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Research Article

Students with disabilities (SWD) in U.S. schools are legally 
entitled to special education services consistent with the 
goals of their Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). 
Placement decisions about where the services are provided 
should be based on a student’s individual educational needs 
and should also result in the least restrictive environment pos-
sible (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 
Act [IDEA], 2004). However, delivery of special education 
services may appropriately result in placement primarily 
outside of general education classrooms if the student’s 
individual needs require more intensive services to meet his 
or her educational goals (Kauffman et al., 2018; Mathur & 
Jolivette, 2012). About 30% of students with learning dis-
abilities (LDs), 35% of students with other health impair-
ments, and 51% of students with emotional disorders spend 
less than 80% of their school day in general education class-
rooms (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special 
Education Programs, 2020).

Racial and Ethnic Disparities in Special 
Education Placement

Students of color with disabilities have been reported to be 
more likely to be placed primarily outside of general educa-
tion classrooms (Cartledge & Dukes, 2009; Ruppar et al., 
2017; Sullivan, 2011). For example, 33% of SWD who are 
White spend less than 80% of their school day in U.S. gen-
eral education classrooms. The contrasting percentages for 
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Abstract
Students with disabilities (SWD) who are Black or Hispanic have been reported to be more likely to be placed primarily 
outside of general education classrooms while attending U.S. schools. Federal law and regulation require monitoring of 
special education placement based on race or ethnicity. Yet, whether and to what extent racial or ethnic disparities in 
placement are explained by bias or by other explanatory factors is currently unclear. We evaluated for racial and ethnic 
bias in special education placement by analyzing longitudinal data from two independent samples of SWD (N values range 
590–1,130) attending U.S. elementary schools. We statistically controlled for plausibly exogenous sociodemographic, 
academic, and behavioral risk factors measured in kindergarten in analyses of the students as they attended first, third, 
and fifth grades between the 1999–2000 and 2015–2016 school years. Of the resulting 12 Black or Hispanic grade-year–
specific tests, 11 (i.e., 92%) indicated that controls for kindergarten explanatory factors—particularly significant academic 
difficulties—fully explained the risk initially attributable to race or ethnicity. We observed little evidence that bias explains 
racial or ethnic disparities in special education placement in U.S. elementary schools.
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SWD who are Black or Hispanic are 41% and 38%, respec-
tively (U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special 
Education Programs, 2020). Analyses of state-level data 
indicated that SWD who are Black were less likely to be 
placed in general education classrooms and were three 
times more likely than those who are Whites to be placed in 
restrictive settings (Skiba et al., 2006). Analyses of one dis-
trict’s data found that SWD who are Black or Hispanic were 
more likely to be placed outside of general education class-
rooms (De Valenzuela et al., 2006). Fierros and Conroy 
(2002) reported that 16% of SWD who are White versus 
33% and 28% of SWD who are Black or Hispanic, respec-
tively, were primarily educated outside of general education 
classrooms in the United States. Racial disparities in place-
ment have also been observed among students with the 
same disability conditions (Skiba et al., 2006).

Findings that SWD who are Black or Hispanic are more 
likely than SWD who are White to be placed primarily out-
side of general education classrooms have been inferred to 
result from biased policies and practices (U.S. Department 
of Education, 2016). Racial and ethnic disparities in place-
ment have been characterized as “unwarranted seclusion” 
of students of color (Fierros & Conroy, 2002, p. 40), with 
special education described as an alternative legal strategy 
to racially segregate students (Artiles et al., 2016; Ferri & 
Connor, 2005; Reid & Knight, 2006; Zion & Blanchett, 
2011). Waitoller and Maggin (2018) characterized racial 
disparities in special education placement as evidence of 
inequities constituting a “continuing dilemma” (p. 9). 
However, recent work repeatedly finds that initially 
observed over-representation of racial and ethnic minority 
students in special education is fully or largely explained by 
other explanatory factors including between-group differ-
ences in achievement. Black and Hispanic students instead 
may be relatively under-identified as having disabilities 
(Morgan et al., 2020; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & 
Maczuga, 2017; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, Mattison, 
et al., 2015; Shifrer, 2018). Despite this recent work, both 
federal law (i.e., IDEA, 2004) and regulations (i.e., U.S. 
Department of Education, 2016) require schools to report 
special education placement by race or ethnicity. States are 
to use a standard method to set numerical targets of dispro-
portionality in special education placement as well as in 
identification and discipline. Schools where SWD of color 
are over-represented in more restrictive special education 
settings are required to reallocate 15% of their federal fund-
ing and to review their special education policies, practices, 
and procedures.

Extant Work’s Limitations

Whether and to what extent bias explains racial and ethnic dis-
parities in special education placement in the United States 
is currently unclear. Very few studies have approximated 

contrasts between similarly situated SWD who differ in 
their race or ethnicity. Such contrasts are important because 
other factors may confound inferences based on unadjusted 
descriptive statistics (Farkas et al., 2020; Morgan et al., 
2018; Morgan, Farkas, Cook, et al., 2017; U.S. Department 
of Education Office for Civil Rights, 2016), resulting in 
attributions of racial and ethnic disparities in special educa-
tion placements to biased practices without considering 
other potential explanations. Such potential explanations 
include greater exposure to economic disadvantage and its 
correlates (e.g., lead exposure, low birthweight) and a cor-
responding increase in the likelihood of cognitive or behav-
ioral impairments and so academic or behavioral difficulties 
in school (Donovan & Cross, 2002). Owing to historical 
and on-going bias and discrimination, students who are 
Black or Hispanic are more likely to be exposed to poverty 
and so display significant academic and behavioral difficul-
ties including by school entry (e.g., Morgan, Farkas, 
Hillemeier, Mattison, et al., 2015; Wei et al., 2013; for an 
extensive review, see Donovan & Cross, 2002). Achievement 
gaps are relatively stable over time (Morgan et al., 2009; 
von Hippel & Hamrock, 2019). Differential exposure to 
poverty explains racial and ethnic achievement disparities 
during school (Reardon et al., 2019; Shores et al., 2020). 
The greater likelihood of experiencing poverty resulting 
from historical and ongoing racially biased housing and 
neighborhood segregation also disproportionately exposes 
Black and Hispanic children to early risk factors such as 
preterm birth and environmental toxins that increase the 
likelihood for disabilities and other health conditions 
(Krieger et al., 2020; Mehta et al., 2013; Turney, 2020). 
Black and Hispanic students are also more likely to attend 
racially segregated and economically disadvantaged schools 
with fewer resources and where teacher turnover more often 
occurs (Lankford et al., 2002; Sorensen & Ladd, 2020).

Significant academic or behavioral difficulties consti-
tute strong confounds to inferences that racial or ethnic dis-
parities in special education placement result from bias 
(Donovan & Cross, 2002; Kim et al., 2018). U.S. schools 
may instead be attempting to address academic or behav-
ioral difficulties being experienced by SWD by providing 
intensive services (e.g., small-group classes, individual-
ized instruction, frequent monitoring, and corrective feed-
back) that are more likely to be delivered in special 
education settings (Kauffman et al., 2018). If SWD who 
are Black or Hispanic are more likely to display significant 
academic or behavioral difficulties than SWD who are 
White including by kindergarten, then between-group dis-
parities in underlying impairment rates resulting from his-
torical and ongoing societal inequities may explain any 
initially observed between-group disparities in special edu-
cation placement. Identifying potentially modifiable fac-
tors that consistently predict special education placement 
by the primary grades might also advance efforts to increase 
access to general education classrooms by SWD. In 
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contrast, between-group disparities in placement evident 
after accounting for between-group differences in aca-
demic or behavioral difficulties as well as other explana-
tory factors by kindergarten, especially if repeatedly 
observed across grade levels and time periods, would pro-
vide stronger evidence of potential bias in special educa-
tion placement by school personnel.

To date, the few studies of racial or ethnic disparities in 
special education placement that account for other explana-
tory factors find SWD of color are no more likely to be 
placed outside of general education classrooms than SWD 
who are White (Frey, 2002; Hosp & Reschly, 2002). Frey’s 
(2002) analyses of responses from 350 special education 
teachers from 10 school districts given matched vignettes 
indicated that economic disadvantage but not race or eth-
nicity explained the placement recommendations for stu-
dents with behavioral disorders. Hosp and Reschly’s (2002) 
analyses of placement data for 230 students with LDs from 
four school districts indicated that other factors including 
severity of reading and mathematics difficulties rather than 
race or ethnicity explained placement. Hosp and Reschly 
(2002) suggested that “disproportionate placement in more 
restrictive programs, when it exists, is not a matter of bias in 
the process of special education placement” (p. 235).

