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Abstract

Testing organizations have recently been scrutinized for the perception that affluent,
white, male students from the northeast are falsely claiming disabilities to gain extended
time on standardized tests for college admission. In response to these assertions, the
percentage of learning disabled test takers on the SAT I: Reasoning test is examined in
relation to geographic region, racial/ethnic group, sex, and parental income level. Results
indicate that as parental income increases the percentage of learning disabled test takers
increases for Asian, African-American, Hispanic, and White examinees. Geographic
region also appears to have some impact on the percentage of learning disabled test takers.
Although significantly different, gender differences appear proportionate to previous
research on learning disabilities. Since test scores taken with an accommodation are
identified with an asterisk (or 'flag'), perceptions of guidance counselors, admissions
officers, and college disability service providers were examined. No geographic patterns
were evident in relation to opinions regarding removal of the flag or increases in the

number of flagged test scores.
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Background

The popular press has been focussing on accommodations for test takers in recent
years (L.A. Times, 3/1/00 & 1/9/00; Star-Ledger, 8/15/99). Claims have been made that
affluent parents have been seeking a classification of learning disabled for their children so
they can take the SAT with extended time and/or other special accommodations. In
response to these claims, California state Senator Richard Alarcon (D) has introduced a
bill that would prohibit all public and private schools from approving applications for
special accommodations (due to a disability) on the SAT. The bill states that the
legislature intends that the College Board should be requested to evaluate all applications
as an objective third party. The Los Angeles Times (3/1/00) reported that Senator
Alarcon believes a recent rise in accommodations amongst affluent White test takers is the
result of schools' fears of lawsuits for refusing to grant an accommodation. Even with the
recent rise, the number of test takers that receive accommodations for learning disabilities
is substantially smaller than the percentage of students who receive services for a learning
disability in school. The U.S. Department of Education reported that 4.19 percent of
children ages six through twenty-one are served under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) for a specific learning disability. (17th Annual Report to Congress
on the Implementation of the IDEA). The American Council on Education reported that
3.52% of college freshman reported having a learning disability in 1998 (Henderson,
1999). In contrast, learning disabled test takers made up only 1.5% of the high school
students graduating in 1998 and taking the SAT I between April 1997 and March 1998.

Previous research indicates that significantly more boys are diagnosed with a
learning disability (Berrninger & Fuller, 1992; Irving, 1995). If more boys are diagnosed in
elementary and middle school, it is likely that the percentage of male learning disabled test
takers will be greater than the percentage of female learning disabled test takers and
college freshman. In 1998, approximately 58% of learning disabled college freshman were
men (Henderson, 1999). A relationship between learning disability and geographic area,

parental income level, and racial/ethnic group has not been established.
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The media has speculated that affluent parents are under the impression that an
accommodation will help their child earn a better score on the SAT, thereby increasing the
chance of admission to a competitive college. Yet other parents may feel that an
accommodation would disadvantage their child. When a disabled student takes a
standardized test with an accommodation (or under nonstandard condition) the test score
is reported with an asterisk. This asterisk is commonly referred to as a 'flag'.

To determine a general consensus regarding the 'flag’ it is important to explore the
perspective of high school guidance counselors as well as college admissions officers and
disability service providers across the country.

The purpose of this study is to examine geographic and socio-economic variables
in relation to the proportion of students taking the SAT I: Reasoning Tests with an
accommodation for a learning disability. In addition potential explanations for findings
will be explored and survey data from high school guidance counselors, admissions
personnel, and college disability service providers will be examined. Survey data will be
examined by geographic region to determine if trends in the percentage of

accommodations are related to any perceptions of bias.

Methods

Subjects

Student.data. All high school students who took the SAT (between April, 1997
and March, 1998), attended a high school in the United States, and expected to graduate
in 1998 were included in analyses. The percentage of learning disabled test takers was
analyzed by the following background variables; Parent income level, race, gender, and
region of the country. All variables were self-reported and student who did not answer
the four background questions were excluded from analyses. Of the 735,825 test takers
with background information, approximately 60 percent had previously taken the SAT I.
Analyses were conducted on the most recent administration.

