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In this technical comment, we argue that Morgan et al.' s claim that there is no minority overrepresentation in special 

education is in error due to (a) sampling considerations, (b) inadequate support from previous and current analyses, and (c) 

their failure to consider the complexities of special education disproportionality . 
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isproportionality in special education, prim arily expressed 
as racial and ethnic overrcprcsenration for certain group s, 
has been among the key educational equity i sues in the 

field for nearly 50 years. First described in widely cited works that 
predate the earliest special education legislation (Dunn, 1968; 
Mercer, 1973), racial/ethnic overrepresentation in special education 
has been litigated in court (Larry P. v. Riles, 1972/1974/1979/1984; 
Parents in Action on Special Education [PASE] v. Hannon, 1980), 
documented by numerous researchers (Artiles, Rueda, Salazar, & 
Higareda, 2005; Chinn & Hughes, 1987; Oswald, Coutinho, Best, 
& Nguyen, 2001; Oswald, Coutinho, Best, & Singh, 1999; Finn, 
1982; Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Simmons, Feggins, & Chung, 
2005; Sullivan & Artiles, 2011; Sullivan & Bal, 2013; Wiley, 
Brigham, Kauffman, & Bogan, 2013; Zhang & Katsiyannis, 
2002), and verified by two separate panels convened by the 
National Academy of Sciences (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Heller, 
Holtzman, & Messick, 1982). 

A key message from this work is that over- and underrepresen
tation in disability categories matters, and the problem is medi
ated by multiple factors at various levels of child factors and 
institutional systems. Moreover, overrepresentation raises ques
tions about false positives, which in turn have repercussions for 
group misrepresentation, stigmatization, and the potential height
ening of racial segregation. These are grave consequences for 
racial-minority students, who already face major structural chal
lenges and reduced educational opportunities. Underrepresentation 
is also problematic, as it embodies the possibility of false negatives, 
which could deny access to needed services for students who have 
been historically underserved. Disproportionality, therefore, is 
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complex, multidimensional, and highly consequential for educa
tional opportunity, particularly for learners who have been system
atically marginalized over time. 

So the assertion by Morgan et al. (2015) that the key issue in 
special education disproportionality is not overrepresentation but 
rather underrepresentation is a startling one that might well be 
expected to create ripples throughout the special education com
munity. Indeed, the article has already entered the national dialogue 
concerning special education through both a New York Times op-ed 
by the authors themselves (Morgan & Farkas, 2015) and responses 
by others (Cohen, Burns, Riley-Tillman, & Hosp, 2015). The 
American Educational Research Association (AERA) appears to 
have encouraged this public debate by issuing a press release about 
the article on the day of its initial presentation (AERA, 2015). 

The Educational Researcher article's central thesis, that stu
dents of color are in fact underrepresented in special education, 
is unconditional. From the title itself through the hazard analysis 
of the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Class 
of 1998-99 (ECLS-K) database through the paper's conclusions, 
the authors assert in no uncertain terms that their findings reveal 
no racial/ethnic overrepresentation-that the problem of dispro
portionate representation is solely one of underrepresentation. 
Moreover, they use these results as a springboard to attack the 
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vast mechanism of federal disproportionality policy under the 
Individuals With Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 
2004 (IDEA): "Our results suggest that current federal educa
tional legislation and policymaking designed to minimize overi
dentification of minorities in special education may be 
misdirected" (Morgan et al., 2015, p. 11). 

When a set of findings is published in a highly respected, 
peer-reviewed source and appears so dramatically at odds with 
the long-standing knowledge base of a field, it is reasonable to 
examine the conceptualization, data, analyses, and conclusions 
in order to attempt to understand why these findings are so dis
crepant from previous literature. Within the space allowed, we 
can only scratch the surface of that examination. Yet even a pre
liminary examination raises serious questions about the extent to 
which the generalizations made by the authors were appropriate 
and justified. We organize this critique into three sections: the 
nature and problems with the data and in particular the depen
dent variable, the relationship of poverty and special education 
identification, and the complex nature of special education dis
proportionality and its implications for federal policy. 