Existing analyses of samples that might better generalize 
to the U.S. school-age population (Fierros & Conroy, 2002; 
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special Education 
Programs, 2020) have been unable to account for alternative 
explanatory factors by school entry including direct mea-
sures of student-level academic or behavioral difficulties 
(Green et al., 2020). Prior work approximating contrasts 
between SWD who were similarly situated except for their 
race or ethnicity analyzed teacher recommendations based 
on hypothetical case studies (Frey, 2002) and so were unable 
to examine evidence of bias in actual special education 
placements. Other work approximating similarly situated 
contrasts did not examine sets of risk factors simultaneously 
and often analyzed cross-sectional rather than longitudinal 
data (Artiles et al., 1998; Green et al., 2020; Hosp & Reschly, 
2002; Ruppar et al., 2017; Sullivan, 2011). How disparities 
in placement attributable to race or ethnicity may change 
across elementary school or in have fluctuated the past 
decade in the United States is currently unknown.

Study’s Purpose

We investigated for potential bias in special education 
placement by statistically comparing SWD of different race 
or ethnicity but who displayed similar academic, behav-
ioral, family, and school characteristics, thereby approxi-
mating similarly situated contrasts (U.S. Department of 
Education Office for Civil Rights, 2016). We analyzed data 
from two subsamples of SWD participating in longitudinal 
cohorts of students who entered kindergarten in 1998–1999 

or 2010–2011, respectively, and who then were followed 
until the end of fifth grade. We investigated the following 
research questions (RQs):

RQ1. Are SWD who are Black or Hispanic more likely 
to be placed primarily outside of general educa-
tion classrooms as they attend U.S. elementary 
schools? We hypothesized that SWD who are 
Black or Hispanic would initially (i.e., without 
control for possible confounds) be observed to be 
more likely than SWD who are White to receive 
special education services primarily outside of 
U.S. general education classrooms (Skiba et al., 
2006; U.S. Department of Education, Office of 
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 
Office of Special Education Programs, 2020).

RQ2. Does statistical control for academic and behav-
ioral difficulties as well as family and school 
sociodemographic characteristics by kindergarten 
help explain initially observed racial or ethnic 
disparities in placement? We hypothesized that 
racial or ethnic disparities in placement outside of 
general education classrooms would be fully or 
largely explained in adjusted analyses controlling 
for potential confounds (Frey, 2002; Hosp & 
Reschly, 2002; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & 
Maczuga, 2017; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, 
Mattison, et al., 2015). We further hypothesized 
that instead of race or ethnicity, placement pri-
marily outside of general education classrooms 
for SWD attending U.S. elementary schools 
would be most strongly predicted by experienc-
ing significant academic difficulties during kin-
dergarten (Hosp & Reschly, 2002; Morgan, 
Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga, 2017).

Method

Databases and Analytic Samples

We analyzed data from subsamples of SWD participating in 
the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Classes 
of 1998–1999 (ECLS-K: 1998) and 2010–2011 (ECLS-K: 
2011). Each data set enrolled a nationally representative 
sample of kindergarteners from both public and private 
schools who were then followed throughout elementary 
school. Survey data were collected from individual stu-
dents, parents, general and special education teachers, prin-
cipals, and schools. In the ECLS-K: 1998, most students 
were assessed as they attended kindergarten and first, third, 
fifth, and eighth grade. The ECLS-K: 2011’s data were col-
lected in kindergarten and first, second, third, fourth, and 
fifth grade. We restricted our analytical samples to SWD in 
first, third, and fifth grade for each of the data sets to allow 
for direct comparisons.
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The ECLS-K: 1998 subsamples consisted of 590 SWD 
in first grade, 780 SWD in third grade, and 910 SWD in 
fifth grade. The ECLS-K: 2011 subsamples consisted of 
740 SWD in first grade, 1,050 SWD in third grade, and 
1,130 SWD in fifth grade. The greater number of students 
identified with disabilities in the ECLS-K: 2011 versus the 
ECLS-K: 1998, particularly during the earlier grades, is 
consistent with other work (Zablotsky et al., 2019) report-
ing increasing developmental disability prevalence possi-
bly resulting from greater disability awareness, screening, 
and service access. Both samples largely consisted of stu-
dents whose primary disabilities were specific LDs, speech 
or language impairments (SLIs), or highly comorbid condi-
tions (e.g., emotional disorders and other health impair-
ments). For example, students with LDs or SLIs constituted 
about 70% to 75% of the ECLS-K: 1998 sample of SWD in 
first, third, or fifth grade. We rounded sample sizes to the 
nearest 10 in accordance with the National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) confidentiality requirements. 
As neither data set adjusted the special education teacher 
sampling and nonresponse rates through weighting, we 
were unable to adjust our analytical subsamples of SWD 
through weighting to be representative of the general popu-
lation of SWD entering kindergarten classrooms in 1998–
1999 and 2010–2011. However, both analytical subsamples 
were drawn from nationally representative samples of U.S. 
schoolchildren. We adjusted the estimated standard errors 
to account for clustering of SWD within schools. We 
obtained Institutional Review Board approval for the 
analyses.

Measures

We accounted for a range of student, family, and school 
characteristics to approximate contrasts between similarly 
situated SWD who differed in their race or ethnicity. When 
investigating racial or ethnic bias in special education, the 
U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights 
(2016) states that “students are similarly situated when they 
are comparable (even if not identical) in all material 
respects” (p. 8). When evaluating for bias in special educa-
tion placement, we considered educational performance as 
indicated by whether students had experienced significant 
academic or behavioral difficulties as the most materially 
relevant factor for whether SWD are comparable. We also 
included additional student and family as well as school 
contextual factors.

Primary educational placement. Disability status and place-
ment were assessed for students with IEPs through special 
education teacher surveys. Specifically, special education 
teachers were asked “Was this student’s primary placement 
in a general education classroom?” We coded responses as 
“1” if the primary placement was outside of the general 

education classroom and “0” if the primary placement was 
within the general education classroom.

Race or ethnicity. Parents reported the student’s race or eth-
nicity. We included SWD who are Black, Hispanic, or White 
(i.e., the reference group) and excluded other possible racial 
or ethnic backgrounds due to small subsample sizes.

Academic achievement. General reading and mathematics 
achievement were assessed using individually adminis-
tered and untimed measures. Scores were derived using 
item response theory (IRT) methods. The kindergarten 
Reading Test assessed letter and word recognition, rhym-
ing, print familiarity, beginning and ending letter sounds, 
vocabulary, and reading comprehension. The kindergarten 
Mathematics Test assessed the ability to identify and count 
one- and two-digit numerals, recognize geometric shapes, 
and knowledge of basic number operation skills. Kinder-
garten reliability scores ranged from 0.93 to 0.95 in the 
ECLS-K: 1998 (Najarian et al., 2009) and 0.92 to 0.94 in 
the ECLS-K: 2011 (Najarian et al., 2020). Differential 
item functioning was evaluated for all items across both 
tests. Bias was not detected in any of the items included in 
the final versions of the assessments (Najarian et al., 2009, 
2018).

Prior work (e.g., Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & 
Maczuga, 2017) has found that receipt of special education 
services is strongly explained by whether students experi-
ence significant academic difficulties. We dummy coded 
the reading and mathematics achievement scores for 
whether they were among the lowest 10% in the full score 
distribution, separately for each data set. This allowed us to 
examine whether SWD who had previously experienced 
significant academic difficulties were more likely to later be 
placed primarily outside of general education classrooms. A 
10% cut-off is a conservative indicator of experiencing sig-
nificant academic difficulties consistent with having LDs 
(Geary, 2004; Morgan et al., 2009). Thus, and because we 
were interested in whether experiencing significant aca-
demic difficulties predicted special education placement, 
and so might confound racial and ethnic disparities in place-
ment, we included a binary variable as a predictor where 
“1” = achievement at or below the 10th percentile of the 
ECLS-K student distribution, and “0” = achievement 
higher than the 10th percentile, separately for kindergarten 
reading and mathematics test scores. Supplemental analy-
ses indicated that the results were consistent with using 
achievement as a continuous predictor.

