lower 1Q, verbal ability, and achievement test scores. The report addioidings which
suggested that parenting interactions and the home environment are affectedtyy pove
Children from low-income families have a smaller vocabulary size, whipbdes reading.
Mothers living in poverty are more likely to experience depression, which has bee
implicated in disrupting the quality of mother-child interactions. Children fronilieswith
low SES are less likely to demonstrate skills associated with school readinéthese
findings are entangled with maternal education, race, marital status amhEsgh second
language. While the report did not explicitly state that poverty is respofsible
disproportionate representation of minority students in special education, it aptuelbee
strongly suggested.

In response to this argument, O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) critically evaluated the
claims made in the NRC report, which implicated the role of poverty in disproportyonali
The authors labeled the theory set forth in the NRC report as the Theory of Compromised
Human Development. Their major criticism of this theory was that it irdenfgerent
deficits in the child, particularly in the poor minority child and ignored the social

construction of the term “disability.” The authors further criticized th&€€N&oort for
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characterizing the households of the poor as “less than optimal” and parent-chalctionsr
therein as “negative.” O’Connor and Fernandez cited research demonstratipgrenting
practices and developmental goals of a cultural community emergereduet of the
sociopolitical environment in which the community exists (Arzubiaga, Ceja, &8s2000;
as cited in O’Connor & Fernandez, 2006).

O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) argued that it is not poverty which places children “at-
risk” for special education placement, but rather the school structure whictheses
behaviors and competencies of the middle-class White student as the normativel .skamda
the subjective categories of special education eligibility, normativectatpms are used to
determine “problematic” performance, both in behavioral and academis. t€hay argued
that if, for example, African American Vernacular English (AAVE) wereldmguage used
in classrooms across the U.S., African American students would generatinstesite
higher levels of competency than their White counterparts. In a systestustd to
advantage White students, minority students are likely to display behaviors dethaca
performance that will be judged to be problematic.

Studies examining the relationship between poverty and overrepresentatiew,dvatf
the available evidence suggests that race contributes to disproportionalitylese
socioeconomic factors are taken into account. SKbkni-Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins-
Azziz, and Chung (2005) examined data in one Midwestern state in order to determine the
contribution of poverty to the overrepresentation of minority students in special educati
Their findings indicated that poverty was a weak and inconsistent predictor of
disproportionality in overall special education enroliment. Poverty did not contribute to

identification for categories of SED or MMR, but higher rates of poverty wegiqgbive of
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disproportionality in the category of mild mental retardation. Logistoession analyses
demonstrated independent effects for both poverty and race on disproportionality. When
poverty was controlled, African American students were 2.5 times as tikkbly identified

for services in the category of MMR, 1.5 times as likely to be identified asratetie
mentally retarded and 1.5 times as likely to be identified as SED when cahtpakénite
students. At all levels of poverty, racial disparities were evident, and incasas, poverty
magnified extant racial differences in eligibility for specidlieation services.

Hosp and Reschly (2004) have also examined the relationship between poverty, race and
disproportionality. They gathered data from the Elementary and SecondeyisSCivil
Rights Compliance Report, the Common Core of Data, and district level achiedatent
They examined disproportionality in terms of relative risk, defined below:

#student®of X ethnicityin categoryY-#studentsX ethnicityin studenipopulation
Relative Risk= #Whitestudentsn category¥-#White studentsn studentpopulation

Using a least squares regression model for three special education eatagdriour

minority groups, the researchers looked at predictor variables of académieatent,
demographic information and economic indicators. Demographic information included base
rate of White students, base rate of each ethnicity group, percentage of suitihelmsited
English proficiency, and base rate of students with disabilities. Independawtiypkthe
predictor variables (academic, demographic and economic) was found to acceunt for
significant portion of the variance in each model. Economic and demographic esake
found to be more important than academic variables in 10 of the 12 models for predicting
categories of eligibility. The demographic block of variables was agsrgaredictor for

African American students for categories of SED and LD. The fact thaglaphic
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variables were more important for predicting emotional disturbance supportsithet
O’Connor and Fernandez (2006) that the reference group influences which students are
deemed as demonstrating “behavior problems.”

Perhaps the most significant and interesting outcome of this study wdsetlhaatiemic
block of variables was the weakest predictor across racial/ethnic gmodgstegories of
disability. The authors explained this finding as due in part to the likelihood that aconom
and demographic factors influenced academic achievement and afteraittose liave been
accounted for, the unique variance contributed by academic achievement ig tadteied.
Another explanation offered was that the variables in the academic block reeggdyst
correlated with one another, with more shared variance and less unique variancesto predi
disproportionate representation.

In a study of a nationally representative sample, Coutinho, Oswald, Best, ahd Sing
(1999) examined the relationship between environmental variables on disproportionate
placement in categories of mild mental retardation and serious emotiongbainste. The
environmental variables included in the analyses were median housing value, mexvan inc
for households with children, percentage of children below the poverty level, percentage of
children enrolled in school who are at-risk, percentage of adults in the community who have
less than a 2grade education, percentage of children who are Limited English Proficient
(LEP), and percentage of student enrollment that is African American. Aléof t
environmental variables were found to be related to the likelihood of a student beed) plac
in the SED and MMR categories. However, a model including both environmental @ariabl
and racial/ethnic differences accounted for a significantly greateuiat of variance in

identification rates. A poverty effect was observed for African Amerstadents, with
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African American students more likely to be identified as MMR in communitigshigher
poverty, where they were also less likely to be identified as SED. Africaariéan students
were most likely to be identified as SED in wealthier communities withriévirecan
American enrollment, suggesting an intolerance of diversity in thesedosati

If race were simply a proxy for socioeconomic status, biologically detethtategories
of eligibility would also be expected to demonstrate a similar degree of disfpoopdity to
that evidenced in subjectively diagnosed categories, but this is not the cassh (R802)
examined data from the U.S. Department of Education Office of Special EntuPatigrams
(OSEP) and compared risk ratios for African American and White students in {(harg”
medically diagnosable) versus “soft” (i.e., judgmental) categoriesgibigty. Hard
categories of special education include hearing impairments, visual ingoasr, orthopedic
impairments, deaf-blindness, and multiple disabilities. Nationwide, Africaargan and
White students are identified in hard categories of eligibility at nedelytical rates.
Looking at the ten states with the highest degree of disproportionality in thetdgocy,
risk ratios for hard categories of eligibility are close to 1 in nearly ewegyof those states.
North Carolina is one of the ten “worst offending” states according to the 1998 OCR
database, with a risk ratio for placement in the MR category of 4.08, and yet $iasadioi
for placement in any of the hard categories of 1.03. The data for North Carolina and for the
U.S. suggest that poverty is not wholly responsible for the disparity betweearAfric
American and White students in their placement in special education.

Investigators have set out to examine disproportionality in so-called “hardjocigte of
eligibility such as orthopedic impairment, deafness and visual impairmene tategjories

tend not to demonstrate disproportionate representation (MacMillan & Reschly, £888; F
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& Connor, 2005). In the recent Biannual Performance Report, deaf-blindness, hearing
impairment, multiple disabilities, orthopedic impairment, traumatic braimynyisual
impairment and developmental delay were the categories least ofteleddppstates as
having disproportionate racial/ethnic representation (Muller & Markowitz, 2003).
Cultural Differences in Behavior

As perhaps the category most subject to interpretation and judgment, sociairaimot
disturbance reflects patterns of disproportionality, with African Amenicales most likely
to be overrepresented. In North Carolina, African American students aréiediior the
2002).

Differences in behavior and learning styles between African Amerglainen and
European American children have been presented as a possible source of dispriyortiona
in the category of emotional and behavior disorders. Hosp and Hosp (2001) discussed these
differences in three domains: orientation, physicality and communicati@n $hey
characterized African American Behavioral Style (AABS) asdeieople-oriented rather
than object-oriented, with a higher degree of physicality and a more interacti
communication style when compared to Caucasian Behavioral Style (CBB)Ehese
domains of cultural differences has direct implications for how classroom bebé&a
student exhibiting AABS is viewed.

In the domain of orientation, AABS is typically associated with a persented rather
than an object-oriented approach. Students exhibiting AABS tend to be particulady tun
into social cues such as body language and facial expressions. A student wjitea pe

orientation might ask a fellow student for directions to an assignment, rathdéodkang at
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the board or the textbook. Also included in the people-orientation is a cooperative method for
completing assignments rather than an individual or competitive style. ilysaiaparent

that these behaviors are not as highly valued by the education system asscgiathi as
“independence,” competition, and individualism which are the values of the dominant
middle-class White culture. (Hosp & Hosp, 2001).

Physicality is another domain of difference between students exhibitinguBtiose
exhibiting AABS. Students who act in the AABS tend to prefer to be more active tfzdne
passive. A study conducted by Almanza and Mosley (1980, as cited in Hosp & Hosp, 2001)
documented this difference, reporting that African American students tetashtbssill 26%
of the time compared to 60% of the time for White students. Physicality also plasatrans
for learning style, with students acting in the AABS preferring to engelgands-on
activities rather than listening passively to a lecture. Unfortunatelymgé®ns are often
made about students with a higher need for movement that the student is immature or has a
behavioral disorder.

The AABS is also associated with a communication style consistent with a people-
orientation and a high degree of physicality. The listener in a conversatianaofran
active participant than in CBS, delivering more emphatic, descriptive reanfoiThis kind
of communication extends to the classroom, which may be viewed as a soci@arsiilia¢
student acting in the AABS may interact with the teacher while the teiacsgeaking. This
kind of communication style might be interpreted as disruptive, resulting in chseipl
action or verbal reprimands.

It is important to note that these differences in orientation, physicalitycamchunication

style are not deficits or disabilities. They do not represent an inability tode@ven an
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inability to learn in a more passive way. They simply represent a cultyeadsgferent from
CBS, which is often the behavioral style that the teacher is accustomed tolzaqusper
expects, either implicitly or explicitly in his or her classroom.

In an effort to further examine the behavior of African American and Whilersts in
schools, Skiba, Michael, Nardo, and Peterson (2002) examined disciplinary data in one urban
school district. Examining office discipline referrals and consequenceasna té race,
gender, and socioeconomic status, the authors found that males and African American
students were overrepresented on all measures of school discipline. Disproptytional
appears to increase with the severity of consequences from referral to Euspens
expulsion. Socioeconomic status did not significantly change the results of tifectao-
ANOVAs for gender and race and appeared to be a minimal influence on ragenaed
differences for all of the disciplinary measures. The disproportion in suspeatasriar
African American students was primarily accounted for by the number ot a#fferrals
made by classroom teachers. Examining the data for the reason (i.e., behdastodént)
leading to the referral, African American and White students differedfisggmily. Though
African American students were referred at a higher rate, they did featfdiim White
students in terms of the seriousness of the offense or variety of offensean Afmerican
students were referred to the office éiisrespect, excessive noise, thraailoitering,
which the authors interpreted as more subject to interpretation and judgmesrtiiang,
leaving without permission, vandalisemdobscene languag&Vhite students were more
likely to be referred for offenses in the latter categories, two of which lessesubject to

interpretation in that they leave behind an observable, permanent product.
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The Skiba et al. (2002) study was consistent with previous literature in documiegiting t
the overrepresentation of African American students in discipline referaslsiot related to
actual differences in the severity or range of offenses. Again, the evideinzsed that
judgments are assigned differently to behaviors of different studentsingsulmore
punitive, exclusionary consequences for minority students.