The Data: Survey Versus Enrollment 

The data set that Morgan and colleagues (2015) drew from in their 
study is the 1998 ECLS-K (Tourangeau, Le, Nord, & Sorongon, 
2009), a national longitudinal database focusing on early child
hood experiences and their impact on school entry, school transi
tion, and progression through the eighth grade. Although Morgan 
et al. used a number of variables from that database as predictors in 
their hazard analysis, the central dependent variable for the 
analyses-service in special education-is drawn from an item 
from the ECLS's supplemental Special Education Teacher/Service 
Provider Questionnaire (Form B), in which special education 
teachers were asked to identify the student's primary disability cat
egory. The database appears to have been chosen because it con
tains both an estimate of special education identification and a 
range of demographic variables. Yet concerns could be raised about 
the validity of teacher estimates from a very limited sample of spe
cial education students (e.g., fewer than 5,000). 1 

In this case, there is an actual population count available against 
which the ECLS survey estimates can be compared. As part of its 
child count requirement under IDEA, the U.S. Department of 
Education's (USDOE) Office of Special Education Programs pub
lished an actual count of students in special education conducted 
by the USDOE (2001), which included 5,536,150 students with 
disabilities ages 6 to 21 for the 1998-1999 school year. Comparisons 
of the ELCS survey estimates with the population count (see 
Table 1) raise concerns about the accuracy of Morgan et al.'s (2015) 
data. Although a case could be made that the ECLS sample seems 
relatively representative in the disability categories of learning dis
abilities (LD) and emotional disturbance (ED), the variance from 
population estimates is striking in the areas of intellectual disability 
(ID), other health impairment (OHI), and especially speech and 
language impairment .2 

So it is not surprising that Morgan et al.'s (2015) estimates of 
disproportionality also vary substantially from calculations based 
on population estimates. Even prior to the introduction of con
trol variables in their adjusted model, Morgan et al. failed to find 
any instances of overrepresentation, across three racial categories 
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and five disability categories, leading them to conclude that there 
is no overrepresentation in special education. Yet during the same 
time period chat Morgan et al. found no evidence of overrepre
sentation for African Americans in any of the disability categories 
they chose to explore, studies using national data sets (including 
a National Research Council study) (e.g., USDOE, 2001) from 
the same time period (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Parrish, 2002), 
found significant overrepresentation of African American stu
dents in the disability categories ofID, ED, and LD. These stud
ies also found significant overrepresentation of Native Americans, 
a finding chat Morgan et al. could not have replicat ed since they 
chose to combine Native Americans, Asian American s, Pacific 
Islanders, and multir acial students into a single "Other" 
category-a puzzling decision given the current scholarship on 
the complex relationship of culture and identity. 

Socioeconomic Status (SES) as an Explanation 
for Disproportionality 

The authors argue in their literature review, data analyses, and 
conclusions chat findings of racial/ethnic overrepresentation in 
special education are due primarily or entirely to disadvantages 
associated with poverty. The argument is simplistic at a number 
of levels. First, as Skiba et al. (2005) noted, although educational 
failure is part of the eligibility criteria for identification under all 
disability categories, it is not the sole criterion for any disability 
category: ED requires one or more social-behavior al indices, 
whereas ID requires deficits in adaptive behavior. It is not surpris
ing, then, that previous studies have found complex relationships 
between poverty and over- or underrepresentation, depending on 
the disability category, the race of students, and the contexts in 
which the identification data are examined (e.g., SES levels of 
districts). Both Oswald et al. (1999) and Skiba et al. (2005) 
found that African American students were most overrepresented 
in the category of ED in high-SES districts. 