Behavioral self-regulation. Externalizing problem behav-
iors were assessed using the kindergarten teacher’s 
response to the Teacher Social Ratings Scale (SRS), a 
modified version of the Social Skills Rating Scale 
(SSRS). The SSRS has a 0.85 test–retest correlation 
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across 4 weeks (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). Teachers 
assessed the frequency of a student’s behavior using a 
4-point scale from 1 for “never” to 4 for “very often.” 
The externalizing problem behaviors subscale included 
five items rating the frequency that the student displayed 
anger and impulsiveness, disturbed others, or fought or 
argued with others. The split-half reliability coefficients 
for the teacher-reported externalizing behavior problem 
scale ranged from 0.87 to 0.90 across the two cohorts 
(Najarian et al., 2018; Tourangeau et al., 2009).

Kindergarten teachers also rated a student’s behavioral 
self-regulation using the SRS’s Approaches to Learning 
scale. Assessed behaviors included the student’s attentive-
ness, task persistence, eagerness to learn, learning indepen-
dence, flexibility, and organization. Reliability coefficients 
were greater than 0.90 in both cohorts (Tourangeau et al., 
2009, 2018). We dummy coded these teacher ratings for 
whether the frequency of a student’s externalizing problem 
behaviors or behavioral self-regulation were among the 
worst 10% of the respective full-score distributions, sepa-
rately for each data set. A 10% cut off is a conservative indi-
cator of experiencing significant behavioral difficulties 
(Feil et al., 2005). Because we also were interested in 
whether experiencing significant behavioral difficulties 
also predicted special education placement and so might 
further confound racial and ethnic disparities in placement, 
we included two binary variables as predictors. For exter-
nalizing problem behaviors, “1” = behavior problems at or 
above the 90th percentile of the ECLS-K student distribu-
tion indicated significant externalizing problem behaviors 
(“0” = problems lower than the 90th percentile). For behav-
ioral self-regulation, “1” = self-regulatory difficulties at or 
below the 10th percentile of the ECLS-K student distribu-
tion indicating significant dysregulation (“0” = problems 
above the 10th percentile). Results were comparable to 
analyses in which these behavior variables were included as 
continuous predictors. Although some studies find evidence 
of cultural bias, two studies directly contrasting teacher rat-
ings to classroom observations of disability-related behav-
ior yielded no evidence of ethnic bias (see Mason et al., 
2014, for a review).

Covariates
Child. Information on the student’s biological sex was 

collected from the school and then confirmed by a parent 
during the kindergarten survey year (male = 1, female 
= 0). Student age was indicated by calculating the days 
between when the student completed the assessment bat-
tery and their birthday (adjusted for leap years) after which 
they divided that number by 30 to obtain the student’s age 
in months.

Family. Family socioeconomic status (SES) was assessed 
using a composite variable based on interview responses 

about parental or guardian education and occupation as well 
as the household income. The variable was measured con-
tinuously and was standardized to have a mean of 0 and a 
standard deviation of 1. Parent marital status was assessed 
during the spring of kindergarten. We used a dichotomous 
variable indicating that the SWD’s primary caregiver was 
(a) married, in a civil union, or a domestic partnership (“0”) 
or (b) single, separated, divorced, or widowed (“1”). An 
SWD’s language status was captured during kindergarten 
using a dichotomous variable indicating that English (“0”) 
or another language (“1”) was primarily spoken at home.

School. School principals responded to survey questions 
about their school and students. We created two binary 
variables to identify schools where greater than 20% of the 
student body identified as (a) Black or African American 
and (b) Hispanic or Latino, relative to schools where fewer 
than 20% of the student body was so identified. We used 
a conservative cut-off of more than 40% of the students 
experienced economic disadvantage based on the number 
of students who were eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunch (Null, 2012) relative to fewer than 40% of the stu-
dents being eligible for free or reduced-price lunch. School 
principals also reported the number of students enrolled in 
their school. Responses options were “1 = 0–149 students,” 
“2 = 150–299 students,” “3 = 300–499 students,” “4 = 
500–749 students,” and “5 = 750 students and above.” We 
created a dichotomous variable indicating that the school 
enrollment was greater than 750 students (“1”) or less than 
750 students (“0”).

School principals were asked during kindergarten, 
“Based on recent standardized tests, what percent of ele-
mentary children currently enrolled in this school tested at 
or above grade level nationally in reading/mathematics?” 
Respondents gave a number between 0 and 100 for both 
reading and mathematics. We averaged these two responses 
into a composite variable capturing the percent of students 
at or above proficiency. We then dichotomized this variable 
to indicate less (“1”) or more (“0”) than 60% of the student 
body were at or above proficiency. Primary classroom 
teachers were asked whether student misbehavior in the 
school interfered with their teaching. Response options 
ranged from “1 = Strongly Disagree,” to “5 = Strongly 
Agree.” We dichotomized this variable to indicate which 
schools had teachers who agreed or strongly agreed that 
their school displayed high levels of student misbehavior 
(“1”) relative to teachers who strongly disagreed, disagreed, 
or neither agreed nor disagreed (“0”).

Missing Data

The average amount of missing data per variable in the 
ECLS-K: 1998 was 12% in first grade, 14% in third grade, 
and 15% in eighth grade. In the ECLS-K: 2011, the average 
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amount of missing data per variable was 11% in first grade, 
12% in third grade, and 12% in fifth grade (see Tables S3 
and S4 in the online supplemental material). We assumed 
that including variables related to the pattern of missing-
ness in imputation models resulted in data missing at ran-
dom. Our analysis model included sociodemographic, 
academic, behavioral, and school contextual variables that 
we reasonably assumed were related to longitudinal attri-
tion and survey nonresponse. These variables were also 
included in our imputation model. The number of imputa-
tions m was selected to maximize efficiency such that the 
largest fraction of missing information divided by m was 
less than .01 (White et al., 2011). This led to 40 imputa-
tions conducted separately for each grade using Stata’s mi 
impute chained procedure. We imputed all variables by 
matching their values to the closest predicted mean using 
the nearest 10 neighbors (Little, 1988), thus replicating 
observed values in the data set. Predictive mean matching 
(PMM) uses a linear regression model to impute continu-
ous missing data, a logistic regression model to impute 
binary missing data, and a multinomial logistic regression 
model to impute categorical missing data. However, instead 
of imputing random values from the conditional distribu-
tion, these regression models were used to find observed 
cases that most closely resembled the predicted values of 
the respondents with missing data. In this way, multiple 
imputation using PMM results in imputed values that are 
observed in the data set and that are more robust to viola-
tions of normality than other approaches (i.e., regress, 
logit, and mlogit) (van Ginkel et al., 2020). Imputation 
slightly increased the proportion of Black, Hispanic, and 
low-achieving students represented in our analysis as well 
as these proportions at the school level. In the ECLS-K: 
2011 data set, imputation also increased the proportion of 
single parents and students from non-English-speaking 
households.

Statistical Analyses

We estimated logistic regression models of special educa-
tion placement in first, third, and fifth grade using kinder-
garten predictors, separately for each data set. As students 
may move into and out of special education during different 
waves of data collection, we analyzed placement separately 
in each grade. We used Stata/SE version 16.0 for the analy-
ses. We observed no issues with collinearity or normality. 
Standard errors were clustered by school to account for 
each data set’s sampling design of students randomly sam-
pled from participating schools.

For each survey wave, we estimated two logistic regres-
sion models predicting whether SWD were placed primar-
ily outside of the general education classroom. Model 1 
included only the student’s race or ethnicity and so no other 
explanatory factors. Model 2 added indicators of academic 

and behavioral functioning as well as student, family, and 
school covariates. We also used state fixed effects. All pre-
dictors were measured in kindergarten. To control for Type-I 
errors, we used the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) correc-
tion to adjust for repeated analyses on the same subsamples 
and across each grade of data collection. We report descrip-
tive statistics of the two subsamples of SWD in the online 
supplementary materials. Both samples of SWD were 
diverse in regard to race and ethnicity, family SES, parent 
marital status, and language status. With three grade levels, 
each observed in two specific years, we conducted six sets of 
regressions. With coefficients for both Blacks and Hispanics 
in each set, we had 12 total tests of our hypotheses.