Professional data. In addition to data on test takers, survey responses from

guidance counselors, admissions officers, and college disability service providers were
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analyzed by the six geographic regions. Guidance counselors were asked to report what
region of the country they worked in, while region information was only provided by
admissions officers and disability service providers who were interested in participating in
future studies. Therefor the percentage of usable surveys was substantially larger for the
guidance counselors. A total of 189 guidance counselors (90% of returned surveys), 111
admissions officers (63% of returned surveys), and 85 disability service providers (58% of
returned surveys) provided regional data information with their survey response.
Procedures

Student. The SAT I: Reasoning test data was analyzed by computing Pearson
Chi-squares for learning disability status by race, gender, geographic region, and parental
income level. In order to explore interactions between geographic region and parental
income level, scales were compressed to six regions and four parental income levels.
States were divided into the following six geographic regions; New England (Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont), Mid-Atlantic
(Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania),
South (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia), Midwest (Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin), Southwest (Arkansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas), and
West (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, and Wyoming). Parent income level was recoded into four categories
(less than $25,000, between $25,000 and $50,000, between $50,000 and $80,000, and
more than $80,000). The original scale contained 13 categories from 'less than $10,000'
to 'more than $100,000'. The compressed region and parent income scales, along with
race/ethnicity, sex, and learning disability status were used in a hierarchical loglinear
model to test for interactions. Interactions were explored using 2x2 Pearson chi-square
tests.

Professional. Analysis of the differences (by region) between professional opinion
focused on three questions in the surveys. The first question asked if the flag should be

removed from scores administered under non-standard conditions. A second question
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asked the guidance counselors and admissions officers if they observed changes in the
percentage of disabled students. The final question examines how the presence of a
flagged test score impacts admissions decisions. A more in depth description of survey

procedures and analyses can be found in Mandinach (2000).

Results

Patterns within test takers.

It is important to keep in mind that when computing analyses for a large data file
some statistical difference may be relatively small practical differences. In this study
statistically significant findings were found with small practical difference in percentage of
learning disabled test takers between subgroups. For example a difference of 0.1 percent
was statistically significant (X* (1, N=239,862) = 10.95 p <.001) when examining
differences in the percent of learning disabled test takers by region (Midwest vs. West). In
response to this significant differences were determined when p <.01. Even though
practical differences may be small several patterns were found when examining differences
with larger chi-square values.

Parent Income. Preliminary analyses examined the percentage of LD test takers in
each of the thirteen parent income levels. Table 1 displays descriptive statistics that
indicate the percentage of LD test takers increased from a low of 0.6% of students who's
parents income is less than $10,000 to a high of 2.4% of test takers who's parents income
is greater than $100,000. Table 2 displays the compressed scale used for interaction
analyses. A Pearson chi-square test revealed a significant difference between the
percentage of learning disabled test takers and the four compressed parental income levels
(X?(3, N=735,825) = 1537.86 p <.001). Individual chi-square test revealed four
significantly different groups. Test takers with parental income less than $25,000 have a
significantly lower percentage of LD test takers than those that make $25,000 to $50,000
(X*(1, N=360,216) = 64.69 p <.001). Test takers with parental income from $25,000 to
$50,000 have a significantly lower percentage of LD test takers than those that make
$50,000 to $80,000 (X (1, N=434,223) = 60.85 p <.001), and test takers with parental
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income from $50,000 to $80,000 have a significantly lower percentage of LD test takers
than those that make over $80,000 (X*(1, N=375,609) = 500.59 p <.001). This dramatic
jump in chi-square value (61, 65, and 501) when comparing examinees in the largest
parental income bracket may indicate a more meaningful difference.

Gender. Consistent with previous research, the percentage of learning disabled
test takers was significantly higher for male examinees than female examinees (X>(1,
N=735,825) = 943.92 p <.001) (see Table 3). Differences between the percent of male
and female test takers with a LD accommodation were found in each racial/ethnic group
and each geographic region. No linear patterns were evident when examining gender
differences by parental income level.

Racial/Ethnic. A chi-square test between learning disability (LD) status and racial
groups revealed a significant difference between racial groups (X* (3, N=735,825) =
1213.68 p <.001). As Table 4 indicates, White examinees have the largest relative
percentage of learning disabled test takers. Pearson chi-square tests were conducted to
compare the difference between racial/ethnic groups. The test revealed significant
differences between all four groups; Whites examinees had a larger percentage of LD test
takers when compared to Blacks (X* (1, N=614,373) = 338.62 p <.001); Blacks were
significantly higher than Hispanics (X (1, N=139,247) = 7.40 p <.01); and Hispanics were
significantly higher than Asians (X (1, N=121,452) = 76.58 p <.001). The chi-square
value for the Hispanic versus Blacks comparison was very small and represents an actual
difference of only 0.1 percent.

For all four racial/ethnic groups a disproportionate number of LD test takers 'were
located in the New England and Mid-Atlantic states, male, and had parental incomes levels
greater than $80,000. When examining test takers with parental income levels greater
than $80,000, White, African-American, and Asian test takers had twice the expected
percentage of learning disabled test takers. For Hispanics the percentage rate tripled;
9.9% of Hispanics had parental income levels over $80,000, while 28.8% of learning

disabled test takers had parental income levels over $80,000.