Systemic Bias

Some researchers have proposed that in addition to poverty and cultural diffetieeie
are factors contributing to disproportionality at the system level (@sstall, 2000). These
sources include instructional, referral procedures and assessment prédiaetions that
can be altered, these issues may in fact be the most important to understandmajlgnd f
resolving the problem of disproportionality.

Instructional Factors

As school quality varies quite considerably from school to school, district totdestilc
even state to state, so does instructional quality. Many minority children atteradssin
low-income areas, where schools have lower pupil expenditure than children in wealthie
communities. With lower expenditures come lower teacher salaries, wanelnadjy attract
teachers with less training and experience. According to the U.S. Bepaf Education
(2001), low-income districts had higher numbers of uncertified teachers. Thiess fac
contributed to lower teaching quality and less exposure to standard curriculum fotstode
low income districts (Rhodes, Ochoa, & Ortiz, 2005).

The role of instruction in the eligibility for special education has recensad gttention,
such that IDEA 1997 mandated that a student cannot be placed in special educatiok if a “lac

adequate of instruction” is the determinant factor. The role of instructiopasialy an
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issue for students identified as limited English proficient (LEP) who mayatq@ossess
sufficient English knowledge to learn in an English-only classroom. The academi
difficulties of minority and LEP students may be the result of inadequataatetr.
Referral Processes

Students, regardless of race, are identified for special education througtsatsteps,
all of which are subject to bias against the minority student. First, a studezd twthe
attention of his teacher as one who is struggling to achieve academicalgme aho
struggles to exhibit appropriate behavior, and the teacher makes a refdreahtenvention
team often called a student assistance team. The importance of thisafetialras a strong
predictor of future special education eligibility has been described in seugdads (Artiles
& Trent, 1994; Mehan et al., 1986); most referred children are subsequently placed.

Teachers as individuals are influenced by the climate of race relatiomscim they live.
One county in Kentucky found that teacher expectations for African Americamtgtude
academic performance were contributing to the over-identification of mirstutients for
special education services (Fayette County, Lexington KY, 1996, as cited is étali,
2004). If teachers expect minority students to be academically lower perfpomi
behaviorally challenging, they might be more likely to refer a studenpémia education
identification and placement.

It also seems that a cultural mismatch between teachers’ expectatictessroom
behavior and the behavior exhibited by minority students is driving a large proportion of
special education referrals. This finding was suggested in a survey conductedadf s
personnel including teachers, school psychologists and special educators (8kjli2066).

Teachers reported feeling inadequately prepared to meet the needs of $tadents
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socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds. They seemed to perceive the
disproportionality issue as one that resulted largely from the overlap betweemch
poverty status and were uncomfortable discussing issues of only race. Thisfalisgom
addressing a student’s minority status and the influence of cultural matdhemay
contributing to the over-referral of minority students for special educativitagr

Cultural mismatch as a source of referral bias was also implicatedudyacsinducted
by Herrera (1998). She studied 10 urban school districts across the U.S., testing the
hypothesis that African American educators would be equally as likelyde Afaican
American students in special education as White educators. The findings deradhatrat
urban districts with the highest percentage of White educators also have thé highes
proportion of African American special education students. For example, New Yoik City
teachers are 77% White and identified 66.7% of enrolled African American nsales a
requiring special education services when they only represent 35.7% of tha stude
population. Cities such as Atlanta and Washington, D.C. with the highest proportion of
African American teachers placed African American males in spedisdation at the lowest
rates.

A study conducted by Neal, McCray, Johnson, & Bridgest (2003) examined teachers’
perceptions of achievement, aggression and need for special education seretesbas
cultural movement styles. Participants were 136 middle school teachers, thiéyroéjor
whom were European American. In the experiment, teachers observed one of four videos,
each depicting either a European American or an African American seitlet“strolling”
or walking in a standard fashion from a school locker to a classroom and seating dtimsel

desk. Teachers reported that the student “strolling” was more likely to requiral spe
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education services, more likely to be aggressive, and less likely to achievelaggaf race.
This expectation even extended to the European American student who was observed
walking in a movement style typically seen as part of the African Ameciglre. The
implication is clear that cultural movement styles influence teachecetijoms for student
performance, regardless of actual student ability. It is also cleah#ra should be a focus
on teacher beliefs and experiences when addressing the issue of dispropgrirospécial
education.

Hosp and Reschly (2003) examined referral rates reported in the literaturernaoieié
referral rates of minority students were similar to eligibilitygesa They performed a meta-
analysis on studies published between 1978 and 1999; inclusion of the study necessitated that
demographic data be reported for referrals and for the population. Of 121 eligibés studi
only 9 reported the required information, but sufficient data were available in pudardse
from New York State, allowing inclusion of 32 additional school districts. Thetsesiutheir
analysis indicated that African American students were significardhg tikely to be
referred than White students, and this discrepancy was not significanthnodbhey which
racial group was predominant in the population under study. Referral ratefowsddo be
similar for Hispanic and White students. The referral rates for Africaerican students
were even higher than their eligibility rates as reported by OSEfatEd referral rates can
perhaps be linked to teacher perceptions of academic and behavioral difficulties asighe ba
of cultural differences as described above in the Neal et al. (2003) study. Hospsaht/R
acknowledge limitations due to a limited sample (42 out of 16,000 districts in the U.S.),
exclusion of additional descriptor variables, and a large proportion of the efecivgre

obtained from a single research study conducted in a single state.
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Once referred to a student assistance team, minority students have Inekto foave a
lower chance of being discussed objectively. Knotek (2003) used an ethnographic method f
evaluating student assistance teams and found that there was a confirnzsterigdoeby the
members of the team were likely to support the teacher’s initial presentattmmbblem.
Students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds or who had behavior problems were less
likely to receive pre-referral interventions and were more likely to bereeféor testing. In
this study, African American boys were more likely to come from a low@osoanomic
demographic and were more likely than their White counterparts to presettehaviors
perceived as problematic. For all of these reasons, African American styagmicularly
males, are subject to bias in the referral process for special educaticese
Assessment Practices

Once referred for special education services, the assessment procéssiimde
eligibility is subject to biases against minority students at severabp&inst, there is
variability in the selection of tools used to evaluate students. Harry, KlingnegeS, and
Moore (2002) found that school psychologists selected tests or test batiariesre likely
to produce the results desired by teachers and/or the student assistancesteaiy. A
conducted by O’Reilly, Northcraft, and Sabers (1988, as cited in de la Cruz, 1996) found that
school psychologists tended to refer students for placement as learningdimads gifted
according to the teachers’ original reason for referred. These firgiagonsistent with the
confirmatory bias suggested by Knotek (2003).

Assessment practices are highly dependent on the skill and level of training didbe s
psychologist, and unfortunately, some school psychologists have not had suffianemg trai

in culturally-sensitive assessment practices. Through self-reporestidschool
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psychologists, researchers have found that many do not believe that they weréefdequa
trained by their graduate programs to conduct emotional and behavioral astesegthe
Hispanic and African American students (Amado, Sines & Garza, 1999; OchoagGarza
Amado, 1999). Many school psychologists do not possess the skills necessary to assess
students in other languages and often use untrained interpreters to conduct thesensvalua
Hence, the lack of training of some school psychologists to deal with issuetucdicahd
linguistic diversity has meant that unethical and unsound assessment pteotees
contributed to the false identification of diverse students for special educatiamese

Furthermore, assessment tools, once selected, tend to produce less favorabferscore
minority children. It has been well-documented that African Americddreim score
significantly lower than White children on measures of intelligence (M&aM& Forness,
1998). Thd.arry P. vs. Rilegase during the 1970s brought attention to the issue of
disproportionate minority representation in California and the role of 1Q te3inegjudge in
that case ruled that intelligence tests were unfairly biased agdiitstn American children,
especially given that measures of adaptive functioning were often not aeéneidist
Consequently, he mandated that IQ tests were not to be administered to AfricaceAme
children in the California public education system.

Over time, it has become widely accepted that all tests, particularly dessgyned to
measure intelligence, reflect the culture of their authors. The tediased on the values and
beliefs of their creators. Neisser et al. (1996) stated “it is obvious thetltheal
environment...has a significant effect on the intellectual skills developed lwdudis” (p.

86). Thus, when used with a population that is culturally different from the population of its

invention, a test is likely to produce a biased, and therefore invalid, result.
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IQ, Intelligence and Race

The source of the differences in mean 1Q scores between White and mindditgrcis a
highly debated topic and extends beyond the scope of this literature review. To briefly
summarize, Jensen (1980) suggested that these differences were the nelseieat i
differences in abilities between ethnic groups. Herrnstein and Murray (11@9diten cited
for contributing to this controversy because their book posited that racial difsram
intelligence were the result of genetic heritability. The AmericsytRological Association
assembled a task force to examine the claims of Herrnstein and Murragrathaded that
there was little direct evidence for a genetic basis for racial éiftes in IQ and that the
available evidence failed to support a genetic hypothesis.

Stephen Jay Gould (1996) argued against the claims made by Herrnstein anddyviurray
observing that a correlation between parent and child IQ scores does not mehildh@
scores are entirely caused by genetic factors. His position wasthaltad environmental
factors might also contribute to a high positive correlation between parent ah&txhil
scores. Findings from the Hawaii Family Study of Cognition and the Colorado Adoption
Project indicated that heritability accounts for 50% of the variance in ictigdlleskill
(Plomin & DeFries, 1999; as cited in Ceci & Williams, 1999). These studies alssseadge
that heritability estimates of intellectual skill are not absolute andwiginychanges in the
environment.

The Flynn effect, which describes the rising trend in 1Q scores acnosgagens, also
calls into question the validity of intelligence tests as measuresiteitierabilities. Between
1940 and 1970, the IQ scores of populations in economically advantaged countries rose by

15 points (Lynn, 1990, as cited in Sattler, 2001). There have been many speculative
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explanations for the rise in 1Q scores, including better nutrition, smallérdamursery
education, and the availability of cognitively stimulating toys.

Flynn most recently explained this trend as the result of environmental changes and
demands as the result of modernization; occupations are now more intellectualhdoigma
requiring more abstract rather than concrete thinking. This explanation of tiredffgct
purports that human intelligence scores increase with the demands that argoraden
daily experiences and can be affected by social and environmental f&etidysntervention
programs such as in the Abecedarian Project have been associated withghinshile 1Q
scores (Campbell & Ramey, 1994). Schooling has also been shown to be important, with
children excluded from schooling demonstrating subsequent decreases in 1Q Bsores; t
effect was observed when African American school children were exclumfacetiucational
opportunities when several counties in Virginia closed their public schools to avaid raci
integration.

Dickens and Flynn (2006) also documented a trend in IQ gains made by African
Americans over the past several decades. By examining the data fnolardization
samples, they argued that positive changes in the environment were respondilele for t
increases in 1Q scores made by African Americans in recent times Glhasges included
gains in occupational status and school funding. If these changes are respongible for
increases observed in 1Q scores, equitable educational practices are evessential to
ensure opportunities to scaffold growth in cognitive abilities.