Results

Logistic Regression Models

ECLS-K: 1998. Table 1 presents odds ratio (OR) coefficients 
from logistic regression models using factors measured in 
kindergarten to predict special education placement in first, 
third, or fifth grade. Table 1’s top section, labeled “No 
Covariates,” displays results from Model 1. Here, the only 
explanatory factor for primary classroom placement was 
race or ethnicity. Model 2, labeled “With Covariates,” 
included additional kindergarten sociodemographic, 
achievement, and behavioral predictors of special education 
placement. As these factors were measured prior to place-
ment in first, third, and fifth grade, reverse causality from 
placement to these factors was very unlikely.

In models unadjusted for additional explanatory factors, 
SWD who are Black or Hispanic had ORs consistently 
higher than 1.0. The ORs for SWD who are Black ranged 
from 1.55 to 2.01 across first to fifth grade and were statisti-
cally significant in fifth grade. The ORs for SWD who are 
Hispanic ranged from 1.18 to 1.69 and were not statistically 
significant. Our hypothesis for RQ 1 that SWD who are 
Black or Hispanic would be more likely to be placed pri-
marily outside of general education classrooms in unad-
justed analyses was only somewhat supported.

In the second set of models that included covariates 
allowing for contrasts between similarly situated SWD who 
are Black, Hispanic, or White, the magnitude of the ORs for 
SWD of color were greatly reduced. Model 2’s ORs ranged 
from 0.89 to 1.38 for Black SWD and from 0.74 to 1.34 for 
Hispanic SWD. None of the adjusted ORs were statistically 
significant. After controlling for potential confounds and 
consistent with RQ 2’s hypothesis, we observed no evi-
dence indicating that SWD who are Black or Hispanic were 
more likely to be primarily placed outside of general educa-
tion classrooms than similarly situated SWD who are White.

The OR coefficients for significant reading and mathemat-
ics difficulties were the most consistently large and positive 
coefficients in Table 1. Five of these six coefficients were 
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statistically significant and ranged between 2.51 and 3.55, 
increasing the odds of placement by these multiplicative 
factors and indicating that significant reading or mathemat-
ics difficulties by kindergarten were the strongest predictors 
of placement outside the general education classroom in 
first, third, and fifth grades.

ECLS-K: 2011. Table 2 repeats these analyses for the ECLS-
K 2011 cohort. Results largely replicated those from analy-
ses of the ECLS-K: 1998. Model 1 for first, third, and fifth 
grade indicated that SWD who are Black again had about 
twice the odds of being placed outside of U.S. general edu-
cation classrooms. These odds were highest during first 
grade and were now statistically significant at each of the 
three grade levels. These results again supported RQ 1’s 

hypothesis for SWD who are Black. For SWD who are His-
panic, all three coefficients were positive, but only the coef-
ficient for first grade achieved statistical significance.

However, and consistent with RQ 2’s hypothesis, these 
odds were reduced when adjusted for other explanatory fac-
tors. The ORs for SWD who are Black remained direction-
ally larger than 1.0 but only one of these (i.e., for first grade) 
was statistically significant following control for other 
explanatory factors. (We note the practically significant OR 
of 2.6 and effect size estimate of .53 for Black students for 
first grade.) The ORs for SWD who are Hispanic were 
below 1.0 during third and fifth grade. None of the three 
Hispanic coefficients were statistically significant. The 
strongest predictors of placement outside of general educa-
tion classrooms in first, third, and fifth grade were again 

Table 1. Analyses of the Odds of Placement Outside the General Education Classroom With and Without Covariate Control, 
ECLS-K: 1998.

Kindergarten 
predictors

First grade (n = 590) Third grade (n = 780) Fifth grade (n = 910)

Odds ratio ES 95% CI Odds ratio ES 95% CI Odds ratio ES 95% CI

No covariates
 Black 1.86 0.34 [0.96, 3.59] 1.55 0.24 [0.88, 2.71] 2.01** 0.39 [1.22, 3.32]
 Hispanic 1.18 0.09 [0.55, 2.53] 1.32 0.15 [0.72, 2.43] 1.69a 0.29 [1.01, 2.81]
 Pseudo R2 .012 .003 .013  
With covariates
 Black 1.38 0.18 [0.60, 3.18] 0.89 −0.06 [0.43, 1.88] 1.08 0.04 [0.58, 2.02]
 Hispanic 1.34 0.16 [0.43, 4.13] 0.74 −0.17 [0.29, 1.89] 1.27 0.13 [0.61, 2.68]
 SES 1.12 0.06 [0.71, 1.76] 1.02 0.01 [0.69, 1.51] 0.85 −0.09 [0.60, 1.21]
 Male 1.68 0.29 [0.92, 3.10] 0.80 −0.12 [0.49, 1.29] 0.65a −0.24 [0.44, 0.96]
 Age at K (mo.) 1.04 0.02 [0.99, 1.09] 1.11*** 0.06 [1.06, 1.16] 1.09*** 0.05 [1.04, 1.13]
 Single parent 1.34 0.16 [0.70, 2.58] 1.31 0.15 [0.78, 2.22] 1.30 0.14 [0.82, 2.04]
 Non-English 1.57 0.25 [0.43, 5.77] 1.25 0.12 [0.43, 3.63] 0.86 −0.08 [0.40, 1.85]
 Low K Read 2.51* 0.51 [1.15, 5.51] 2.78*** 0.56 [1.49, 5.18] 1.51 0.23 [0.91, 2.51]
 Low K Math 2.52* 0.51 [1.13, 5.59] 3.55*** 0.70 [1.93, 6.53] 3.40*** 0.68 [2.02, 5.72]
 High K Extern 0.86 −0.08 [0.42, 1.78] 1.66 0.28 [0.93, 2.94] 1.47 0.21 [0.89, 2.44]
 Low K Learn 3.04*** 0.61 [1.62, 5.69] 1.09 0.05 [0.64, 1.85] 1.51 0.23 [0.97, 2.34]
 >20% Black 1.08 0.04 [0.42, 2.80] 1.17 0.09 [0.53, 2.58] 1.91a 0.36 [1.03, 3.53]
 >20% Hispan 0.55 −0.33 [0.17, 1.81] 0.70 −0.20 [0.24, 2.05] 0.81 −0.12 [0.36, 1.86]
 >40% Fr Lun 1.49 0.22 [0.63, 3.53] 0.79 −0.13 [0.40, 1.56] 0.54a −0.34 [0.31, 0.95]
 Large school 0.60 −0.28 [0.26, 1.41] 1.81 0.33 [0.91, 3.57] 0.62 −0.26 [0.34, 1.10]
 <60% profic 1.28 0.14 [0.57, 2.87] 1.25 0.12 [0.69, 2.26] 0.84 −0.10 [0.50, 1.41]
 High Misbeh 0.43 −0.47 [0.14, 1.33] 1.03 0.02 [0.46, 2.27] 1.20 0.10 [0.63, 2.27]
 Pseudo R2 .212 .193 .160  

Source. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 
1998–99 (ECLS-K: 1998), Kindergarten Through Eighth Grade Full Sample Restricted-Use Data File.
Note. Analyses include state fixed effects. ECLS-K = Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten; Low K Read/Math = lower than 10th percentile 
in directly measured kindergarten reading/math; High K Extern = higher than 90th percentile in kindergarten teacher-rated externalizing problem 
behavior; Low K Self-Reg = lower than 10th percentile in kindergarten teacher-rated self-regulatory behavior; >20% black school = more than 20% 
of the student body are black; >20% Hispanic school = more than 20% of the student body are Hispanic; >40% Fr Lun = more than 40% of the 
student body receives free or reduced-price lunch; Large School = greater than 750 students; <60% Proficient = fewer than 60% of the student body 
scores at or above “proficient” on standardized tests; High Misbeh = classroom teachers reported that student misbehavior in the school interfered 
with their teaching. For ES calculation, see Chinn (2000).
ap nonsignificant following Benjamini–Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons across three timepoints.
*p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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whether SWD were students experiencing significant read-
ing or mathematics difficulties by kindergarten. These ORs 
ranged from 2.17 to 4.53. Coefficients for these relations 
were generally among the largest in Table 2, thereby repli-
cating findings shown in Table 1 through analyses of an 
independent sample. Significant academic difficulties again 
strongly and consistent predicted placement primarily out-
side the general education classrooms in U.S. elementary 
schools.