Geographic Region. A Pearson chi-square test comparing all six region indicated a

significant difference in the percentage of learning disabled test takers by region (X* (5,
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- N=735,825) =2553.87 p <.001). As table 5 indicates, four geographic regions (New
England, Mid-Atlantic, South, and Midwest) have increasingly larger representations of
learning disabled test takers. Individual chi-square test indicated that no significant
difference exists between the percentage of learning disabled test takers in the Southwest
and West. Although a significant difference was found between the West and Midwest ,
the difference was small (0.1%), as reflected by the chi-square value (X*(1, N=239,862) =
10.95 p <.001). The largest chi-square value was found when comparing the region with
the smallest percent of learning disabled test takers (Southwest, 0.6%) with the region
with the largest percent (New England, 2.5%) (X* (1, N=138,538) = 867.62 p <.001).
These repeated chi-square analyses indicated that no significant differences existed in the
percentage of learning disabled test takers in the Southwest and West however the
Midwest is significantly higher than the West and Southwest, the South is significantly
higher than the Midwest (X* (1, N=241,247) =27.02 p <.001), the Middle Atlantic region
is significantly higher than the South (X* (1, N=357,193) = 481.60 p <.001), and New
England is significantly higher than the Middle Atlantic region (X* (1, N=265,814) =
130.46 p <.001).

Loglinear model

Comparisons between the percentage of learning disabled test takers by sex,
parental income levels, racial/ethnic groups, and geographic regions revealed several
tendencies. In order to examine interactions between these variables a loglinear analysis
procedure was used. After randomly splitting the data file a hierarchical model selection
loglinear analysis procedure was used to analyze multiway crosstabulations (contingency
tables) which included a compressed parental income scale (I), sex (S), race/ethnicity (R),
learning disability status (L), and geographic region (G) was computed to produce a final
model of interactions. A four-way interaction between learning disability status, parental
income level, race/ethnicity, and geographic region (ILGR) was found as well as several
three way interactions (ILS, LRS, IRS, GRS). When these interactions were tested on the
second random half of the student data file, the model was supported. Examination of
crosstabulations for the percent of learning disabled test takers based within these

interactions revealed several suspected patterns as well as some surprises.
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Income by Learning by Geographic Region, by Race/Ethnicity. Crosstabulations
were computed to examine the four-way interaction between learning disability status,
geographic region, race/ethnicity, and parental income level (see Table 6) and the percent
of learning disabled test takers was graphed (see Appendix A). Several patterns exist
across all (or nearly all) subgroups. In all six regions the percentage of learning disabled
test takers is greatest in the highest income bracket (more than $80,000). In addition most
regions show the smallest percentage of learning disabled test takers (at all income levels)
to be Asian. In addition White examinees had the largest percent of learning disabled test
takers for examinees with parental income levels below $25,000 and between $25,000 and
$50,000 in all geographic regions.

In the higher income levels ($50,000 to $80,000 and more than $80,000) Hispanics
had the largest percentage of LD test takers in New England and the Mid-Atlantic states.
Hispanics were also the largest percentage in the Midwest for test takers with parental
incomes greater than $80,000. It appears that the four way interaction identified in the
loglinear model may be the result of a changing pattern in the percentage of learning
disabled Hispanics by parental income level between different geographic regions. When
White and Hispanic students from New England with parental income levels over $80,000
were compared the odds ratios indicated that Hispanic students were almost twice (1.9) as
likely to take the SAT I with an accommodation for a learning disability. At lower income
levels (less than $25,000) White students were more than ten times (10.8) more likely to
take the test with an accommodation. In the West region, Whites were 2.4 times more
likely to test with and accommodation at the lowest parental income level and 1.9 times
more likely to test with an accommodation at the highest income level, when compared to
Hispanic test takers. To a lesser degree, the Mid-Atlantic and Midwest regions follow the
same pattern as New England, while the Southwest and South are similar to the West
region.

Income by Sex. In the loglinear model describe earlier an interaction was found
when comparing learning disability status, sex, and parental income level (ILS). This
interaction was examined using chi-square tests for LD status by income level within sex

and LD status by sex within income level. In all situations a significant difference was
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found by sex for each income level (less than $25,000, X*(1, N=135616) = 66.94 p
<.001); $25-50,000, X* (1, N=224600) = 265.01 p <.001); $50-80,000, X2,
N=209,623) = 273.79 p <.001); and more than $80,000, X*(1, N=165,986) = 217.94 p
<.001) and by income level for males (X* (3, N=332951) = 726.50 p <.001) and females
(X? (3, N=402874) = 692.34 p <.001). However comparisons by sex within the lowest
income level (less than $25,000) had a smaller chi-square value and the difference in
percentage of male and female learning disabled test takers was .36 compared with the
three higher levels (.64, .75, and 1.01). Even with the increasing difference in percentage
the odds ratio is relatively consistent, with males being 1.7 to 2.1 times more likely to be
learning disabled.