What can be done to promote equitable education practices?
As our society is becoming increasingly more diverse, estimates preticotighly half

of the elementary and secondary school population will belong to an ethnic minority group
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(USDE, 2003, as cited in Harris, Brown, Ford, & Richardson, 2004). If rates of
disproportionate referral and placement of minority students in special ietygigrams
continue, the increasing population of minority students will exhaust and overwhelm an
already taxed system. Principles of justice and efficiency demand that oatiedalcsystem
finds a more equitable way to address the learning needs of minority students.
Unfortunately, many of the proposed solutions for disproportionality are speculative i
nature, rather than evidence-based. While the suggestions posed by many oatbhkaese
are thoughtful conclusions drawn from studies of disproportionality, few publisheldsart
have examined the impact of school- or district-wide programs on the overregtieseit
minority students in special education. There is agreement among rese#rahsystematic
changes are necessary along many dimensions of the disproportionality problem
Firstly, a reconceptualization of the notion of disability is required to dscrea
disproportionate representation of minority students in special education; thdyeoed
consensus that we need to move beyond a “within child” deficit perspective A tileent,
1994; Harris-Murri, King, & Rostenberg, 2006; Patton, 1998). The current system views
special education as a tool to “fix” defective students, consistent with a meadidal of
disabilities. The assumptions that disabilities are pathological conditionsgmlrer
students, that differential diagnosis is objective and useful, and speciali@disaeneficial
to students all need to be questioned and modified (Patton, 1998). Artiles and Trent (1994)
suggested changing this functionalist view of special education to a consttyxradigm,
where students are viewed as part of a system, thinking and acting withiarditfentexts.
Thoughts and actions are learned and are mediated by beliefs, values, and petbaptions

may vary between cultures. Individuals construct meaning and shape interdidtieses
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conceptual changes shift the view of disability as an outcome of the indarbetiveen
student and context, rather than an inherent characteristic requiring repair.

Put into practice, these conceptual changes necessitate a different sydartifgihg
“disabilities” from the one currently in use. Artiles and Trent (1994) proposeéehsygide
reform emphasizing prevention, functional assessment, culturally-sems#iugction based
on critical reflection, and redefinition of the relationships between schooldiefaand
communities. Similarly, Serna, Forness and Nielsen (1998) have suggebtetbsamtion,
primary prevention, and academic and social competence interventionsexgestrior
alleviating disproportionality within schools.

Several authors have also suggested that the disproportionality problem wilidae s
when teacher practices, including instruction, are aligned with the needsuchitpdiverse
students. Initiatives emphasizing quality, rather than setting, of instmuill be more
likely to benefit students from culturally diverse backgrounds (Harris4lVKimg, &
Rostenberg, 2006). Bynoe (1998) recommends that teacher practices should be #hgned w
the needs of culturally diverse students by using protocols that promotd satfa@flection
and that measure the effort necessary to produce positive learner outcmtnestional
methods should build on the resiliency factors and competencies of diversesl¢Senaa,
Forness, & Nielsen, 1998). Specific instructional strategies are outlindddpyand Hosp
(2001). They recommend including cooperative learning exercises in the classrooiid
on the people orientation and physicality competencies of students who displ&; AAB
Interactive activities where children are physically engaged in lessayalso be beneficial

to minority students in the regular education classroom.
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The Potential of Response-to-Intervention

Several researchers have suggested that the Response-to-Intervention (RTpla®de
promise to address the problem of disproportionate representation of minority andlgultural
and linguistically diverse students in special education (Harris-Murri, kingj,Rostenberg,
2006; Harry & Klinger, 2007; Klingner & Edwards, 2006; Xu & Drame, 2007). Harris-
Murri, King, and Rostenberg (2006) recommended using an RTI model to address
disproportionality in special education, particularly in the category of emotistarbance.
This model of identifying a disability relies on measuring a student’®nsgpto an
intervention; an insufficient response to the intervention would then qualify the stadent f
special education services under the reauthorization of IDEA. The RTI modelesitne
IQ-achievement discrepancy formula from the identification process and shaelfidtae
decrease minority overrepresentation in special education. The authats“statese of the
RTI approach implies that general education must assume active respgrisibihe
delivery of high quality instruction, research-based interventions, and prompficdeiotn
of individuals with disabilities, while collaborating with families as welspscial education
personnel{p.780).

The RTI model uses a tiered approach for providing interventions. The firstainemes
the quality of instruction within the general education setting, utilizing pssgrenitoring.
Intensive interventions, as required by federal law prior to referral fwai@n, are
provided in the second tier in an RTI model. If adequate progress is not made in the second
tier, a teaming approach is used to develop individualized interventions for the skuaent

student still does not make progress with direct, individualized support in the general

33



education classroom, the fourth tier is available to evaluate the need f@l speciation
services.

There are numerous benefits to using an RTI model to provide assistance to gtrugglin
students. Vaughn and Fuchs (2003) identified five of the potential benefits, all of wdich ar
relevant in the discussion of disproportionality. The first potential benefiaiRTI is not a
deficit model, but rather a risk model. Secondly, identification bias is reducée bgé of
progress monitoring in each step or tier of the process, which decreases tice @iia
teacher referral. An RTI model also increases attention on student outcdmeeshait
student deficit and placement. The fourth benefit is that an RTI model provides more
immediate intervention to the struggling student, as compared with the lengtegpof
evaluation and identification for special education services. Lastly,satcd®e general
education curriculum is afforded to struggling students.

There are several forms of the RTI model, including the Problem Solving Model and
Instructional Consultation Teams, with various researchers arguing for iaus amother.

For the purposes of this paper, focus will be on describing the Instructional Coasultati
Team (IC-Team) model and how its implementation might affect disproportyonali
Traditional Student Assistance Teams (SATS) are described first asddsaomparison

for IC-Teams.

Student Assistance Teams
In order to understand the unique characteristics of IC-Teams, it isdoessary to
describe traditional models of providing assistance to teachers and theirstodbat

regular education setting. These teams have various names across schoglsietsd di
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including child study teams, teacher assistance teams, pre-refaratmiton teams. In

North Carolina, the names of the teams change from student assistance tehans, st

support teams, and student-teacher support teams. For the purposes of this studgnteese te
will be referred to as student assistance teams (SATS).

Student assistance teams emerged after the Education for All Handicipifsren Act
of 1975 mandated the use of Multidisciplinary Teams in the special education plaeechent
referral process (Rosenfield & Gravois, 1999, as cited in Knotek, 2003). The development of
Multidisciplinary Teams was intended to protect children from inappropriaterplent in
special education and to help ensure that children had received interventions guldre re
education setting prior to identification. Despite some possible evolution in regponse
various mandates set forth by federal, state and local laws; howeverpthasiw functions
remain the same.

Student assistance teams are intended to help general education teaclaeifyibg
student learning difficulties and providing intervention suggestions (Pugach & Johnson,
1989, as cited in Logan, Hansen, Nieminen, &Wright, 2001). Teachers implement the
suggested interventions and monitor student progress in the area of learningydiffitodt
proposed solution is ineffective, the teacher returns to the team for furtletamssi If all
suggested interventions fail, the team may make the recommendation for the stident t
tested by the school psychologist to determine eligibility for special Bdncervices. If the
student is not found to be eligible for special education services, the studstanassieam
may make further recommendations for remedial education programs.

In an ethnographic study, Knotek (2003) described the content and context of SAT

meetings in two North Carolina schools, one rural and one “in town.” The findings of this
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study suggested that discussions of children from low socioeconomic backgroundsdende
revolve around the lack of resources of their families and tied their academiaysdble
family and economic factors, over which the team had no control. Knotek (2003) described a
problem-solving process that tended to be biased by team members’ stusalviitain the
team and by characteristics of the students’ family background such as&EQuaation.
The resulting intervention design and implementation process was also bideedsbgial
processes inherent in the discussion of the students’ problems. Knotek linked the oakrrefer
of African American students to special education to the break down in the problengsolvi
process that occurs when teams discuss students from low SES and students who display
behaviors perceived as problematic.

In a nationwide study, Truscott, Cohen, Sams, Sanborn and Frank (2005) surveyed four
randomly-selected elementary schools in each of the 50 states with regarddal shef
their pre-referral intervention teams. The results of their study inditiaé pre-referral
intervention teams were aimed at increasing student academic peréermanly 28% of
schools surveyed. Creating instructional match between skill level and irstaldirategy
was a goal in 2% of schools surveyed. Reducing inappropriate referrals & sgeciation
was a goal of pre-referral intervention teams in 28% of schools surveyed. Providing
intervention in the regular education classroom was a goal of the teams in 12% of school
surveyed. In this study, the most common teacher-implemented intervention wesesoherr
the amount of work required of the student. Very few specific interventions weresgeport
Modifications in classroom structure were also commonly reported aseaveintion and

usually just included changing the student’s seat.
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Some research has supported the effectiveness of SATs in providing asststance
teachers and reducing referrals to special education; however, it has beeredubgesthe
implementation of SATs in these studies was aided by university-affili@esdnnel and that
implementation of vital elements is less stringent when technicalaagsesirom research
personnel is not present (Logan et al., 2001). Logan et al. (2001) investigated teachers
beliefs of SATs in the absence of training and support from university persomel usi
qualitative, story-telling interviews and found that teachers viewed the SX€gw as
serving as the mechanism by which to have their students placed in speadibadiic this
study, teachers made clear statements indicating their belief tio&tl guhication services
would help their students by providing a higher teacher-student ratio. The authorsetiscus
their results as demonstrating that SATs were not functioning as intended leeatses
viewed the team as the gateway to special education rather than a source ofthalhtos
and students in regular education. These beliefs translated into approachiagitietke
prior documentation indicating that all suggested and feasible interventions haddzken t
and had failed. Traditional models of SATs appear to serve a pre-referrariubcit they
lack a well-defined problem-solving process based on data. Furthermore, SATs avolve
team approach that fosters problem validation rather than specific problemad&atifand

targeted intervention development and implementation.

Instructional Consultation
Instructional Consultation (IC) was initially described by Rosenfieldrasrger of the
fields of school psychology and educational consultation, in an effort to combine the

available information on school consulting and instructional practices (Rosenfield, 1987)
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The main assumption of IC holds that teacher behavior in the form of instructionalgract
has a great impact on the learning of students and views the learnerasapartstructional
system. The emphasis is on the quality and appropriateness of instructiohe¢prather

than on a deficit inherent in the learner. The belief is that instruction can and should be
tailored to the diverse, individual needs of students within the regular education emvitonm
if students are experiencing learning difficulties. In fact, fedevaréguires that the
appropriateness and adequacy of instruction be assessed prior to the diagnesisofa |
disability, but evaluation teams often do not have the means to assess instructiaaerand of
assume that instruction has been minimally adequate.

The process of instructional consultation shares many similarities wittfartime of
educational consultation in that it is a “voluntary, nonsupervisory relationship lmetwee
professionals from differing fields established to aid one in his or her profdssiona
functioning” (Conoley & Conoley, 1982, p. 1). Instructional consultation provides primarily
indirect service to the student through a collaborative consultation relationshgehetvat
student’s teacher and an educational consultant. Occasionally, the consultarngég® in
direct service by assessing, observing or interviewing the student. The aboisydtocess
follows the basic stages of entry and contracting, problem identificatioaratgsis,
intervention or implementation, and evaluation and termination (Rosenfield, 1987).

The entry and contracting stage provides the opportunity for the consultant and eonsulte
to gain a mutual understanding of the goal of the consultation process and the rolas of eac
participant. It is important during this stage that the consultant explainsrtmairily he or
she will be providing an indirect service to the student by assisting the t@apineblem

solving. And the entry stage also allows the consultant to differentiate thegphmraone
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that is focused on diagnosing a deficit in the student. Contracting is essergaihfog a
commitment from the consultee to engage in the problem-solving process.