Discussion

We examined which SWD were more likely to be placed 
primarily outside of general education classrooms while 
attending U.S. elementary schools. We hypothesized that 

SWD who are Black or Hispanic would initially be 
observed to be more likely to be placed primarily outside 
of general education classrooms than SWD who are White 
(De Valenzuela et al., 2006; Fierros & Conroy, 2002; Skiba 
et al., 2006; U.S. Department of Education, Office of 
Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Office of 
Special Education Programs, 2020). We further hypothe-
sized that these racial and ethnic disparities would be fully 
or largely explained by experiencing significant academic 
and behavioral difficulties, family SES, and other potential 
confounds (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Frey, 2002; Hosp & 
Reschly, 2002; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga, 
2017; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, Mattison, et al., 2015).

Results were largely consistent with our hypotheses. 
SWD who are Black or Hispanic initially were more likely 

Table 2. Analyses of the Odds of Placement Outside the General Education Classroom With and Without Covariate Control, 
ECLS-K: 2011.

Kindergarten 
predictors

First grade (n = 740) Third grade (n = 1,050) Fifth grade (n = 1,130)

Odds ratio ES 95% CI Odds ratio ES 95% CI Odds ratio ES 95% CI

No covariates
 Black 2.81*** 0.57 [1.57, 5.03] 1.71* 0.30 [1.10, 2.66] 2.02** 0.39 [1.29, 3.16]
 Hispanic 2.71*** 0.55 [1.60, 4.56] 1.17 0.09 [0.79, 1.73] 1.34 0.16 [0.91, 1.96]
 Pseudo R2 .035 .007 .011  
With covariates
 Black 2.60* 0.53 [1.21, 5.62] 1.21 0.11 [0.69, 2.13] 1.35 0.17 [0.74, 2.46]
 Hispanic 2.21a 0.44 [1.05, 4.68] 0.81 −0.12 [0.46, 1.40] 0.64 −0.25 [0.36, 1.13]
 SES 1.20 0.10 [0.82, 1.77] 1.14 0.07 [0.85, 1.53] 1.01 0.01 [0.75, 1.36]
 Male 1.43 0.20 [0.84, 2.41] 1.05 0.03 [0.72, 1.53] 1.49a 0.22 [1.02, 2.17]
 Age at K (mo.) 1.04 0.02 [0.99, 1.09] 1.07*** 0.04 [1.04, 1.11] 1.07*** 0.04 [1.03, 1.11]
 Single Parent 0.75 −0.16 [0.40, 1.42] 0.92 −0.05 [0.58, 1.46] 0.82 −0.11 [0.53, 1.29]
 Non-English 1.62 0.27 [0.67, 3.93] 0.96 −0.02 [0.50, 1.84] 1.60 0.26 [0.88, 2.89]
 Low K Read 3.92*** 0.75 [2.06, 7.44] 2.17** 0.43 [1.34, 3.51] 1.38 0.18 [0.88, 2.16]
 Low K Math 2.59** 0.53 [1.40, 4.77] 3.18*** 0.64 [1.99, 5.08] 4.53*** 0.83 [2.86, 7.17]
 High K Extern 0.95 −0.03 [0.48, 1.90] 1.13 0.07 [0.68, 1.88] 1.10 0.05 [0.66, 1.83]
 Low K Learn 1.69 0.29 [0.89, 3.22] 1.56 0.25 [0.97, 2.51] 1.54 0.24 [0.96, 2.49]
 >20% Black 1.13 0.07 [0.51, 2.51] 1.17 0.09 [0.68, 2.02] 0.94 −0.03 [0.53, 1.69]
 >20% Hispan 1.49 0.22 [0.67, 3.28] 1.99* 0.38 [1.13, 3.50] 2.62*** 0.53 [1.50, 4.57]
 >40% Fr Lun 1.22 0.11 [0.68, 2.21] 0.89 −0.06 [0.57, 1.39] 0.87 −0.08 [0.56, 1.36]
 Large School 0.45a −0.44 [0.21, 0.96] 0.73 −0.17 [0.43, 1.22] 1.17 0.09 [0.71, 1.95]
 <60% Profic. 0.74 −0.17 [0.32, 1.69] 0.96 −0.02 [0.55, 1.69] 1.12 0.06 [0.65, 1.93]
 High Misbeh 0.72 −0.18 [0.39, 1.33] 0.88 −0.07 [0.58, 1.34] 0.99 −0.01 [0.63, 1.55]
 Pseudo R2 .261 .169 .182  

Source. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 
2010–11 (ECLS-K: 2011), Kindergarten Through Fifth Grade Full Sample Restricted-Use Data File.
Note. Analyses include state fixed effects. ECLS-K = Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten; Low K Read/Math = lower than 10th percentile 
in directly-measured kindergarten reading/math; High K Extern = higher than 90th percentile in kindergarten teacher-rated externalizing problem 
behavior; Low K Self-Reg = lower than 10th percentile in kindergarten teacher-rated self-regulatory behavior; >20% black school = more than 20% 
of the student body are black; >20% Hispanic school = more than 20% of the student body are Hispanic; >40% Fr Lun = more than 40% of the 
student body receives free or reduced-price lunch; Large School = greater than 750 students; <60% Proficient = fewer than 60% of the student body 
scores at or above “proficient” on standardized tests; High Misbeh = classroom teachers reported that student misbehavior in the school interfered 
with their teaching. For ES calculation, see Chinn (2000).
ap nonsignificant following Benjamini–Hochberg correction for multiple comparisons across three timepoints.
*p < .05. **p < .01. *** p < .001.
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than SWD who are White to be placed primarily outside of 
general education classrooms. However, statistical control 
for additional explanatory factors explained the risk ini-
tially attributable to race or ethnicity for eleven of the 
twelve (i.e., 92%) of the specific tests contrasting SWD 
who are Black or Hispanic to SWD who are White. 
(Although mostly not statistically significant, we note that 
the estimated ORs were often greater than 1.0, particularly 
for SWD who are Black.) Experiencing significant aca-
demic difficulties in kindergarten strongly and consistently 
predicted placement primarily outside of general education 
classrooms in subsequent grades. Kindergarten self-regula-
tory difficulties did not consistently predict placement in 
subsequent grades. We internally replicated our findings in 
analyses across two independent samples.

Limitations

Our study has several limitations. Our analyses were based 
on subsamples of SWD participating in two nationally 
representative cohorts. Analyses of specific local contexts 
may have yielded other findings. We also were unable to 
disaggregate results by specific disability conditions or 
other racial/ethnic groups due to small sample sizes. We 
controlled for school racial, ethnic, and economic factors 
by kindergarten and not at subsequent grades to better 
establish temporal precedence. We did not examine to 
what extent a greater likelihood of attending poorly 
resourced schools may have contributed to experiencing 
significant academic or behavioral difficulties over time. 
We did not include measures of teacher quality. Students 
of color are more likely to be taught by less-qualified 
teachers (Goldhaber et al., 2017; Mason-Williams, 2015). 
Teachers may have varied in how they assessed student 
behavior. Teachers may be biased in their behavioral eval-
uations of students of color (Mason et al., 2014; Redding, 
2019), although teacher behavioral ratings consistently 
correlate with direct classroom observations including for 
students of color (Hosterman et al., 2008; Humphries 
et al., 2012). Our analyses were designed to identify fac-
tors predictive of placement primarily outside of general 
education classrooms conditional on other factors included 
in the study’s regression models. We did not examine the 
effectiveness of special education placement. Whether 
receipt of special education services including as deliv-
ered primarily inside or outside of general education  
classrooms effectively increases the achievement or 
behavior for SWD is not well established (Gilmour, 2018; 
Hurwitz et al., 2020; Lindsay, 2007; Morgan et al., 2010; 
Oh-Young, & Filler, 2015). Prior work has not adjusted for 
between-group differences in impairment when contrast-
ing SWD educated in integrated versus restrictive settings 
and so is confounded by selection bias (Gilmour, 2018; 
Zigmond, 2003).

Study’s Contributions and Implications

SWD who are Black or Hispanic have been found to be 
more likely to be placed primarily outside of general educa-
tion classrooms than SWD who are White (Ruppar et al., 
2017; Skiba et al., 2006; Sullivan, 2011). These findings 
have led to inferences that disparities in special education 
placement result from biased practices deliberately designed 
to racially segregate students (Artiles et al., 2016; Fierros & 
Conroy, 2002; Reid & Knight, 2006; Zion & Blanchett, 
2011), which in turn has led to federal monitoring through 
both legislation and regulation (e.g., IDEA, 2004; U.S. 
Department of Education, 2016). This is despite some ear-
lier work finding that economic disadvantage or academic 
difficulties rather than bias explains these racial and ethnic 
disparities (Frey, 2002; Hosp & Reschly, 2002) as well as 
recent work finding that minority over-representation in 
special education is generally fully or largely explained by 
achievement differences and other confounds (Morgan 
et al., 2020; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga, 2017; 
Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, Mattison, et al., 2015; Shifrer, 
2018).