Racial/Ethnic by Sex. A third interaction identified by the loglinear model was

learning disability status by racial/ethnic group by sex. (LRS). This interaction was
examined using chi-square analyses for LD status by racial/ethnic group within sex and LD
status by sex within racial/ethnic group. No significant difference was found when
examining the difference between the percentage of Asian, learning disabled, test takers by
sex. Significant differences were found in the three other racial groups (Blacks X (1,
N=81,504) = 176.46 p <.001; Hispanics X* (1, N=57,743) = 12.40 p <.01; and Whites X°
(1, N=532,869) = 754.63 p <.001). Odds ratios comparing male and female test takers
within racial/ethnic group indicate that African American males are more than 3 times
(3.3) as likely to take the test with an accommodation. White, Hispanic and Asian test
takers had odds ratios ranging from 1.5 to 1.9. Analyses by racial/ethnic group within
gender showed significant differences for both males (X* (3, N=332,951) = 692.56 p<
.001) and females (X* (3, N=402,874) = 506.30 p < .001). A similar pattern was found
for both male and female test takers. For both males and females, Asians had the lowest
percentage of learning disabled test takers, Blacks were significantly higher than Hispanics
for male test takers (X* (1, N=56,941) =31.12 p <.001) but not female test takers, and

Whites were the largest percentage of learning disabled test takers.

Patterns within professionals.
Removal of the Flag. Survey responses were relatively stable between regions of

the country (see Table 7). Although the three surveys varied, guidance counselors,

11 10



LD test takers

admissions officers, and disability service providers were all asked if they thought the flag
designating a non-standard administration should remain or be removed from test scores
sent to colleges and universities. None of the ten guidance counselors in the southwest
region reported that the flag should be removed. Yet 3 of the 4 admissions officers were in
favor of removing the flag. All other regions were relatively consistent with 14 to 23
percent of guidance counselors and 14 to 29 percent of admissions officers reporting the
flag should be removed. Disability service providers took the opposite stance with regions
ranging from 50 to 75 percent of providers reporting that the flag should be removed.
Disability Service providers were more evenly split in the Midwest and Mid-Atlantic states
where 50 and 54 percent, respectively, felt the flag should be removed. In the West and
Southwest 60 to 63 percent of providers felt the flag should be removed while the same
thought was echoed by 70 and 75 percent of providers in New England and the South
region.

Increasing numbers of disabled students. Although the questions varied, both
admisions officers and guidance counselors were asked to rate the growth in the number
of applicants with flagged test scores (admissions), learning disabilities (guidance), and
requests for accommodation (guidance). In all six regions a majority of the admissions
officers reported a small increase in the number of applicants with test scores flagged for a
non-standard administration. Guidance counselors in the Mid-Atlantic and Western states
reported the largest increase in disabilities. Eighty-five percent of the guidance counselors
in Mid-Atlantic states reported an increase in disabilities of 10 percent or more, while 86.7
percent of counselors in Western states reported an increase of 10 percent or more. In the
other four regions, approximately 62 to 69% of guidance counselors reported increases of
10 percent or more. When responses were compared the increase in disabilites was
slightly larger than the increase in accommodation requests. See Figure 1. These findings
indicate that disability identification is a driving force in the rise in the number of students
receiving accommodations.

Perceived bias in admissions. A small number (11-21%) of guidance counselors in

each region reported that the presence of the flag would increase a students chances of

admissions. A larger proportion (11-43%) predicted the flag would decrease a student's
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chance of admissions. In West, Midwest, and Southwest a smaller percentage of guidance
counselors felt the flag would decrease the chance of admissions (11, 27, and 29 percent,
respectively). While a greater percent of guidance counselors in the Mid-Atlantic, New
England, and South regions felt the flag would disadvantage a student (41, 32, and 43
percent respectively). Admissions officers were stated that the flag had no impact on the
admissions decision. In the South and Southwest, 95 and 100 percent respectively stated
the flag had no impact on admissions decisions. Seventy-four percent of admissions
officers in New England reported the flag to have no impact, while 82-85% of admission
officers in the Mid-Atlantic, Midwest, and West regions felt their was no impact. In all
regions, the majority of admissions officers who reported an impact felt the flag increased
the student's chance of admission. A similar pattern was found with college disability
service providers with one exception. In the South and Southwest regions a larger
proportion of disability service providers did not answer because they were unaware of the

admissions policy towards flagged test scores.