The problem identification and analysis stage is perhaps the most important in the
process, as it provides the necessary information to guide the design of trenirdgar
Initially, the consultant conducts an interview with the teacher to determimatine of the
concern. Communication skills such as summarizing, paraphrasing, and askfgopglari
guestions are essential during this stage to ensure accurate understaridrgguafent’s
difficulty. The consultant should focus on gaining an understanding of the objective for the
student, the requisite skills to reach that objective, the student’s curreng\akijldnd
interventions that have already been attempted. Through observations and curri@ddm-ba
assessment (CBA,; see Gickling & Havertape, 1982), the specific itistr@alcneeds of a
student are identified; for example, the student might need a larger vocabulatgritoor
comprehend reading passages or decoding skills in order to read words. The focus of the
assessment is not on identifying the grade-level ability of the studerdtbet on finding the
student’s instructional level. The assessment of a student’s skills infogrgervention,
differentiating it from the kind of evaluation that takes place after aratterspecial
education.

Interventions are designed by the teacher in collaboration with the consultasthesi
information resulting from the problem identification and analysis stage. Tmegnt®ns
must be manageable for the teacher, who is usually responsible for implemieating t
intervention. Ongoing consultation during this stage helps to ensure that thentitar is
being implemented as planned and to provide support to the teacher, who is engaging in new

behaviors (Rosenfield, 1987).
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As interventions are implemented with the individual student, it is of critical tenpmar
that evaluation of the student’s progress be conducted. Evaluation activitigkeincl
conversations with the teacher and most importantly, data collection. The dattedol
allow the teacher and consultant to determine if the intervention is effacivié
modifications to the intervention are needed. Interventions likely provide maximuifit bene
after at least one modification (Rosenfield & Gravois, 1996).

Termination of the consultation relationship can occur under a variety of ciano®st
Ideally, termination will be the natural result of the student reachingphis,gout
sometimes, the relationship will be terminated without success. If both cntsard
consultee agree that there are no modifications to the current interventiomtbatroade to
improve the outcome, then the relationship may be terminated. Termination is imfmrtant
provide an official end to the relationship so that both parties are clear on tise stat
(Rosenfield, 1987; Rosenfield & Gravois, 1996).
Instructional Consultation Teams

The concept of IC was originally developed as a model for individual practitioneiss but
researchers and practitioners became dissatisfied with the stateiaf sgecation,
Rosenfield and Gravois collaborated to expand the concept from one of individual practice to
a school-based intervention teaming process. In response to the lack of exeeltbrgeity
provided by special education programs, the motivation behind instituting IC- Tearts was
create a problem-solving culture and to provide needed academic and behavioral
interventions to struggling students within the regular education setting, thretklyng the

need for separate services (Rosenfield & Gravois, 1996). The fundamental ihtedtthe
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implementation of IC at a school-wide level was to change the procedsrodlref students
for whom teachers had academic or behavioral concerns.

There are three critical assumptions of IC-Teams, expanding on the oaigsu@hption
of IC that teacher behavior affects student learning. The first assungthaat all students
are learners, shifting the focus from deficit to capability. The second psseuarhuilds on
the first, and states that the focus should be on the match between the learner, the task, a
the instruction, rather than placing the student in a particular classrooms3insion also
removes the responsibility for a learning difficulty as residing selglyin the student,
empowering school personnel to address the malleable aspects of the match. Andl the thi
tenet of IC-Teams purports that academic and behavioral development cart be mos
effectively addressed within a problem-solving school environment. Within a problem-
solving environment, the emphasis is not only on student outcomes, but also on teacher and
staff professional development.

Within IC-Teams, the essential consultation relationship between consultanaetmer te
as described by Rosenfield (1987) is preserved, but the consultant is a membemofTheéea
team is comprised of a facilitator and other consultants who regularly mextaioce
members’ communication, problem-solving, and instructional intervention skills. Camtsult
represent general, special education, administration, specialist areas, andsstpgdert
personnel, with participation from the school principal absolutely key to successful
implementation of IC-Teams. Each consultant acts as a case managernptlmevsequence
of stages as described above, while integrating research-basedassessl intervention

practices.
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The process of soliciting assistance from the IC-Team addresses stinae of
shortcomings of typical student assistance teams. The only requirecbaftbg part of the
teacher is completion of a Request for Assistance form, which is submitteddteam. The
facilitator or systems manager then takes the completed forms to the &=dimgs, where
cases are assigned to case managers (i.e., consultants). Typicallgetheaoager contacts
the teacher within one week of the date on the Request for Assistance form bishesta
mutually convenient time to meet for entry and contracting. This relatuglyle process
circumvents the delays associated with pre-referral interventions and ddatiorerequired
by special education assistance teams; both the teacher and the studentced pitvi
support in a timelier manner.

A characteristic distinguishing IC-Teams from traditional SATs is arggevaluation of
the implementation and outcomes of the model. Evaluation of IC-Teams occurs atdisp lev
both student progress toward clearly defined academic and/or behavioral objantivhe
integrity of the program implementation are assessed on an ongoing basist ftogeess
is assessed through individualized assessments and is documented regulantggfite of
program implementation is monitored on a yearly basis through Level of Imphtioant
(LOI) interviews and data collection. Student outcome data are included in evglaati
school’s LOI. The results of the LOI analysis inform team training $ieed
IC-Teams in North Carolina

The IC-Team Training and Evaluation Initiative was proposed as a collaecséort
between the School of Education at UNC-Chapel Hill and the North Carolina Depiaime
Public Instruction. At the time of the proposal, state education officials wergleong how

to support districts and schools in the development of quality classroom interventions and
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viewed the implementation of IC-Teams as a mechanism to do so. The goals weantb e
IC-Team implementation in six regions of North Carolina, specificallymosis with rural
and/or low-achieving minority populations and to provide ongoing evaluation and research
into the effectiveness and sustainability of IC-Teams in the state. Pketed outcome of
IC-Team implementation was decreased referral and overrepresentatioroaty students
in special education, improved academic achievement and behavioral competence of
students, provision of services to underserved rural students and enhancing padicipati
teachers’ assessment and instructional skills (Knotek, 2006?). The author afdhizas a
research and project assistant supporting this initiative.
Previous Evaluations of IC-Teams

Gravois and Rosenfield (2006) attempted to evaluate the impact of IC-Teams on the
disproportionate referral and placement of minority students in special iedu¢aevious
research has shown that implementation of IC-Teams does decrease the nuwéelof
referrals to and placements in special education (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2002k btfett
on minority students was unknown. Data were collected during the summer prior to and at
the end of each of two years of project implementation. Composition indexes, risk indexes
and odds ratios were examined for thirteen project schools and nine comparison schools.
Risk and composition indexes did not reveal statistically significant difesebetween
treatment schools and comparison schools, but general trends indicated a reduction on both
types of disproportionality indices. Examination of odds ratios revealed thabatmi
student in IC schools was 1.38 times as likely to be evaluated and 1.53 times as likely to b
placed as a minority student in a comparison school during the baseline yeatwafyears

of project implementation, a minority student in an IC school was half as lkély placed
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in special education. Given the stability of the special education population, it is quite
remarkable and promising that a decrease in disproportionality was obseevexhif two
years of project implementation.
How might IC-Teams address disproportionality?

The IC-Teams model offers the paradigm shift suggested by many resgeaxhe
necessary to reduce disproportionality in special education. The set of assuthgati@ts
students are learners, the focus should be on instructional match, and studentsaredaes
in a problem-solving environment, offers a viable alternative to the “withid ctficit
perspective, as recommended by various scholars (e.g., Artiles & Treft,H&®s-Murri,
King, & Rostenberg, 2006). The model provides a lens through which to view the student as
part of a system, namely the instructional system, interacting withstrecgtional method
and task. The task and the instructional method can both be modified to meet the needs of the
student, thereby empowering the teacher to enhance student learning.

By assessing the instructional match, the competencies and abilities witket come
into focus. In order to create this match, the student’s prior knowledge, home language
interests and motivation are considered, as recommended by Harris-Muogy;i akd
Rostenberg (2006), and by examining this information on an individual basis, the norm-based
comparisons are avoided. Individualized assessment emphasizing what actedembw,
rather than what h@oesn’tknow provides a more culturally sensitive way to address the
academic difficulties of all students, particularly those of minoritiusta

In addition, the goal of assessment in IC-Teams is to inform interventionediffging
it from evaluations performed as part of the special education referrabprébereas the

tools used in the special education referral process assign the student dsaneidulum-
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based assessment method identifies the student’s current instructionah:tet specific
skill requiring intervention. For example, if a child is struggling to read, hisratdending,
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension skills are all separately analymednalysis
reveals a specific skill area for which an intervention can be designed aednempéd. This
assessment for intervention is considerably more useful than a standardsoaentrm-
referenced achievement test, the purpose of which is to qualify a student fal speci
education placement.

In essence, IC-Teams provide a structure for an RTI approach for addeessiiegnic
and behavioral difficulties in general education. Two important objectives laievad
through this RTI model. Firstly, IC-Teams ensure that every child, minaript, receives
an intervention within the general education classroom, consistent with federal law
(Blanchett, Mumford, & Beachum, 2005). This provision is crucial to establishing équit
educational practices as highlighted by evidence suggesting tharAkioerican students
who do not receive an intervention preceding referral to special education spendmaore ti
outside of the general education classroom (Hosp & Reschly, 2002).

Secondly, the RTI approach is an alternative to the discrepancy model of identifyi
children for special education services, which has been cited as a sigrabo#ibutor to
the dilemma of disproportionality (Donovan & Cross, 2002). Instructional Consultation
Teams seek to identify methods of intervention which do not require placement outside the
general education classroom, and only those children whose services are begorahvide
provided in regular education are identified for special education. The impaiganttion
here is that the services are labeled, which helps to reduce the stigniatedseith special

education placement.
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Artiles (1998) recommended “aligning teacher thinking and teacher practicabkevi
conditions and needs of students by establishing protocols that promote seifreiad
that gauge the quality and quantity of intent and effort necessary to bevefteetthers who
guide students to viable career choices.” (p. 39). The consultation relationshiptodra
Teams provides the ideal occasion for the teacher to critically refidus or her
assumptions of minority learners; this critical reflection has beet agt@ potential way of
reducing teacher referrals of minority students to special educatiole¢AgtiTrent, 1994,
Bynoe, 1998). By using reflective listening skills, the consultant can cteatgportunity
for the teacher to explore his or her own beliefs, cultural experiences and(Bidsbes,
1998); not only can this exploration address the needs of the target student, but it has the
potential to change the teacher’s future conception of and instructional pradtied w
minority students in his or her classroom.

By incorporating data-based decision making methods, objectivity in refedral a
placement decisions is enhanced. Through goal setting and data collectiorabdfdtging
interventions, the process emphasizes student progress and ability to learn uaitker cert
instructional circumstances. By evaluation progress toward goals with appgopr
interventions, the IC process relies less on teacher preconceptions and wuisonissies
regarding students’ capabilities or “disabilities”.

Implementation of IC-Teams in schools changes the critical eventsatssiogith
disproportionate referral and placement of minority students in specialtietuéarst, it
ensures that all students receive unbiased, individualized assessment whick inform
appropriate intervention strategies. Second, it increases objectivityaiyigsng goals for

student performance and then collecting data documenting progress toosadoals.
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Third, IC-Teams create opportunities for the kind of reflection that is thought to tediee
order to address the assumptions and biases made by teachers toward minamiy, stude
Fourth, IC increases the likelihood that students with academic or behaviacalltwif$ will
be served in the general education environment, granting access to the coraiouarall
future educational and employment opportunities. The process removes the ynetessit
diagnosing “disabilities” which are socially constructed in the firstggleeducing stigma
and the chances of lowered self-esteem.
Current Study

Given the alignment of the IC-Teams model with suggestions made by reseanche
field of disproportionality, the current study sought to examine the outcome of the
implementation of IC-Teams in terms of the overrepresentation of minorityngsude
special education. This study also addressed the lack of evidence for pragreau st
reducing disproportionality in special education. The preceding literatisswsuggests
that by changing the process of referral and assumptions of minority d@dreams have
the potential to transform educational practices for struggling minoritgstsithto more
equitable, just, and caring ways of promoting student success and future opportunities.