Yet limitations in the available knowledge base have 
resulted in ambiguity about the factors that explain racial 
and ethnic disparities in special education placement. 
Analyses of generalizable samples (Fierros & Conroy, 
2002; Green et al., 2020; U.S. Department of Education, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 
Office of Special Education Programs, 2020) have been 
unable to account for alternative explanatory factors includ-
ing prior histories of significant academic or behavioral dif-
ficulties. Studies approximating contrasts between SWD 
who are similarly situated but who differ in their race or 
ethnicity were unable to examine the possibility of bias in 
actual placements in U.S. schools (Frey, 2002) or did not 
examine the risks attributable to a set of risk factors simul-
taneously (Artiles et al., 1998; Green et al., 2020; Hosp & 
Reschly, 2002). Recent work has been based on cross-sec-
tional instead of longitudinal analyses that account for 
whether SWD were experiencing significant academic or 
behavioral difficulties (Green et al., 2020; Ruppar et al., 
2017; Sullivan, 2011). Consequently, it has been unclear 
whether academic or behavioral difficulties by school entry 
explain racial and ethnic disparities in special education 
placement in U.S. elementary schools.

By addressing these limitations, our study makes impor-
tant contributions to research, practice, and policy. For 
researchers and practitioners, our findings clarify which 
SWD are most likely to be placed primarily outside of gen-
eral education classrooms in U.S. elementary schools. 
These are SWD with experiencing significant academic dif-
ficulties by school entry. One explanation of this finding is 
that school personnel working in U.S. elementary schools 
may be attempting to provide SWD displaying significant 
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academic difficulties with the types of intensive remedia-
tion services that are more likely to be delivered in restric-
tive settings. Restrictive settings may facilitate the delivery 
of more individualized instruction as well as frequent moni-
toring and corrective feedback (Kauffman et al., 2018).

For researchers, our findings based on SWD participat-
ing in nationally representative cohorts replicate and extend 
earlier work using small convenience samples (Frey, 2002) 
including students with LDs (Hosp & Reschly, 2002). We 
examined for racial and ethnic disparities in placement for 
SWD generally rather than only for small convenience sam-
ples of students with only the specific conditions of behav-
ioral (Frey, 2002) or LDs (Hosp & Reschly, 2002) and in 
actual rather than hypothetical placements (Frey, 2002). 
Our findings suggest that practitioners in U.S. elementary 
schools largely base special education placement decision-
making on individual educational needs, particularly 
whether SWD were experiencing significant reading or 
mathematics difficulties as indicated here by performance 
on independently administered, untimed, and psychometri-
cally strong measures.

We find that, conditional on other factors, the ethnic 
composition of the school may help explain special educa-
tion placement. Why this may be occurring requires further 
study. One possibility is that factors like school context 
have become more likely to explain over- or under-place-
ment during the elementary grades because of a greater 
emphasis on academic proficiency. Assessments for 
achievement during this early time also may introduce 
greater measurement error and subjectivity (Bond & Lang, 
2018).

For federal policymakers, our study finds that race or 
ethnicity largely does not independently predict which 
SWD attending U.S. elementary schools will later be 
placed primarily outside of general education classrooms. 
Overall, our study provides little empirical evidence to 
support inferences that racial or ethnic disparities in place-
ment in the U.S. result from systemic attempts by school 
personnel to racially segregate SWD, at least as indicated 
by the disparities almost always being explained by other 
explanatory factors including between-group differences 
in the extent to which SWD were already experiencing 
significant academic difficulties by school entry. Despite 
dismissals of such findings (Ford & Toldson, 2015; Welner 
& Skiba, 2016), this and other recent studies (e.g., Elder 
et al., 2021; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, & Maczuga, 
2017; Morgan, Farkas, Hillemeier, Mattison, et al., 2015; 
Shifrer, 2018) continue to yield replicated evidence sug-
gesting that federal legislation and regulation on minority 
over-representation in special education may be misdi-
rected and possibly limiting access to potentially benefi-
cial services and supports.

Our analyses also suggest that societal inequalities that 
negatively impact development before school entry, instead 

of racial or ethnic bias by special educators and other school 
personnel after school entry, largely explain racial and eth-
nic disparities in special educational placement in U.S. ele-
mentary schools. To avoid spurious inferences that may 
misinform policy and practice, future research designed to 
assess for systemic bias in special education placement 
should be designed to account for the individual educational 
needs of SWD as well as other explanatory factors. A par-
ticularly important explanatory factor of special education 
placement is whether SWD were already experiencing sig-
nificant academic difficulties when they began school.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with 
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

Funding

Funding for this study was provided by the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Institute for Education Sciences (grant no. 
R324A200166). Infrastructure support was provided by the Penn 
State Population Research Institute through funding from the 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 
National Institutes of Health (grant no. P2CHD041025). No offi-
cial endorsement should be inferred.

ORCID iDs

Paul L. Morgan  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9347-6486
Adrienne Woods  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1101-6975

Supplemental Material

Supplementary material for this article is available on the Journal 
of Learning Disabilities website with the online version of this 
article.

References

Artiles, A. J., Aguirre-Muñoz, Z., & Abedi, J. (1998). Predicting 
placement in learning disabilities programs: Do predictors 
vary by ethnic group? Exceptional Children, 64, 543–559. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440299806400409

Artiles, A. J., Dorn, S., & Bal, A. (2016). Objects of protec-
tion, enduring nodes of difference: Disability intersec-
tions with “other” differences, 1916 to 2016. Review of 
Research in Education, 40, 777–820. https://doi.org/ 
10.3102/0091732X16680606

Benjamini, Y., & Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the false 
discovery rate: A practical and powerful approach to mul-
tiple testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: 
Series B (Methodological), 57, 289–300. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1995.tb02031.x

Bond, T. N., & Lang, K. (2018). The black–white education scaled 
test-score gap in grades K-7. Journal of Human Resources, 
53, 891–917. https://doi:10.3368/jhr.53.4.0916-8242R

Cartledge, G., & Dukes, C. (2009). Disproportionality of African 
American children in special education. In L. C. Tillman 

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9347-6486
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1101-6975
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440299806400409
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X16680606
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X16680606
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1995.tb02031.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2517-6161.1995.tb02031.x
https://doi:10.3368/jhr.53.4.0916-8242R


190 Journal of Learning Disabilities 56(3)

(Ed.), The SAGE handbook of African American education 
(pp. 383–398).

Chinn, S. (2000). A simple method for converting an odds 
ratio to effect size for use in meta-analysis. Statistics in 
Medicine, 30, 3127–3131. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0258 
(20001130)19:22%3C3127::AID-SIM784%3E3.0.CO;2-M

De Valenzuela, J. S., Copeland, S. R., Qi, C. H., & Park, M. 
(2006). Examining educational equity: Revisiting the dis-
proportionate representation of minority students in special 
education. Exceptional Children, 72, 425–441. https://doi.
org/10.1177/001440290607200403

Donovan, M. S., & Cross, C. T. (2002). Minority students in spe-
cial and gifted education. National Academy Press.

Elder, T. E., Figlio, D. N., Imberman, S. A., & Persico, C. L. 
(2021). School segregation and racial gaps in special education 
identification. Journal of Labor Economics, 39, S151–S197. 
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/711421#

Farkas, G., Morgan, P. L., Hillemeier, M. M., Mitchell, C., & 
Woods, A. (2020). District-level achievement gaps explain 
Black and Hispanic over-representation in special edu-
cation. Exceptional Children, 86, 374–392. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0014402919893695

Feil, E. G., Small, J. W., Forness, S. R., Kaiser, A. P., Hancock, T. 
B., Serna, L. A., Brooks-Gunn, J., Bryant, D., Kuperschmidt, 
J., Burchinal, M. R., Boyce, C. A., & Lopez, M. L. (2005). 
Using different measures, informants, and clinical cut-off 
points to estimate prevalence of emotional or behavioral 
disorders in preschoolers: Effects on age, gender, and eth-
nicity. Behavioral Disorders, 30, 375–391. https://doi.
org/10.1177/019874290503000405

Ferri, B. A., & Connor, D. J. (2005). In the shadow of Brown: 
Special education and overrepresentation of students of color. 
Remedial and Special Education, 26, 93–100.