Conclusion
Based on the survey responses and SAT I data, it does not appear that admissions

policies are driving the increase in the number of flagged test scores. Although few
admissions officers reported that a flag decreases a student's chances of admissions, most
of those that did were located in New England or the Mid-Atlantic region; areas with the
largest proportion of learning disabled test takers. In addition guidance counselors in the
New England, Mid-Atlantic and South regions were more likely to feel a flagged test
score would decrease a student's chance of admission. One possible explanation for these
responses is that the northeast regions have a larger proportion of flagged test scores
which has fueled media speculation and a lack of trust that the flagged test score
represents a true disability.

Taken in isolation, the earlier media speculations that affluent, White, males from
the Northeast are falsely claiming to be learning disabled may appear valid. However
when interactions are examined it appears that parental income and geographic region are

more important than racial/ethnic group or gender in finding clusters of learning disabled
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test takers. Odds ratios indicate that White students are not always more likely to take the
SAT I with an accommodation for a learning disability and geographic region and parental
income level may play a role in this. As was reported earlier, the number of learning
disabled test takers is much lower than the percentage of college freshman who reported
being learning disabled. This discrepancy may be due to cultural attitudes and/or a lack of
information in specific geographic areas and parental income levels. Rather than assuming
that afflluent test takers from the Northeast are given accomodations in excess, the focus
should be on why less affluent test takers from other regions of the country do not apply
for accommodations.

There were several limitations to this study. With the exception of learning
disability status, all variables were self reported and are susceptible to inaccuracies. Sex
and geographic region are less likely to be inaccurate because student have no motivation
to alter their attending institution code or gender. However it is possible that students
may be inaccurate or stretch the truth when reporting parental income level and
race/ethnicity due to a lack of knowledge, fear of discrimination or hope for financial aid.
Another limitation is the large sample size, which allows for the identification of significant
differences from small practical differences. Findings should be examined with the
understanding that small actual differences may not be practically significant.

Although the loglinear model produced several interactions that can explain higher
proportions of learning disabled test takers in specific regions, ethnic/racial groups, and
income levels the reasons for these findings are still unknown. Future research should
examine groups with higher and lower proportions of learning disabled test takers to
determine reasons for these findings and determine if the self reported background data is

accurate.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for LD test takers by parent income level.

Parent Income Mean N SD

$< 10,000 .006 32,165 .079
$10,000-15,000 .006 31,794 .076
$15,000-20,000 .006 32,868 .078
$20,000-25,000 .007 38,789 .081
$25,000-30,000 .009 41,962 .092
$30,000-35,000 .008 44,193 .090
$35,000-40,000 .008 53,799 .089
$40,000-50,1000 .009 84,646 .097
$50,000-60,000 .010 84,150 .099
$60,000-70,000 .011 67,484 105
$70,000-80,000 .013 57,989 11
$80,000-100,000 .014 70,853 .118
> $100,000 - .024 95,133 154
Total .01 735,825 .106
Table 2. Compressed parental income scale used for analyses.

Parent Income Level Mean N SD

> $10,000 to $25,000 .006, 135,616 .079
$25,000 to $50,000 .009, 224,600 .093
$50,000 to $80,000 011 209,623 104
$80,000 to < $100,000 .0204 165,986 140
Total .011 735,825 .106

Note. Means in the same row that do not share subscripts are significantly different based
on 2x2 chi-square analyses (p < .001).

Table 3: Descriptive statistics for LD test takers by gender.

SEX Mean N SD

Male .016 332,951 124
Female .008 402,874 .089
Total .011 735,825 .106
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics for LD test takers by racial/ethnic group.

Race/Ethnicity Mean N SD
Asian .002, 63,709 .046
African-American .006, 81,504 .078
Hispanic/Latino .005, 57,743 .071
Caucasian (not Hispanic) 0144 532,869 17
Total .011 735,825 106

Note. Means in the same row that do not share subscripts are significantly different based
on 2x2 chi-square analyses (p < .01).

Table S: Descriptive statistics for LD test takers by geographic region in U.S.

Region from ai_code Mean N SD
New England .025, 64,386 155
Mid-Atlantic .017, 201,510 131
South .009, 155,780 .094
Midwest .0074 85,540 |  .083
West .006, 154,407 .076
Southwest .006, 74,202 .075
Total .011 735,825 .106

Note. Means in the same row that do not share subscripts are significantly different based
on 2x2 chi-square analyses (p < .001)

16

17




61 L/

LT 0L0 ZL0L 98'199  |S6CS 8 000'08% < ueisy oM LE0 €T 05'99 Z2€S 8 000'08% < ueisy| puejbu3 moN
€20 8Z'v €€'8/2  |se8 € 000'08% < joelg oM 690 Sh'l €€°GE (414 9 000°08$ < ¥oe|g| puebul meN
$S0 S8l 454} [4 4014 Ll 000'08$ </ oiuedsiy SO\ 8L S0 L1'EY 89S1 Zl 000°08% <| oluedsiH| puejbuz moN