Based on the review of the literature, the following questions and hypotheses were
developed:

Question 1: Within schools using IC Teams, are there observable differences between IC
Teams and student assistance teams in their referral practices regarding minoritytstude

Hypothesis 1a: Therelativerisk of referral for evaluation for African American and

Hispanic studentsreferred to | C-Teamswill be lower than the relative risk of African

47



American and Hispanic students initially referred to SATs during thefirst year of full
implementation.

Hypothesis 1b: During thefirst year of full implementation, the relative risk of
eligibility for special education services for African American and Hispanic students
referred to | C-Teamswill be lower than the relative risk of eligibility for special education
services for African American and Hispanic studentsreferred to SATS.

Hypothesis 1¢c: When controlling for differencesin relativerisk for referral for
evaluation, therewill be no significant differences between | C-Teams and SATsin the

relativerisk of eligibility of African American and Hispanic students.

CHAPTER Il
METHODS
Participating Schools
A total of 14 elementary schools were initially included in the current study. hwolsc
submitted incomplete program evaluation data and were therefore dropped fromytbesana
All schools were located in North Carolina and were recruited by North Cafdipartment
of Public Instruction for participation in the IC-Teams model implemeantabistrict

administrators ultimately selected individual schools within their digtsibegin
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implementation of the IC-Teams model. Seven schools began participation in the
implementation process immediately prior the 2003-2004 academic year (Cplzord
seven additional schools began participation in December of the 2004-2005 acazfmic y
(Cohort 2). See Table 1 for demographic data.
Data Collection

The current study required the use of data provided during annual program evaaiations
the end of the first year of full implementation of the IC-Team model. Thesgeend,
within-school evaluations assembled data on referrals to the IC-Team anctiodiret
assistance team, referrals from each of those teams for psychoedueats@sament, and
eligibility; these data were disaggregated by race. Additional dataokbtamed from the
National Center of Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data (C®i2)) w

maintains information on schools’ total enroliment and enroliment by race/eghnicit
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Calculation of Relative Risk Ratio

The relative risk ratio was selected as the measurement for dispropastiontie
current study because it is easier to interpret when used alone unlike risksimdegh are
only meaningful when compared with other risk indexes (Bollmer, BethelisGaiogren,
& Brauen, 2007). Relative risk ratios for each team for both evaluation and igsrdrfic
were calculated according to the formula described by Hosp and Reschly (2@d¢) bel

#student®f X ethnicityin category¥-#studentsX ethnicityin studenfpopulation
Risk Ratio= #White studentsn category¥-#Whitestudentsn studenfpopulation

A total of eight relative risk ratios were calculated. One relaiskeratio was calculated per
ethnicity (i.e., African American or Hispanic), team type (i.e., IC-Teai8AT), and step in
referral procedure (i.e., evaluation or identification).
Bootstrapping

The bootstrapping method is used as an alternative to a paired-stteptda cases
where the data may violate assumptions of normality and samples arelemnall
(Hesterberg, Moore, Monaghan, Clipson, & Epstein 2005). The procedure for bootstrapping
includes first creating hundreds of new samples by sampling with replacéora the
original population; each sample is the same size as the original population.ultweges
bootstrap distribution approximates the sampling distribution of the statistic. &ahes
comparing two samples, as is the case in this study, the resampling prosedungleted
for each population (i.e., for IC-Teams and for SATS). Then, the means of the two
populations can be compared by calculating a difference. This procedure isdepeate
hundreds of times to create the bootstrap distribution of the differences betweeianiseome

the two groups. The confidence interval of the bootstrap distribution is examined imoorder
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determine whether the results differ significantly from zero. When théiresconfidence
interval does not include zero, the results are judged to be significant.

When used with particularly small samples, the bootstrapping method may be vulnerable
to inaccuracy based on bias and skewness. In order to improve the accuracy in tegse case
the bootstrap bias-corrected accelerated (BCa) interval is used. The &®aliatjusts for
bias and skewness.

The current study used the bootstrap procedure as a method of comparing means because
it could not be assumed that the relative risk ratios were normally distrimddztaause the
sample was relatively small.

Data Analyses:

Statistical analyses comparing relative risk ratios and risk indesesperformed using
the R-CRAN statistical computing software the bootstrapping procedureVé&dpment
Core Team, 2008). Descriptive statistics were obtained using SPSS 17.0 Gradkate Pa
software.
Question: Within schools using IC Teams, are there significant differences between IC-
Teams and SATSs in their referral practices regarding minority students?
Hypothesis 1: The risk ratio of referral for evaluation for African American and Hispanic
students referred to the IC-Team will be lower than the relative risk ofaéfer evaluation
for African American and Hispanic students after one full year of IC-Team implementation.
» Data Analysis 1. Bootstrapping methods were used to compare students’ relative
risk of being referred for evaluation by IC-Teams or by traditional SAfnalyses
were conducted separately for African American students and for Hispanic

students. Significance was evaluated at the .05 level.
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Hypothesis 2: After one full year of IC-Team implementation, the relative risk for special
education identification African American and Hispanic students referred to IC-Tedms wi
be lower than the relative risk for special education identification for African Aareand
Hispanic students referred to SATSs.
» Data Analysis 2: Bootstrapping methods were used to compare students’ relative
risk of being identified for special education services by IC-Teamg or b
traditional SATs; analyses were conducted separately for Africanigéaner
students and for Hispanic students. Significance was evaluated at the .05 level.
Hypothesis 3: When controlling for differences in relative risk for referral for evaluation,
there will be no significant differences between IC-Teams and SATS in theerakkiof
eligibility of African American and Hispanic students.
» Data Analysis 3: A nonparametric version of an ANCOVA was planned,
controlling for differences between teams in relative risk for referral fo
evaluation. However, this analysis was not performed because Data Analysis 1

did not reveal statistically significant results.
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CHAPTER Il
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Referral Patterns by Team Tygéhere were 200 total students referred to SATs and 143
students referred to IC-Teams. Seventy-five percent of the studentedateBATs were
referred for psychoeducational evaluation to determine eligibility foriapegucation
services. Thirty-nine percent of students referred to IC-Teams wWereerefor
psychoeducational evaluation to determine eligibility. A two-way contingtaide analysis
found a significant relationship between referral for evaluation and teamtghe\ = 341)
=64.98, p <.001. The probability of a student being referred for evaluation by an SAT was
2.42 times the probability of a student being referred for evaluation by anal@-Te

Sixty-nine percent of those referred for testing by SATs were deeligéale for special
education services, as compared with 73% deemed eligible when referf@d bgrhs. A
two-way contingency table analysis did not detect significant diffesehetween teams in
terms of the probability of a student being found eligible for special educatiooesey*(1,
N = 193) =.359, p =.549.

Referral Patterns by EthnicityOf the 1738 African American students included in the
sample, 147 (8.5%) were referred to either SATs or IC-Teams for learningrpsol8exty-
two percent of African American students referred for academic problerag&ferred to

SATSs, while 38% were referred to IC-Teams. Of the 2572 White students included in the



sample, 166 (6.5%) were referred to either SATs or IC-Teams for learningrpsoli)é
those White students referred for learning problems, 57% were referred o &# 43%
were referred to IC-Teams. There were 591 Hispanic students included amiple sof
which 30 (5.7%) were referred to either SATs or IC-Team for learning prebléispanic
students were referred in equal numbers to SATs and IC-Team. A two-waygeoay table
analysis found a significant relationship between race/ethnicity and tea,n;f(ﬂpe\l =341)
=11.46, p = .003. Follow-up analyses revealed significant differences between the
proportion of White and African American students referred to each $ée@mN = 311) =
11.43, p =.001. A White student was 1.45 times more likely than an African American
student to be referred to an IC-Team. There were no significant differésieesed between
White and Hispanic students in terms of probability of being referred to eithies &AC-
Teamsy?(1, N = 175) = 1.47, p = .225. There were no significant differences detected
between African American and Hispanic students in terms of the probabiligyaf b
referred to either SATs or IC-Team@g(1, N = 196) = .539, p = .463.

Referral Patterns by Ethnicity and Team TyReferral patterns by ethnicity and team
type are depicted in Table 2. Within IC-Teams, there were no significasrtethies
between White, African American, and Hispanic students in terms of the probfdoili
referral for evaluation as examined by a two-way contingency b&ble,N =141) = 3.562,
p = .169. The probability of a student being referred by an IC-Team for psychoedakati
evaluation was 31.2%.

A two-way contingency table analysis found a significant relationship betwieicitt
and the likelihood of referral for evaluation within SAFY1, N = 199) = 7.178, p = .028.

White students were significantly more likely than African Ameristudents to be referred
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for psychoeducational evaluation as detected by a follow-up pairwise coompgfiéL,
N=184) = 6.786, p = .009. There were no significant differences in the probability for
evaluation between White and Hispanic students or between African Americamsaaditl
students.

Within IC-Teams, there was no relationship detected between ethnicit}igibdity as
examined by a two-way contingency analygig2, N = 44) = .204, p = .903. White, African
American and Hispanic students were equally likely to be identified foradpeetitication
services once referred for an evaluation by IC-Teams.

Similarly, within SATSs, there were no statistically significanteiéinces between racial
groups in the probability of being found eligible for special education servitasetf by a
two-way contingency analysig? (2, N = 149) = 2.059, p= .357. White, African American
and Hispanic students were equally likely to be identified for special educatwiresaernce
referred by SATSs.

Primary Analyses

Relative RiskThe results of the relative risk calculations occasionally resulted in a
denominator of zero, indicating that either no White students had referred for ievetuwat
no White students had been identified for special education by one of the teams in a
particular school. In cases where the numerator and denominator were both zetatitee r
risk was set equal to 1, reflecting that minority group students and White studeats
equally at risk for evaluation or identification. In cases where the denomil@tenaas
equal to zero, the relative risk calculated equaled infinity. Since furthististd calculations
with a value of infinity were then impossible, the relative risk was set equalimber

slightly larger than the largest value of that particular variable in todeflect the elevated
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risk of the minority group and allow for further statistical analyses. Sex@mple, if the
relative risk of Hispanic students in School A for evaluation was found to equal infirety
relative risk was set to a value slightly larger than the largestveetagk of Hispanic
students for evaluation in Schools B-L. After relative risk indexes weralatdd,
hypotheses were tested according to the procedures described in the previaus chapt

Relative Risk for Minority Students by Team Typgestion 1: Within schools using IC-
Teams, are there observable differences between IC-Teams and SATS in thelr refer
practices regarding minority studentb3/pothesis 1. The relative risk of referral for
evaluation for African American and Hispanic students will be lower when referred to I1C-
Teams than when compared to the relative risk of African American and Hispanic students
initially referred to SATs during year 1 of full implementati®ee Table 3 for results of the
bootstrapping procedure. For African American students, the bootstrapping method did not
result in statistically significant differences in the relatigk of referral for evaluation
between SATs and IC-Teams. There was no statistically significaetetiffe in the relative
risk of Hispanic students for referral for evaluation between SATs an@#m3. These
results did not support Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2: During year 1 of implementation, the relative risk of eligibility for special
education services for African American and Hispanic students referred to IC-Tiglhives
lower than the relative risk of eligibility for special education services focaf American
and Hispanic students referred to SABsotstrapping methods detected significant
differences in African American students’ relative risk for eligipilor special education

services between SATs and IC-Teams. Similarly, there was aicagmiélifference between
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IC-Teams and SATSs in terms of relative risk of Hispanic students foriétigfbr special
education services. (See Table 4). These results supported Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3: When controlling for differences in relative risk for referral for evaluation,
there will be no significant differences between IC-Teams and SATSs in theerakKiof
eligibility of African American and Hispanic studerBgcause there were no significant
differences between IC-Teams and SATs in terms of relative rigkv&duation, follow-up
tests to control for these differences were not completed, and thereforgpibtisdsis was
not tested.