Fierros, E. G., & Conroy, J. W. (2002). Double jeopardy: An 
exploration of restrictiveness and race in special education. 
In D. J. Losen & G. Orfield (Eds.), Racial inequity in special 
education (pp. 39–70). Harvard Education Publishing Group.

Ford, D. Y., & Toldson, I. A. (2015, July 5). Study on Black, Hispanic 
children in special ed wrong, regressive. Diverse Issues in Higher 
Education. https://diverseeducation.com/article/76088/

Frey, A. (2002). Predictors of placement recommenda-
tions for children with behavioral or emotional disor-
ders. Behavioral Disorders, 27, 126–136. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/019874290202700204

Geary, D. C. (2004). Mathematics and learning disabilities. 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 37, 4–15. https://doi.org/10.
1177/00222194040370010201

Gilmour, A. F. (2018). Has inclusion gone too far? Weighing its 
effects on students with disabilities, their peers, and teachers. 
https://www.educationnext.org/has-inclusion-gone-too-far-
weighing-effects-students-with-disabilities-peers-teachers/

Goldhaber, D., Quince, V., & Theobald, R. (2017). Has it always 
been this way? Tracing the teacher quality gaps in U.S. public 
schools. American Educational Research Journal, 55, 171–
201. https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831217733445

Green, J. G., McLaughlin, K. A., Alegria, M., Bettini, E., Gruber, 
M., Hoagwood, K., Tai, L. L., Sampson, N., Zaslavsky, 
A. M., Xuan, Z., & Kessler, R. C. (2020). Associations of 
sociodemographic factors and psychiatric disorders with 

type of school-based mental health services received by 
youth. Jounal of Adolescent Health, 67, 392–400. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.02.016

Gresham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (1990). Social skills rating sys-
tem. American Guidance Service.

Hosp, J. L., & Reschly, D. J. (2002). Predictors of restrictive-
ness of placement for African-American and Caucasian 
students. Exceptional Children, 68, 225–238. https://doi.
org/10.1177/001440290206800205

Hosterman, S. J., DuPaul, G. J., & Jitendra, A. K. (2008). Teacher 
ratings of ADHD symptoms in ethnic minority students: Bias 
or behavioral difference? School Psychology Quarterly, 23, 
418–435. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012668

Humphries, M. L., Keenan, K., & Wakschlag, L. S. (2012). Teacher 
and observer ratings of young African American children's 
social and emotional competence. Psychology in the Schools, 
49, 311–327. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21604

Hurwitz, S., Perry, B., Cohen, E. D., & Skiba, R. (2020). Special 
education and individualized academic growth: A longitu-
dinal assessment of outcomes for students with disabilities. 
American Educational Research Journal. https://doi.org/10.3
102%2F0002831219857054

Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 20 
U.S.C. § 1400 et seq. (2004).

Kauffman, J. M., Hallahan, D. P., Pullen, P. C., & Badar, J. (2018). 
Special education: What it is and why we need it. Routledge.

Kim, S. H., Bal, V. H., & Lord, C. (2018). Longitudinal follow-up 
of academic achievement in children with autism from age 2 
to 18. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 59, 258–
267. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12808

Krieger, N., van Wye, G., Huynh, M., Waterman, P. D., Maduro, 
G., Li, W., Gwynn, R. C., Barbot, O., & Bassett, M. T. 
(2020). Structural racism, historical redlining, and risk of pre-
term birth in New York City, 2013-2017. American Journal 
of Public Health, 110, 1046–1053. https://doi.org/10.2105/
AJPH.2020.305656

Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2002). Teacher sort-
ing and the plight of urban schools: A descriptive analysis. 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 24, 37–62.

Lindsay, G. (2007). Educational psychology and the effec-
tiveness of inclusive education/mainstreaming. British 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 77, 1–24. https://doi.
org/10.1348/000709906X156881

Little, R. J. (1988). A test of missing completely at random 
for multivariate data with missing values. Journal of the 
American Statistical Association, 83, 1198–1202. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722

Mason, B. A., Gunersel, A. B., & Ney, E. A. (2014). Cultural and 
ethnic bias in teacher ratings of behavior: A criterion-focused 
review. Psychology in the Schools, 51, 1017–1030. https://
doi.org/10.1002/pits.21800

Mason-Williams, L. (2015). Unequal opportunities: A pro-
file of the distribution of special education teachers. 
Exceptional Children, 81, 247–262. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F0014402914551737

Mathur, S., & Jolivette, K. (2012). Placement of students with 
emotional and behavioral disorders. In Advances in special 
education (Vol. 22, pp. 87–105). https://doi.org/10.1108/
S0270-4013(2012)0000022007

https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0258(20001130)19:22%3C3127::AID-SIM784%3E3.0.CO;2-M
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0258(20001130)19:22%3C3127::AID-SIM784%3E3.0.CO;2-M
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290607200403
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290607200403
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1086/711421#
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402919893695
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402919893695
https://doi.org/10.1177/019874290503000405
https://doi.org/10.1177/019874290503000405
https://diverseeducation.com/article/76088/
https://doi.org/10.1177/019874290202700204
https://doi.org/10.1177/019874290202700204
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194040370010201
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194040370010201
https://www.educationnext.org/has-inclusion-gone-too-far-weighing-effects-students-with-disabilities-peers-teachers/
https://www.educationnext.org/has-inclusion-gone-too-far-weighing-effects-students-with-disabilities-peers-teachers/
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831217733445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.02.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290206800205
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290206800205
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012668
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.21604
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831219857054
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831219857054
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12808
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305656
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2020.305656
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709906X156881
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709906X156881
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1988.10478722
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21800
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21800
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0014402914551737
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0014402914551737
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0270-4013(2012)0000022007
https://doi.org/10.1108/S0270-4013(2012)0000022007


Morgan et al. 191

Mehta, N. K., Lee, H., & Ylitalo, K. R. (2013). Child health in the 
United States: Recent trends in racial/ethnic disparities. Social 
Science and Medicine, 95, 6–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
socscimed.2012.09.011

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Cook, M., Strassfeld, N. M., Hillemeier, 
M. M., Pun, W. H., & Schussler, D. L. (2017). Are Black 
children disproportionately overrepresented in special educa-
tion? A best-evidence synthesis. Exceptional Children, 83, 
181–198. https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402916664042

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Cook, M., Strassfeld, N. M., 
Hillemeier, M. M., Pun, W. H., Wang, Y., & Schussler, 
D. L. (2018). Are Hispanic, Asian, Native American, or 
language-minority children overrepresented in special edu-
cation? Exceptional Children, 84, 261–279. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0014402917748303

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M. M., & Maczuga, S. (2017). 
Replicated evidence of racial and ethnic disparities in disabil-
ity identification in U.S. schools. Educational Researcher, 46, 
305–322. https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X17726282

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M. M., Mattison, R., 
Maczuga, S., Li, H., & Cook, M. (2015). Minorities are 
disproportionately underrepresented in special educa-
tion: Longitudinal evidence across five disability condi-
tions. Educational Researcher, 44, 278–292. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0013189X15591157

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., & Wu, Q. (2009). Five-year growth tra-
jectories of kindergarten children with learning difficulties in 
mathematics. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 42, 306–321. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219408331037

Morgan, P. L., Frisco, M., Farkas, G., & Hibel, J. (2010). A pro-
pensity score matching analysis of the effects of special edu-
cation. Journal of Special Education, 43, 236–254. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0022466908323007

Morgan, P. L., Woods, A., Wang, Y., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M. 
M., & Mitchell, C. (2020). Are schools in the U.S. South 
using special education to segregate students by race? 
Exceptional Children, 86, 255–275. https://doi.org/10.1177
%2F0014402919868486

Najarian, M., Pollack, J. M., & Sorongon, A. G. (2009). Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998–
99 (ECLS-K), Psychometric report for the eighth grade (NCES 
2009–002). National Center for Education Statistics, Institute 
of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.

Najarian, M., Tourangeau, K., Nord, C., & Wallner-Allen, K. 
(2018). Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten 
Class of 2010–11 (ECLS-K:2011), first- and second-grade 
psychometric report (NCES 2018-183). National Center for 
Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education.