01'S9 19692 S0b 000'08% <| auum ISoM SE'¥T 9e/Zl [e2s | 000°08% <[  ®lum| puejbuz meN
910 8€'9 ov'8b6l [Zvi6 S 000'01% > ueisy oM 2o 958 00'90S 20l |2 000's2$ > uejsy/[ puejbuz meN
€9'L 190 ¥6'981 1662 9l 000'0L$ >|  oelg oM £l 9.0 20'Sy ZS€L  |0€ 000°'s¢$ > Yoe|g| puejbuz meN
o [ N4 'L  |2S96 €l 000'0L$ >[oluedsiH SO\ 600 18°0} 00'6£9 6€9 I 000'5Z$ >| dluedsiH| puebuz meN
€260 |/S16 0g 000°01$ > SuuM 1SOM 01'6S 98e/. |52l 000's2$ >|  ®lym| puelbug meN
[4%¢) £2'8 05'S6LL [EL1L 9 000'08-05$ ue|sy SO 050 66°L X% ] 005 9 000'08-05$]  ueisy| puejouz meN
68°0 ZL’l 09291  |929) o]} 000'08-05$ yoelg 1SOM SeE'l 20 26'0€ [4ei4 €L [000°08-068| oelg| puejbuz meN
120 Wi €9'¥0C  |888E€ 61 000'08-05¢| oluedsiy 1SOM 69'C LE0 ¥S'SlL 202 €1 ]000'08-0c$[ ouedsiy| puejbuz meN
0Z'Skl  |6£062 002 000'08-05%[ °3um 1SOM 18°Ly 04221 |szy | 000'08-06¢]  ohupn| puelbug meN
200 96'v1L €€'290€ /816 € 000'05-52% ueisy 1S3M 820 yS'€ 08°251 682 S 000'05-62¢|  ueisy|puejbug meN
850 €L°1 SL'¥SE  |8€8C 8 000'05-62$| ¥oEIg 1S9M 120 Iyl 09'29 6€6 S| | 000'0s-S2$ Aoe|g| puejbuz meN
60 €072 009Ly  |88b/ 8l 000'05-62¢| oluedsiH 1S9M Zlo 1%} 00'€9E £9¢ | 000'05-GZ$[ dluedsiH| puejbul maN
¥.'v0Z  [20092 yx4} 000'055Z$[  2num 1SOM [4h44 20821 [oor |000'0s-628|  emumn[ puejbul meN
i0/AIG# | i0/NQ# | i0/AIO# |922 0 000'08$ < ueisy| samyinog 020 60°S 1999 oovl |E 000°08$ < ueisy ISaMpIN
640 x4} 0098 91§ 9 000'08% <| uig samyinog 9r'0 L1'Z G266l 161 |4 000'08$ < yoe|g 1SMpIA
120 8P 00'9Ze  |OEL |4 000'08$ <[ owedsiy samyinog £Vl 0.0 0Z'v9 12€ S 000°08$ <[ owwedsiH ISOMPIA
19°49 £6621 261 000'08% <[ SIum| Isamyinog 11'16 00£ZZ _[eve | 000°08% <| oIuM JSOMPIN
10 96'S 00'ebZlL [6VCL I 000's2$ > ueisy|  jsamyinog [4 4] |14 00'Sl9 S19 | 000'sz$ > ue|sy JSOMPIN
080 STl 69192  |20ovE €l 000'sZ$ > Jpoeig samyinog 6£°0 [4°X4 ECEVE 0802 |9 000'sz$ > Joelg ISOMPIN
820 SG'E ¥l |00L9 6 000'ce$ >[ sueasiy samyinog [§40] [4 44 00°22¢ 2¢€ ! 000'6Z$ >| owedsiH JSOMPIN
12602 |vYObp 12 000'sZ$ >| OIUM| I1samyinog 2esel ¥S6S b 000'S2$ >|  auum ISOMPIN
6L°0 Jx4-] 00'¥66 |66 | 000'08-06$[ ueisy| isamynog 10 €Tl 0006t [osLL |1 000'08-05$ ueisy JSOMPIN
6€0 JA x4 [olol 1 AN 414" € 000'08-05$| Xoeig samyinog sZ0 €0 00'€99 9zelL |2 000'08-05$ joelg JSOMPIN .
SG0 £9'1L 0s'vre 19622 8 000'08-05$| oluedsiH samyinog 6£°0 86T [e0R 244 [ 444 l 000'08-05$] oluedsiH JSMPIN !