Post-Hoc Analyses

In order to examine potential differences between teams when considered indédpende
of the reference group (i.e., White students), risk indexes were examinedifgreap of
students (White, African American, Hispanic). The risk index for ideatibho was
calculated according to the following formula:

#student®f X ethnicityin categoryy
Risk index #studentof X ethnicityin studenipopulation

Using the same bias-corrected accelerated bootstrapping methods deschbddethbds
section, there were significant differences detected for each ethgnoity when comparing
the risk for special education identification between IC-Teams and SATS. kite, African
American and Hispanic students, the risk of being identified for special enuaeas
significantly lower when referred to IC-Teams than when referred tditnaal SATs. (See

Table 5).
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to examine differences betweearnt-aad
SATSs in referral patterns of minority students for evaluation and placemegrgdials
education. The first hypothesis stated that the relative risk of referrav&luation for
African American and Hispanic students will be statistically sigafity lower when
initially referred to the IC-Team than the relative risk of African Aigan and Hispanic
students when initially referred to the SAT. The second hypothesis stated tledaitikie r
risk for special education services for African American and Hispamiests referred to the
IC-Teams will be statistically significantly lower than the ngkatisk of eligibility for
special education services for African American and Hispanic student®deterthe SAT.
The third hypothesis stated that when controlling for the differences betheéC-Teams
and SATs in terms of the relative risk for evaluation, there would be no stéistica
significant differences between IC-Teams and SATSs in relative risditpbility for special
education services. Differences between teams and ethnicity groups sigchesed herein
according to the order of steps in the identification of students for speciatieducatial
teacher referral, referral by one of the teams (i.e., IC-Team o) f8APsychoeducational

evaluation, and determination of eligibility for special education services.



Initial Teacher Referral

There were significant differences in patterns of teachers’ refdragled on student
race/ethnicity. White students were significantly more likely tharcafr American students
to be referred by classroom teachers to the IC-Team, which means thatsuvihets were
more likely to receive an individualized academic intervention from the teexthén the
regular education setting. This finding is consistent with previous résehich has
reported that African American students were less likely to receiveefgnmal intervention
provided by the classroom teacher (Hosp & Reschly, 2002). This finding may lestsugg
of biased perceptions of the referring teachers of White students as migrelilespond to
individualized intervention or of African American students as more likely toneegpecial
education services even in the absence of academic data as previous rescsaigpheséed
(Neal, McCray, Johnson & Bridgest, 2003). It is also possible that referringeteagere
more willing to work individually with White students; previous studies have repdraed t
White teachers, comprising the majority of the teaching force, felt ngoiipped to address
the learning issues of White students.

Dissimilarly, teacher referrals of Hispanic students did not differ feegnitly from
teacher referrals of White students in terms of the type of team to whichriesefleered; in
other words, Hispanic and White students were referred in similar proportiddsiegams
and to SATs. This finding may suggest that teachers may perceive Hispanic daad Whi
students as equally likely to respond to classroom interventions implemented an regul
education classrooms and equally likely to require special education sernvicesld be
that Hispanic and White students are less subject to potential biases afigdatsachers than

their African American counterparts due to differences in cultural behayles sit may be
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that Hispanic students also exhibit behavior in the school setting that is aansigte
teacher expectations, values and beliefs.

In light of the differences observed between teacher referrals of Africeariéan and
those of White students, the lack of differences between teacher referrapanikl
students and those of White students suggests that the process of identificapeni&br s
education services in this sample differed between Hispanic students and Afmeaican
students. The factors contributing to this difference were not examined in teetaiudy,
but may include African American Behavioral Style, behavioral simigarbetween
Hispanic students and White students in the school setting, and distinct teacheigosroépt
the abilities of African American and Hispanic students. Further resesaneeded to
examine these possibilities.

Referrals by Teams for Psychoeducational Evaluation

Students served by SATs were significantly more likely than studentsideyJue-
Teams to be referred for psychoeducational testing to determine #liddmlispecial
education services. Once referred for services, students served by S&Tequaly likely
as students served by IC-Teams to be identified for services. This findimgghts the
significance of the referral for evaluation; nearly four out of five studefesred for testing
were identified for special education services in the current study. Thale seggest that
IC-Teams may be associated with lower student risk for special educattemant because
numerous referrals for evaluation are prevented. Struggling students wbhmphbdy would
have been referred to traditional SATs but instead were referred to raogpiynented IC-
Teams received academic support within the regular education setting;tinases, these

students were not referred for psychoeducational testing or placement ih sgecsaion.
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In addition, there were significant differences between racial/ethoigpgrin referral for
evaluation for students served by SATs. Within SATs, White students were sigthfic
more likely than African American students to be referred for psychoeol@bgévaluation
to determine eligibility for special education services. This finding sugtfest there may be
inequitable treatment of students according to racial or ethnic background iomigdit
student service teams.

The higher likelihood of evaluation for White students than African American students
found in the current study is contrary to the argument that traditional methods okaugres
students’ academic problems contribute to the overrepresentation of minority and is a
challenge to explain. It is possible that SATs used screening procedlueigdrief
intellectual and achievement measures to ascertain whether it was lgtatjeat
demonstrated sufficient deficits to qualify for special education seruckthan made
recommendations for full psychoeducational evaluations based on the findings of the
screening procedures. If this were the case, it would suggest that isgneergedures to
detect internal deficits did not support initial teacher referrals. Thisweapbn is consistent
with previous research indicating that teachers are more likely to peAdeiv@n American
students as needing special education services even in the absence of infoegating
academic achievement (Neal, McCray, Johnson & Bridgest, 2003). The ctuhntisl not
examine specific procedures within SATs, and future research should seek ioectkasn
possibility.

In addition, the greater likelihood of referral for testing of White students wiirs S
diverges from previous research results reported by MacMillan, Greshanz, &rgh&ocian

(1996). These researchers found that teachers were less likely to redatynstudents, and
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those minority students referred actually exhibited lower verbal ahilitiese externalizing
behavior problems, and lower reading skills than their White counterparts. The authors
suggested that teachers were hesitant to refer minority students excapts where clear
academic problems existed. If this pattern were applicable to the cstudgt one would
have expected higher rates of referral of African American students fdrqeyucational
testing, as they would have demonstrated a higher degree of academic problems

Another explanation for the higher rates of evaluation for White students thaarAfri
American students within SATSs is that school personnel were less likelytoAfeican
American students for evaluation in an effort to minimize the represantdtiainority
students in special education. This explanation was also offered by MacMidar{1€196),
who suggested that the teachers they studied in California were reluctaet toiredrity
students due to the legacy of thery P. v. Rilexase in their state. Disproportionality has
received enough political attention to warrant biyearly monitoring of dpsaieation
enrollment, and school personnel may be increasingly aware of the problem. Titz¢ oéfe
fewer African American students to special education may representiand¢adhe
negative political attention associated with disproportionality. However, thtsige may not
represent socially responsible ways of addressing the learning needsrathreleng
minority students.

On the other hand, IC-Teams appeared to refer students equitably by race.@Yithi
Teams, there were no significant differences between racial groups sxaeprmoportions of
students referred for evaluation. White, African American and Hispanic ssuaers
equally likely to be referred for evaluation by IC-Teams. This finding lbeague to several

factors of the IC-Team model including the data-based decision-makirgspracd the
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critical reflection inherent in the consultee-consultant relationship. Theodatal decision-
making process of measuring student progress toward academic goaly is Iikeuce the
subjectivity and bias that might be present in referrals for evaluation. Ticalaeflection

that is part of the consultation relationship may also help to reduce subjectivityaand bi
referrals for evaluation as it may allow the consultee to develop an assaiaased
judgments or assumptions of minority students; the importance of criticadtrefl has been
discussed by previous authors (Artiles & Trent, 1994; Bynoe, 1998). The equitabial &fer
students by IC-Teams may also be in part due to the shift in focus from thelitdefitats”

of the student to establishing an instructional match between student, instructioskand ta
and then objectively assessing their need for additional resources.

The current study did not reveal significant differences between IC-TaanSATS in
terms of the relative risk of minority students for evaluation for speciab#idacservices.
However, these results should be considered in conjunction with the finding of higher
proportions of White students referred for evaluation by SATs: the relagk/eatio of
African American students grows smaller as the denominator (i.e., lislofat/hite
students for evaluation) grows larger. This surprising finding of higher propodidusite
students referred by SATSs for evaluation may account for the lack of support found for
Hypothesis 1.

It is also possible that other factors contributed to a lack of differences bateseas in
terms of relative risk for evaluation. The lack of statistically sigaiit differences between
teams in terms of relative risk for evaluation may be partially attiteita the challenges
encountered when attempting to create organizational change. When implementing an

educational innovation that seeks to create this change, it is important to ret¢bgnize
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change is a process, not an event (Rosenfield, 1992) and consists of three distiact phase
initiation, implementation and institutionalization. Common concerns when impteamgdC
include training concerns, problems transferring to a new model, facultyanesisb change,
and an unsupportive school culture (Rosenfield, 1992). The current study examined
differences in relative risk during the first year of the implememntgihase, and when
considered in light of the considerable concerns in this stage of change, perhaps i
surprising that significant results in terms of relative risk were not disedwe the current
study.

At the point in which the current data were collected, a small percentagevadiradis in
each school had been trained in the IC model and its assessment and interverm@gesstrat
The teams are comprised of 8-12 members including administrative, regularedand
special education personnel who receive training from certified traindrtha team
facilitator. This number is a small percentage of the entire facultychtsefool. Team
members periodically provide information at school-wide faculty meetings, but do not
provide specific training to the rest of the faculty. As an increasing nuwhfeculty
members in each school receive training in the IC model, it is possible thaityrstwdents’
relative risk for evaluation and placement in special education would diminish.