Najarian, M., Tourangeau, K., Nord, C., Wallner-Allen, K., & 
Vaden-Kiernan, N. (2020). Early Childhood Longitudinal 
Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010-2011 (ECLS-K: 2011), 
third-grade, fourth-grade, and fifth-grade psychometric 
report (NCES 2020-123). National Center for Education 
Statistics. https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch

Null, C. (2012). The impact of an economically disadvantaged 
student population on school climate [Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation]. University of Houston. https://uh-ir.tdl.org/
handle/10657/603

Oh-Young, C., & Filler, J. (2015). A meta-analysis of the effects 
of placement on academic and social skill outcome measures 
of students with disabilities. Research on Developmental 
Disabilities, 47, 80–92. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
ridd.2015.08.014

Reardon, S. F., Weathers, E. S., Fahle, E. M., Jang, H., & 
Kalogrides, D. (2019). Is separate still unequal? New evi-
dence on school segregation and racial academic achievement 
gaps (CEPA Working Paper No.19-06). Stanford Center for 
Education Policy Analysis. http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp19-06

Redding, C. (2019). A teacher like me: A review of the effect of 
student-teacher racial/ethnic matching on teacher perceptions 
of students and student academic and behavioral outcomes. 
American Journal of Educational Research, 89, 499–535. 
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654319853545

Reid, D. K., & Knight, M. G. (2006). Disability justifies exclusion 
of minority students: A critical history grounded in disability 
studies. Educational Researcher, 35, 18–23. https://doi:10.31
02/0013189X035006018

Ruppar, A. L., Allcock, H., & Gonsier-Gerdin, J. (2017). 
Ecological factors affecting access to general education con-
tent and contexts for students with significant disabilities. 
Remedial and Special Education, 38, 53–63. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0741932516646856

Shifrer, D. (2018). Clarifying the social roots of the disproportion-
ate classification of racial minorities and males with learning 
disabilities. Sociological Quarterly, 59, 384–406. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00380253.2018.1479198

Shores, K., Kim, H. E., & Still, M. (2020). Categorical inequal-
ity in black and white: Linking disproportionality across 
multiple educational outcomes. American Educational 
Research Journal, 57, 2089–2131. https://doi.org/10.3102
%2F0002831219900128

Skiba, R. J., Poloni-Staudinger, L., Gallini, S., Simmons, A. B., 
& Feggins-Azziz, R. (2006). Disparate access: The dispro-
portionality of African American students with disabilities 
across educational environments. Exceptional Children, 72, 
411–424. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290607200402

Sorensen, L. C., & Ladd, H. F. (2020). The hidden costs of 
teacher turnover. AERA Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
2332858420905812

Sullivan, A. L. (2011). Disproportionality in special educa-
tion identification and placement of English language 
learners. Exceptional Children, 77, 317–334. https://doi.
org/10.1177/001440291107700304

Tourangeau, K., Nord, C., Lê, T., Sorongon, A. G., & Najarian, M. 
(2009). Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten 
Class of 1998–99 (ECLS-K), combined user’s manual for 
the ECLS-K eighth-grade and K–8 full sample data files and 
electronic codebooks (NCES 2009–004). National Center for 
Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education.

Tourangeau, K., Nord, C., Lê, T., Wallner-Allen, K., Vaden-
Kiernan, N., Blaker, L., & Najarian, M. (2018). Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 2010–
11 (ECLS-K:2011) user’s manual for the ECLS-K:2011 
Kindergarten–fourth grade data file and electronic codebook, 
public version (NCES 2018-032). U.S. Department of Education, 
National Center for Education Statistics.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402916664042
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402917748303
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402917748303
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X17726282
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X15591157
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X15591157
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219408331037
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022466908323007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022466908323007
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0014402919868486
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0014402919868486
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch
https://uh-ir.tdl.org/handle/10657/603
https://uh-ir.tdl.org/handle/10657/603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2015.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2015.08.014
http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp19-06
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0034654319853545
https://doi:10.3102/0013189X035006018
https://doi:10.3102/0013189X035006018
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932516646856
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932516646856
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2018.1479198
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2018.1479198
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831219900128
https://doi.org/10.3102%2F0002831219900128
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290607200402
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420905812
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332858420905812
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107700304
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107700304


192 Journal of Learning Disabilities 56(3)

Turney, K. (2020). Cumulative adverse childhood experiences and 
children’s health. Children and Youth Services Review, 119, 
1–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105538

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). Equity in IDEA Rule. 
Assistance to states for the education of children with disabili-
ties; preschool grants for children with disabilities, 1–521. 
https://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/reg/idea/part-b/idea-part-b-
signifcant-disproportionality-fnal-regs-unofcial-copy.pdf

U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights. (2016). 
Dear colleague letter: Preventing racial discrimination in 
special education. https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/ 
letters/colleague-201612-racedisc-special-education.pdf

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special Education 
Programs. (2020). 41st Annual Report to Congress on the 
Implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act, 2019. https://sites.ed.gov/idea/2021-individuals-with-
disabilities-education-act-annual-report-to-congress/

van Ginkel, J. R., Linting, M., Rippe, R. C., & van der Voort, 
A. (2020). Rebutting existing misconceptions about multiple 
imputation as a method for handling missing data. Journal of 
Personality Assessment, 102, 297–308. https://doi.org/10.108
0/00223891.2018.1530680

von Hippel, P. T., & Hamrock, C. (2019). Do test score gaps grow 
before, during, or between the school years? Measurement 
artifacts and what we can know in spite of them. Sociological 
Science, 6, 43–80. http://dx.doi.org/10.15195/v6.a3

Waitoller, F. R., & Maggin, D. M. (2018). Can charter schools 
address racial inequities evidenced in access to the gen-
eral education classroom? A longitudinal study in Chicago 

public schools. Remedial and Special Education, 41, 127–
138. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518800392

Wei, X., Lenz, K. B., & Blackorby, J. (2013). Math growth trajec-
tories of students with disabilities: Disability category, gen-
der, racial, and socioeconomic status differences from ages 7 
to 17. Remedial and Special Education, 34, 154–165. https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F0741932512448253

Welner, K., & Skiba, R. (2016, July 2). Big news or flawed 
research? The new special education controversy. The 
Huffington Post. https://www.huffpost.com/entry/big-news-
or-flawed-resear_b_7718746

White, I. R., Royston, P., & Wood, A. M. (2011). Multiple impu-
tation using chained equations: Issues and guidance for 
practice. Statistics in Medicine, 30(4), 377–399. https://doi.
org/10.1002/sim.4067

Zablotsky, B., Black, L. I., Maenner, M. J., Schieve, L. A., 
Danielson, M. L., Bitsko, R. H., Blumberg, S. J., Kogan, M. 
D., & Boyle, C. A. (2019). Prevalence and trends of devel-
opmental disabilities among children in the US: 2009-2017. 
Pediatrics, 144, Article e20190811. https://doi.org/10.1542/
peds.2019-0811

Zigmond, N. (2003). Where should students with disabilities 
receive special education services? Is one place better than 
another? Journal of Special Education, 37, 193–199. https://
doi.org/10.1177%2F00224669030370030901

Zion, S., & Blanchett, W. J. (2011). (Re)conceptualizing inclu-
sion: Can critical race theory and interest convergence be uti-
lized to achieve equity and inclusion for African American 
students? Teachers College Record, 113, 2186–2205. https://
doi.org/10.1177/016146811111301002

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105538
https://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/reg/idea/part-b/idea-part-b-signifcant-disproportionality-fnal-regs-unofcial-copy.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/policy/speced/reg/idea/part-b/idea-part-b-signifcant-disproportionality-fnal-regs-unofcial-copy.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201612-racedisc-special-education.pdf
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201612-racedisc-special-education.pdf
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/2021-individuals-with-disabilities-education-act-annual-report-to-congress/
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/2021-individuals-with-disabilities-education-act-annual-report-to-congress/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2018.1530680
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2018.1530680
http://dx.doi.org/10.15195/v6.a3
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518800392
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0741932512448253
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0741932512448253
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/big-news-or-flawed-resear_b_7718746
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/big-news-or-flawed-resear_b_7718746
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4067
https://doi.org/10.1002/sim.4067
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2019-0811
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2019-0811
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F00224669030370030901
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F00224669030370030901
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811111301002
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811111301002