y'e8l  |2ISkL Ll 000'08-0S$[ auuM| 1samyinog 6’9l 60SkZ [6PL | 000°'08-06$[ slum JSOMPIN
iO/AIQ# | iO/AIQ# | iO/AIQ# [02S) 0 000'05-52% uelsy|  jsamyinog Sk'0 [X44 19'vLE pZLL € 000'05-62$ ueisy ISMPIN
9€0 [7X4 0508y |€88C 9 000'05-62$ joe|g(  sawmyinog €€'0 y0'€ GLO0LlS [%4 44 000'0S-52$ Joelg 1SMpIN
0L0 1101 00'€9/l |682S € 000'05-c2¢[ oluedsiy samyinog 060 L'l 19°/81 €95 € 000'05-62$| oluedsiH 1SMpIA
Yyl |€80EL S 000'0S-G2$] ouum| 1samynog 50’891 96661 |611 |000'0S-G2$] SUYM JSMPIN
0zo ¥0'S or'ese  [292) S 000'08% < ueisy yinog 9Z0 98'¢ 25611 olsz |12 000°08$ < ueisy| onuey-pIW
l£0 [4X4 4 VL) €l 000'08% < Joeig ynog 290 6L 29 9602 |¥b 000'08% <| omig| onueny-pIN
8.0 8z’ 28'€9 S804 Zl 000'08$ <[owmedsiH yinog 91'l 980 99'92 €L 62 000'08¢ <|oluedsiH| onuely-pIN
$0'0S 12982 €15 000'08% <| ®3yM ynog 86°0€ 6¥8S€ [ZSL1L [ 000'08% <| SUUM| Onueiv-pIN
250 16°1 00'€E0E  |8181L 9 000'sz$ > ueisy yinog 210 £6°S St'80b X411 000's¢$ > uelsy| onuelv-PIN
oro 44 Pe'¥EE  |ECOEL X 000'sz$ > Joelg yinog 090 S9°l 82'2cl ¥6£01 S8 000'sZ$ > ¥oe|g( onuey-pIN
v'0 [1%4 LL'GEE 1102 9 000'se$ >[oluedsiy yinog 190 €9l 02021 9gvy  |LE 000'62$ >| oluedsiH| onuepy-pIN
11851  |06GLL €L 000'62¢ >[  auym yinog e 06'€EL €2602 [S/Z | 000'S2$ >[ enym| onueny-pin
860 €1 00°261 961 8 000°08-05% ueisy yinog 820 [4-3 £s'igl €22 |st 000'08-05$ ueisy| onueyv-pIn
€90 09°1L LE28L  |vZsy L2 000'08-05% joelg yinog 050 002 SO'E0L 6l0y |6€ [ 000'08-05% Hoe|g| onuelv-pPIN
880 gL'l 28'8C1 Livl Ll 000'08-054| oluedsiy yinog 62’1 820 200V 2801 [2Z2 [ 000'08-05%oluedsiH| onuepy-piN
86°€llL  [/b29E 8lE 000°'08-05$] ®3um yinog 09°LS 1/S/p |226 [000'08-06$| °WYM| ORuUERv-PIW
L0 €6'S FAN R I 1414 € 000'05-52$ ueisy yinog 610 6L'S 8L'62¢ 129€ |11 000'05-62$ ueisy| JRuUev-pIN
S0 9.') lEe6¥T  |€2201 [ %4 000'05-62¢% joelg yinog 950 08’1 88'€ELL ey |pZ [ 000°'0s-S2$ JHoe|g| onuev-PIN
¥9'0 S') 0822 |82TC o] 5 000'05-62¢| oluedsiy yinog GL0 €e’l 6198 c/22 |22 [000'0s-62$] duedsiH| anuenv-piy
20'2rlL LIGEE 92 000'05-G2$[ aIum yinog LP'€9 92Zh.iy |8, |000'05-G2$| SUYM| onueny-pIN
QYA o3 [ Ajoury ones a7l ioN al awoou)  [AJOIUYT uoibay UM Auoutiy [ onessppo [g7ioN | @7 awoou| [AydLYIa uoiboy
Aouiy | oy o3upn | sppo ) |ejualed jaoey | owydesboos 03 Ajouly | 03 BJUAA | jeuonipuoD Jejuaied jeoey | oswdeiBoosy
BUOIPUOD
oljes sppoO onel sppo