It also possible that in later stages of IC-Team consultants’ skill develdpi€-Teams
may be associated with lower relative risk indexes for special educatibraten. Gravois,
Knotek and Babinski (2002) provided conceptual alignment of the staff development
methods used in IC-Teams with training methods described by Joyce and Showerdr§1980)
order for training to be put into practice effectively, professional devedopmodels should

address awareness, conceptual understanding, skill acquisition and skill applidating
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the first year of full project implementation, IC-Team consultants havel@j@d awareness
and conceptual understanding and are beginning skill acquisition and application. Goaching
which has been shown to be effective in increasing the application of skills to neensobl
(Showers, Joyce & Bennett, 1987), is provided by advanced trainers to beginning
consultants. As consultants become more adept with skill application, it isthie¢lthey
will be able to address the learning needs of more students in the regulaioedsetéing. If
an increasing number of learning challenges can be addressed in the idgedfioe
setting, fewer students will be referred for special education evaiudts discussed above,
when fewer students are referred for evaluation, fewer students are. place

Previous research results regarding referral practices during impkmentation also
provide a possible explanation for the lack of significant differences invelask
measurements. Rosenfield (1992) discovered that in the first year of impleaoreotdC-
Teams, relatively few children are referred for consultation as Hukbegins to make
changes in its referral procedures. Significant differences in rel&k/ér evaluation may
be detected as the process of organizational change moves through the implemamnise
toward institutionalization when larger numbers of children are referrée €t Team and
initial problems of implementation are addressed and resolved.
Eligibility for Special Education Services

Patterns observed within teams for special education eligibility divergedofatterns
observed within teams for psychoeducational evaluation. Within both SATs and 1G;Team
there were no significant differences between racial groups in termgpafrpons of

students found eligible after the evaluation process.
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Significant differences were detected between IC-Teams and SAdisns of relative
risk of African American students for eligibility for special edumatservices. Similarly,
significant differences were detected between teams in terms ofétieereisk of Hispanic
students’ eligibility for special education services. Instructional Gltatgon Teams were
associated with a significantly lower risk of identification for special atioic services for
both minority groups.

Similarly, when risk for special education eligibility was evaluatedpeddently of the
White majority student group, IC-Teams were found to be associated with Iskvéarr
special education placement versus SATSs; this finding was consistent acrasgnoups,
including the White majority group.

The lower risk of White students for special education placement when detiel@-
Teams is likely related to their elevated risk of referral for psyalmtbnal evaluation
when referred to SATS, considering that once referred for evaluation, studeatslse
SATs were equally likely as students served by IC-Teams to be ideftifisdrvices. This
finding highlights the significance of the referral for evaluation; almostdauof five
students referred for testing were identified for special education eagimithe current
study. These results suggest that IC-Teams may be associated witlstosent risk for
special education placement because numerous referrals for evaluaticevarggu. By
targeting instructional practice to the learning needs of students in tharredutation
setting, IC-Teams increase access to the core general educatiomwon;rallowing for
educational and occupational advancement for struggling students.

The results of the secondary analyses support existing research by provithieg fu

evidence of association between IC-Teams and lower overall risk of idetmi for special
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education services when compared with traditional SATs. A study conducted in 2002 by
Gravois and Rosenfield demonstrated decreased evaluations for and placementlin specia
education for all students, regardless of minority status, when schools useédléanC
model. The results of the current study also provide evidence of lower risk for ptetdem
special education when students are referred to the IC-Team than wherm teféraditional
SATs.

The results of the secondary analyses are consistent with previous findingswgfabe i
of IC-Teams on special education placement of minority students. Gravois andi®dsenf
(2006) found minority students in IC schools to be less likely to be identified for lspecia
education when compared to minority students in schools using more traditional imb@rvent
models. Similarly, the current study suggests that IC-Teams areasdowith lower risk of
identification for special education services for African American angadis students
when compared with SATS.

Findings from the current study diverged from the previous investigation of the
relationship between IC-Teams and minority disproportionality in special teolugath
regard to differences in risk indices. Gravois and Rosenfield (2006) did not find mfere
between schools using the IC-Team model and comparison schools in terms &fitidexs
while the current study detected significant differences betweend@dJand SATs in the
risk indices for special education identification for African Americaspnic and White
students. The divergent findings in the two studies can most likely be explainetebnglif
methodology used in the two studies. The previous study examined the risk index based on
the entire enroliment of special education, while the current study exdthmeisk index

for new referrals only. As discussed in the introductory chapter, the speciali@duca
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population is quite stable and therefore probably contributed to dilution of differences
between IC schools and comparison schools in the previous study. It should also be noted
that in the previous study, there was a general trend of reduction, though nanasignif

the risk index after IC implementation in those schools utilizing the model.

The statistically significant differences in both relative risk indexekrisk indexes for
each student group must be interpreted cautiously as there may have beén severa
confounding factors related to teacher characteristics that may havibwewl to the
observed differences. These potential confounds include years of teachingreqeself-
efficacy beliefs, and perceptions of student performance. These charnasteressg make a
teacher more or less likely to refer a student to the IC-Team rathehthaaditional SAT.
Implications for African American Students

The results of both primary and secondary analyses also provide support for previous
findings regarding the likelihood that an African American student will spereldutside
the regular education setting. Hosp and Reschly (2002) found that African Ameuidants
who received individual help from the classroom teacher were less likely to spend t
outside the regular education classroom. Similarly, the current study sutigeshe risk for
special education identification of African American students is significkegs when they
receive an individualized, intensive academic intervention from the classeachet, as is
the case in the IC-Team model.

Furthermore, results of the current study indicate that African Ameriagdergs were
less likely than White students to receive academic intervention of any kincemtoned
above, African American students were less likely to be referred to I@s[eehich

prescribed individualized academic interventions to referred students. Tihade@eeds of
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African American students were less likely to be addressed with modifieddinenal
strategies than those of their White counterparts. Without instructional sugipaggling
African American students are more likely to continue to fall behind in school amdoze
likely to be referred in the future for special education services.

In addition, African American students were less likely than White students ébeneed
for evaluation for special education services, and therefore less likelyderiigied as
eligible for services such as resource rooms or modifications to the pamimonment. In
conjunction with the findings discussed above, this indicates that African AmetucEnts
were less likely to receive instructional support and were more likely @mamthe regular
education environment. In this situation, African American students may be mdyedike
experience academic failure, frustration, acting out behaviors, and hitgeeofachool
dropout. This finding may capture a point at which African American students \aitleic
problems could “fall through the cracks” in our educational system. .

Implications for Hispanic Students

The current study found that Hispanic students in the sample were at relativeisk
of referral for evaluation and were also at relatively low risk for sppeducation
identification when compared with White students. This finding is consistent veiiops
research that has found risk ratios less than one for Hispanic students in NorthaCaroli
across categories of eligibility (Parrish, 2002). This finding is also densiith previous
reports of the underrepresentation of Hispanic students in special educatiormiChiatina
(Chinn & Hughes, 1987; Fierros & Conroy, 2002) and with existing evidence that Hispanic
students may be underrepresented at the elementary school level (Artilds, Ralazar, &

Higareda, 2005).
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The current study found that the risk of special education identification wasfmwer
Hispanic students when the process of intervention included targeted instructierared
of academic weakness in comparison to Hispanic students receiving thedstasatimic
interventions. This finding is consistent with several studies which have indibated t
providing supplemental instruction to Hispanic students not only prevented special@ducati
identification (Moore-Brown et al., 2005) but also improved reading outcomes (Gunn,
Smolkowski, Biglan and African American, 2002). Moore-Brown et al. examined a school
district that recognized that the traditional methods of identifying cinilinespecial
education services were inappropriate for the predominantly Hispanic population, and i
response, the district implemented an RTI program to provide intervention in the regular
education setting. Their study demonstrated that the RTI approach helped to prevent
placement of Hispanic students in special education (Moore-Brown et al., 200%urI8jmi
Gunn et al. (2002) found that Hispanic students benefitted from a supplemental reading
instruction teaching basic decoding and comprehension skills, regardless Ehtjiesh
proficiency prior to implementing the intervention as indicated by improvement on
standardized reading measures. In conjunction with previous research, the cudsent st
highlights the potential impact of RTI, specifically the IC model, on preventieg&ous
placements of Hispanic students in special education.
General Implications

Although there were no significant differences between IC-Teams andTeisterms
of the relative risk for evaluation, there were significant differenctgdas teams in terms
of relative risk for placement in special education for African AmericanHaspanic

students and in terms of the risk indexes for special education identificatioriaarAfr
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American, Hispanic, and White students. An implication of these findings iKx#fadams,
one RTI model, has significant potential to help alleviate overrepresentatianayftyn
students in special education as suggested by Harris-Murri, King and Rostte&) by
providing intensive instructional intervention, RTI empowers teachers to adaedsaiting
challenges experienced by their students in the regular education setting.

The most important implication of the current study is to provide an indication that
schools can address the problem of flooded special education programs and possibly,
disproportionality. Academic intervention targeting the specific learnioglgm (e.qg,
decoding skills) in the regular education classroom may prevent the ideiatifiofhigh
numbers of students, minority or White, as requiring special education. Given thedimsita
of the current study regarding possible differences between teams in testndenft and
teacher characteristics, it cannot be concluded that the IC-Team modtetsotebuted to
the observed lower risk indices for African American, Hispanic, and White studentbe
current results certainly support RTI as having the potential to alleviapedhkem of
disproportionality.

These results of the current study challenge the assumptions made about students
identified for special education services. If the placement of minority stidespecial
education occurs at a lower rate when individualized interventions are provided inuflae reg
education setting, it cannot be assumed that these students possess intecital “defi
warranting labeling and special education placement. On the contrary, tmgdindithe
current study supported the idea that learning difficulties can be addresseceiguiae

education setting. These findings support other authors’ suggestions (e.gs &fitent,
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1994) that the needs of diverse students are better addressed when they are ithéaweae w

context of instruction and task.

Limitations

There were several limitations to the current study which will be distsssthat future
research may circumvent identified methodological flaws. Limitatioriedeche selection
of disproportionality measurement, nonrandom assignment of students to teams, lack of data
on teacher characteristics, lack of data on student characteristics atheadf, lack of data
on the processes present in SATs, small sample of convenience, and attrition.

MeasuremenfThere were numerous options for measuring disproportionality
differences between teams. The odds ratio, risk index, and composition index are all
commonly used indicators for investigations of disproportionality. The current stlidgd
the concept of relative risk because it represents a direct comparisoeibstudents in a
minority group and students in the majority group, thereby eliminating the nead for
statistical comparison between minority and majority students. Howewepassible that
the use of other disproportionality indicators (i.e., odds ratio, risk index or composition
index) would have produced a different result as was found in previous research (&ravois
Rosenfield, 2006).

As mentioned earlier, the selection of the relative risk index as a means otiagaha
effect of IC on disproportionality may represent a significant linoitato the current study.
Because the relative risk index is a comparison of the risk of the minority grdugprisk of
White students, differences in the risk of the minority group may have been obsgured b

changes to the risk of White students.
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There were also problems in the calculation of the relative risk index. When #rere w
no White students referred to a team for either evaluation or identificatioestiigrrg
relative risk index could not be calculated since the denominator was zero. Inabesgthe
data had to be corrected so that a calculation could be made. These corrections could have
altered the results, either making it more or less likely to have deteffez@nites in terms
of relative risk.

Nonrandom assignmer@ne limitation to the current study is the fact that students were
not randomly assigned to teams, which would have allowed for the assumption thasstudent
did not differ on meaningful characteristics. Students served by the teamaveayiffered
in terms of characteristics that were not measured in the current stwdguBrgtudies have
shown that there are certain student characteristics such as poverty (Knotek, 2003) and
behavioral and learning styles (Neal, McCray, Johnson, & Bridgest, 2003) thaticitay e
bias in the referral process, thereby increasing the likelihood that a sivmlddtbe referred
for psychoeducational evaluation. By not assigning students randomly and not cotlatéing
on individual students, this study must cautiously assert its conclusions.