‘uoIgal pue ‘AJOIUYI9/308l WOdUI [BIuSIed SWES YHM SIUIUEXD )AL 03 paIedwiod O1jel SPPO PUE BIBp UONOIBIAUI ABM-INOL 9 [qEL

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q

1931 1891 (O'T

E



81 02
VEZL | 1 66LL | Y€ [SEZ9[ €5 [Z9IC| ¥C [66LL| ¥E |W¥Z| IZ |S€8L| I8 |20v9 | iZ feoL
0sZh | 1 991 T |0529| s [ooS.| € [000 | O [00S| Z |00SC| b |€ees8| Ob jsemyInos g
000} | ¢ 6zvl | ¥ [0009] 2 [ev8L| ¥ [6Z¥L| ¥ |00OE| 9 |cZ8i8| 8 |EviL| Oc S9M G
LeE| ¥ ¥9ZZ | ¢l [seeS| L | e8S | L [288L| O |S€ESL| ¢ |cv¥6| 9 |6v8S | IE ISOMPIN ¥
000L | ¢ 006z | oL [ooSZ| SI [¥9€L| € [ose| 6 |o0SL| € |o€98| 6+ | 055 | 2 ynos €
6Zvl | ¢ vEOL | € [000s| Z |ooec| Z [v2i| S [wse| s |oozz| 8 |[wzL| 12 onuelY PIN T
000 | © Wir| € |oool| £ [i8| 9 [zzz| 9 |oooe| € [eviZ| Sb [2999| 8L | puefuamen |
% N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N
13pIAOIlg 1300 10|3SUno) 13pInold 132140 J10|3suno?) Japinolg 1321130 Jojasuno)
ESITNEIS suoIss|wpy soueping CLIPNEIS suolss|wpy aoueping 30IAI3g SuoISSIWpPY aoueping
Aynqesig Aungesig fngqesia uoibay
IVELEINTS MOUY| JuoQ EYIVER] doay
0} anp Jeajoun
‘Sep oY1 Suraowsi 1o Juideay ay3 Suipiesal uomtdQ £ 91qeL
SI9N®} 1591 0T

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



61

£¢

SI9YE} 189 (I'T

T8V VAV Ad0D 1538

¢é

0000l | €8 [ v8oI 6 209 S zs6L | 99 19°¢ 3 201A138 ANfIqesiq
00001 | SIT | S€v S 197 € sevs [ L6 0L'8 o1 suoss{wpy [ejoL
00001 | Zoz | 1881 | 8¢ [el1c | €9 | sove | oL | sesi | Ig 2ouEpInD
00001 | L 000 0 000 0 |ooo001| L 000 0 1A 138 ANIqEsIQ
00001 | zt 33 1 SSy 1 z818 | 81 60'6 z suoIssIwpy 1S9A
00001 | 8T | 98°LT S 1,01 3 000s | ¥l | €vic 9 2duepmy
0000l | 0T | 00°0C v 00°0T z 0059 | €l 00°S 1 d1AIaS ANMIqesid
00001 [ v 000 0 000 0o [oooor| ¥ 000 0 SuoIssIupy 1saMIInoS
0000l | pI | 6C¥1 z LS'8T v 1Ls¢E S €v'iC 3 souepImo
00001 | <1 000 0 €€'8 1 €e€8 | ol €68 1 adIAIaS ANMIqesig
00001 | 8T 000 0 000 0 €ce8 | s1 | L9o1 € SuoIsSIupy 1SIMPIIA
00001 | 9s |[e6L9z | st [e6Loz | st | iLse | oz | 1Lol 9 ssuepmo
00001 | 0oz | 000T v 00'S 1 000L | ¥l 00°S 1 2o1Al3g ANpiqesiq
00001 | <t 000 0 000 0 sv'se | 1t 53 1 suoIsstupy qinog
00001 [ v [ Lot L 98z | 81 [ is8z | 21 [ o6l S 2duepIny
00001 [ €I 000 0 69°L 1 1€26 | 2l 000 0 2214108 Kynqesiq
00001 | 9t $8'E 1 $8'€ 1 o | 69'L < suoIssIupy SnuENV-PIA
00001 | ¢ 88 3 8U'LY | ¥I | seze | 11 [ s9Ll 9 auepIng
00001 [ 1T 606 i 000 0 1606 | Ol 000 0 d1Al1ag KyIIqesig
00001 | €T | vO'El 3 SEy 1 16€L | L1 0L'8 4 SUOISSIUIpY puejSug MON
00001 | 8T | evic 9 vIZE 6 LS'8T 8 98°L1 S 2duepIny

% N L7A N L7A N % N % N [euoissajoad ﬂcmwom

jejo L R_YO aswaudda(g joedury oN aswaudu]

suolssIwpe jo asuey)

"SUOISSTWIPE JO ddoueYD UO e[y Jo 1oedwy g Ijqe]

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



LD test takers

Figure 1. Change in Requests for Accommodations and Actual Disabilities (IEP.504)
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Note: Changes are based on mean ratings. (2=decrease more than 50%, 1=decrease 10-50%,
0=no increase or decrease, -1=increase 10-50%, -2=50% decrease).
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. LD test takers

Appendix A

Percentage of LD test takers by Race and Income Level
(West)
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LD test takers

Percentage of LD test takers by Race and Income Level (Midwest)
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. . LD test takers

Percentage of LD test takers by Race and Income Level (New
England)
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