Student characteristics other than race/ethnicity may also have infiueiicd teacher
perceptions and judgments, which are crucial to the referral process. afgslexa teacher
may have perceived a student as struggling but likely to respond to intensiveiacadem
intervention, and therefore he or she referred the student to the IC-Team. Theeadrmae
may have perceived another student as struggling but unlikely to benefit fronivatens
intervention in the regular education setting and subsequently may refardaetgb the

SAT so that evaluation for special education placement occurs more immediately
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The teachers within the schools referred students to either the IC-T&T oand
therefore, these referrals could have been biased by teacher chaiect@hst current study
did not examine possible teacher characteristics such as race (Herrejaha®8tay have
influenced the initial referral to one of the student assistance teamseifeaahking with
SATs may have differed significantly from teachers working witir&ms on important
dimensions such as race, teaching ability, and self-efficacy beliefs) way have
contributed to the observed differences between teams in terms of risk indexes for
identification. Unfortunately, the lack of random assignment of teachers to-theal@ or
SAT is inherent to the process of implementing IC during the first yeaicipation from
the referring teacher is voluntary.

Lack of data on SAT characteristi@he current study did not attempt to examine
characteristics of the SATs used as comparison groups. Such characteristidsgribe
interventions used, effectiveness of interventions, and decision-making psoehsse
referring students for testing, were not monitored and may have varied withs $iAdre
may have been significant differences within SATs in terms of thesecttastcs, and
some teams may have been less different from IC-Teams in terms otlegkesnfor
minority students. The lack of data on SAT characteristics representsagidimof the
current study and prevents a fuller understanding of the reasons for observedagiffere
between team types in terms of patterns of referral and risk indexes.

Sample of conveniendaue to the small sample size of convenience, the current study
lacks extensive generalizability. Schools were not selected at random femengétion of
the IC process. Schools applied to be selected for training and support to implent@nt the

model. A relatively small number of schools completed the application process|, and al
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schools that applied were selected to begin the process of implementinge&Sehce,
schools self-selected to receive training in IC and begin implementimgténeention
model. This self-selection represents a limitation of the current stuthgr@smay be
differences between schools that applied to participate and those that did not.

In fact, one important difference between participating and non-paitiiegpschools may
have been the degree to which schools were struggling with disproportionalityrt A$ the
process to expand the IC program, schools were sent informational packetsiagvbsis
potential effect of IC on disproportionality as well as excessive spati@iation
identification. Schools struggling to address these issues may have been enesteidtin
the IC program and therefore may also have been more likely to seek to anptam
program. Therefore, the results of the current study may not be generalizabledis sc
where disproportionality or excessive special education identificatiomoaevident.

Attrition. Of the original sample of 14 schools implementing IC, two schools submitted
incomplete data, and therefore, these schools were excluded from the analysese Bata
were incomplete for these two schools, it is unknown whether these two schools differed
significantly from the remaining 12 schools in terms of relative risk andnaskxes.
Exclusion of the two schools submitting incomplete data might have contributed to a lack of
significant differences in terms of relative risk.

Limited statistical powerStatistical power was limited by the relatively small sample
size of 14 schools, each with two teams, and was further limited by attritiomQusly
discussed. The statistical power may have been insufficient to detectcaigindifferences
in terms of the relative risk of IC-Teams versus SATS. It is possilievitraa larger sample

of schools, the differences between teams in terms of relative risk may hawadrefcant.
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Future Research

Future research is needed to further investigate the potential of the ICtmadeViate
disproportionality. The following discussion presents some important considerations to
address the limitations of the current study and to create an evidence basento inf
educational policy with respect to the overrepresentation of minority studeptscials
education.

Measurementrevious studies have examined the association between IC-Teams and
traditional disproportionality measures including the risk index, composition index and odds
ratio (Gravois & Rosenfield, 2006), while the current study examined different&sns of
relative risk and risk indices. The current study did not show significant aiffesen the
relative risk index of minority students for special education eligibility duiteveal
significant differences between teams when minority students were aeasiddependently
of White students. The results may vary based on the measurement statistindised, a
therefore, the choice of disproportionality measure is crucial to the examnin&the impact
of intervention programs on the overrepresentation of minority students in specati@uuc
The index appropriate for use depends on the outcome of interest. Careful consideration is
needed when selecting the relevant measure of special education repogsentat

Assignment of students to tealss.the IC model exists currently, nonrandom
assignment of students to teams is unavoidable, as referring teacherslomtsev to work
with the IC-Team. In order to deal with this limitation, future studies shouldtsemllect
data on student and teacher characteristics as a method of controlling foapotenti

confounding factors. Student characteristics including achievement levelgprior t
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intervention, 1Q, and socioeconomic status would provide a means of controlling for student
differences when investigating differences between team typesldition, future research
should attempt to control for teacher characteristics such as teachgeesef experience,

and ratings of teaching ability when examining differences in refertta@rpa and rates

between teams. Such studies would allow for researchers to draw more conofesarees

from observed differences between team types.

Utilizing a multiple baseline design would help to increase internal valfgiitiyools
wanting to implement IC would apply to participate and would be assigned to eith@r the
condition or to the wait-list control condition. After one year, the schools in theistait-I
control condition would then begin the process of initiating the IC-Team model. THisdanet
of research would allow researchers to draw causal inferences betwiedraton and
potential decreases in disproportionality.

Increasing generalizabilityruture studies should seek to include a greater number of
schools in order to increase generalizability of findings. Instructional Gatisualis
currently being implemented in schools and districts in seven states acrnatidhe
Including data from as many schools as possible would help to increase reji@sémtm
the population of schools in the U.S.

Attrition. To the extent possible, future research should seek to prevent attrition by
ensuring that each school submits required end-of-year program evaluation fiivhortha
attrition occurs, every effort should be made to examine differences between $ichbols
drop out of the study and schools that remain in the study.

Statistical powerln order to ensure sufficient statistical power, future studies with larger

sample sizes should be conducted to examine differences between IC-Teamditzmthtra

77



models of identifying students for special education. It is possible the obserfeedraiés in
relative risk in the current study were found to be insignificant because oh#tlesample
and limited statistical power. Future studies should include power analysel,pubwvide
guidance in terms of adequate sample size for the intended statistoédtoahs. Larger
sample sizes would help to ensure sufficient statistical power.

Longitudinal researchAs mentioned earlier, change is a process, not an event.
Therefore, future longitudinal research would provide data on potential reduations i
minority overrepresentation during later stages of IC implementation artdtinsgalization.
Longitudinal research would also allow researchers to examine incedroeahges over
time in the population of students in special education, which has been shown to be relatively
stable. Such studies would also provide the opportunity to explore whether differefees in t
risk indices for all students will translate into reduced disproportionatigg.ra

Examining other intervention programastructional Consultation is not the only
service-delivery model in existence to address excessive specidiieadtigibility and
placements. Other school reform models have been implemented in a similar wasr ito or
create more inclusive educational environments (e.g., Bonner, Koch, & Lang2@y4;
Moore-Brown et al., 2005). Future research should seek to compare IC-Teams to other
models aimed at reforming special education services.

Self-EfficacyThe concept of self-efficacy as it relates to teacher assumptions of student
learning problems and the decision-making process of referral to sphatatien warrants
further attention. It is possible that teaching efficacy influencasrgstsons about students’
learning difficulties and that this assumption then mediates the decisioerta ttident for

special education. In light of the findings of previous investigations, efficalogfs may
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contribute to the problem of disproportionality. If the relationship between teadieds be
assumptions and decision to refer can be more fully described, solutions to the problem of
disproportionality can be found and improved upon.

Additional considerationsAs discussed by Rosenfield (1992), it is not enough to change
referral patterns and identification rates; without improving academiomets, programs
aimed at reducing special education placements are minimally helptuhdt enough to
ensure access to regular education; the focus must be on improving educational digicomes
minority students. Previous research found better academic outcomes for fadesddy
IC-Teams than for students served by traditional multidisciplinary téidoralt, 1990), but
this study did not specifically address the outcomes for minority students. Butdies are
needed to examine academic outcomes of minority students served by ICiTeams
comparison to the academic outcomes of minority students served by traditidisal T3
examination of potential differences should include levels of academic parfoenduring

elementary, middle, and high school years as well as college attendance.

Conclusion
The current study was one of very few investigations of an RTI model as agotent
solution to the problem of disproportionality. Program evaluation data were examined in
twelve schools in a Southeastern state comparing the IC-Team model téi@en@bhchodel
of providing student assistance; data were examined with regard to the redatvie r
African American and Hispanic students for evaluation and identification foilaspec
education services. There were no significant differences detected b&@~vEeams and

traditional SATSs in terms of the relative risk of African American omplisc students for
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evaluation for special education services. There were no significant di#srdatected
between IC-Teams and traditional SATs in terms of relative risk ofafrAmerican or
Hispanic students for eligibility for special education services.

Secondary analyses were conducted to examine potential differencesnbietavas in
risk for identification for special education services for African Amer@ad Hispanic
students independently of the risk for White students. These analyses revesischlita
significant differences between IC-Teams and SATSs in terms of theorighehtification for
special education for African American, Hispanic and White students.

The results of the study were discussed in terms of the limitations of tleatcurr

investigation; suggestions for future scientific inquiry were made.
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Enrollment By Ethnicity Acsob®ols

Ethnicity N M Range % of Total
African American 2186 182.17 53-327 33
Hispanic 691 57.58 20-121 10
White 3271 272.58 24-641 49
Total 6626 552.16 364-717 -
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Table 2: Percentage of Students Evaluated and Identified by Ethnicity and ¥pam T

_SAT ACT
Ethnicity N % Eval % Id N % Eval % Id
African American 91 66 63 56 29 63
Hispanic 15 80 83 15 13 50
White 93 83 71 70 53 79
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Table 3: Differences in Relative Risk for Psychoeducational Evaluation

SAT ACT
Ethnicity M M diff 90% BCa CI
African American 1.110 1.262 -0.152 -0.955, 0.746
Hispanic 0.287 0.230 0.057 -0.576, 0.372
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Table 4: Differences in Relative Risk for Special Education Identifinati

SAT ACT
Ethnicity M M diff 90% BCa CI
African American 1.439 0.812 0.612 0.0595, 1.627*
Hispanic 0.294 0.024 0.284 0.0567, 0.641*

*significant ata = .05
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Table 5: Differences Between Teams in Risk Indexes for Special Eoludddintification

SAT ICT
Student Group M M diff 90% CIl BCa
African American 0.0178 0.0052 0.0126 0.0071, 0.0188*
Hispanic 0.0110 0.0007 0.01028 0.0037, 0.0208*
White 0.0293 0.0053 0.0240 0.0095, 0.0630*

*significant ata = 0.05
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Table 6: Summary of Findings Across Steps in Special Education Ideitifiéabcess

Step

Finding

Initial Referral

Referral for Psychoeducational Evaluation

White students were significantly more likely
to be referred to IC-Teams than African
American students.

White and Hispanic students were referred in
similar proportions to IC-Teams and SATSs.
Students referred to SATs were significantly
more likely to be referred for evaluation than
were students referred to IC-Teams.

Within IC-Teams, there were no differences
between racial groups in terms of proportion
of students referred for evaluation.

Within SATs, White students were
significantly more likely to be referred for
evaluation.

There were no significant differences
between teams in the relative risk of either
African American or Hispanic students for

referral for evaluation.
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Step

Finding

Eligibility for Special Education Services

There were no significant differences
between teams in terms of the probability of
a student being found eligible once referred
for testing.

Within IC-Teamsthere were no significant
differences between racial groups in terms of
proportions of students found eligible.

Within SATSs, there were no significant
differences between racial groups in the
probability of being found eligible for

special education services once referred for
testing.

IC-Teams were associated with significantly
lower relative risk ratios of African American
students for eligibility versus SATS.
IC-Teams were associated with significantly
lower relative risk ratios of Hispanic students

for eligibility versus SATSs.
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