The central question is whether the inclusion of poverty as a 
variable in multivariate analyses explains apparent racial/ethnic 
overrepresentation in special education. As Morgan et al. (2015) 
noted, the finding that inclusion of sociodemographic variables 
reduces the contribution of race/ethnicity to nonsignificance is 
consistent with a number of recent studies (Hibel, Farkas, & 
Morgan, 2010; Morgan et al., 2015; Shifrer, Muller, & Callahan, 
2011) finding that SES soaks up all of the variance attributed to 
race, whereas a somewhat larger body of previou s research 
(Coutinho, Oswald, & Best, 2002; Oswald et al., 1999, 2001; 
Skiba et al., 2005; Sullivan & Bal, 2013) finds that race remains 
a significant predictor of overrepresentation even after the intro
duction of sociodemographic indicators. 

Morgan and colleagues (2015) attribute this inconsistency to 
a difference in unit of analysis, arguing that previous studies find
ing that race remains a significant predictor have been based on 
district-level data (e.g., Oswald et al., 1999; Skiba et al., 2005), 
whereas Morgan etal.'s estimates of SES are drawn from individual
level data. It is not entirely clear why Morgan et al. consider indi
vidual-level estimate s of poverty to be superior to district-level 
estimates: Inequities in quality of education in poor urban schools 
and districts have been widely documented (e.g., Kozol, 2005; 
Oakes, Ormseth, Bell, & Camp, 1990), and there is no reason to 
assume that these school-based sources of unequal educational 

Table 1 
Estimates of Special Education Prevalence Rates From Morgan et al. (2015) as Compared 

to Actual Special Education Enrollment: 1998-1999 School Year (in percentages) 

Speech or 
Learning Language Intellectual Other Health Emotional 

Reference Disability Impairment Disability Impairment Disturbance 

Morgan et al. (2015)' 6.30 6.40 0.70 1.00 0.70 
U.S. Department of Education (2001 )b 5.68 2.27 1.16 0.45 0.93 

'Estimates based on a survey of special education teachers administered as part of the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten 1998. 
bActual special education child count figures for the 1998-1999 school year as reported in the 23rd Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Individuals With 
Disabilities Education Act. 

opportunity are not equally or more predictive of unequal out
comes than individual or family poverty. Beyond that, however, 
the division into district- versus individual-level data as the source 
of discrepancy in findings simply does not hold up to scrutiny. 
Both Sullivan and Bal (2013) and Wiley et al. (2013) investigated 
the relationship between special education eligibility and race, 
controlling for individual-level indicators of poverty; in both 
cases, the inclusion of indicators of individual-level poverty 
reduced but did not eliminate the significant influence of race on 
overrepresentation in multivariate analyses. 

In fact, the most important difference between studies finding 
that SES explains racial dispariry and those that do not appears to 
be the source of the data relied upon . Studies that have relied upon 
indirect methods of counting special education enrollment from 
teacher or administrator survey (e.g., Hibel et al., 2010; Morgan 
et al., 2015; Shifrer et al., 2011) have tended to find that the intro
duction of SES as an independent variable reduces findings of 
overrepresentation to nonsignificance (or have failed to find over
representation entirely). Studies relying upon a direct count of 
special education enrollment have found that race remained a sig
nificant predictor of special education service regardless of the 
inclusion of variables representing poverry (e.g., Oswald et al., 
2001; Skiba et al., 2005; Sullivan & Bal, 2013), irrespective of 
whether those data were drawn from national or state data, or 
whether they used district or individual as the unit of analysis. 

Most importantly, however, the results of Morgan et al.'s (2015) 
hazard analysis showed that their own analyses simply do not sup
port a conclusion that SES can account for racial/ethnic overrepre
sentation in special education. Although the discussion of their 
results clearly overreaches, since they implicate variables as predictive 
of special education (e.g., lead exposure) that were not included in 
their model, a more fundamental problem is the interpretation of 
their own results. The hazard analysis compared an unadjusted 
model (e.g., without control variables) and an adjusted model (with 
a series of control variables, including four levels of SES), demon
strating that all odds ratios indicating overrepresentation, especially 
for African American students, fell to underrepresentation in the 
adjusted model (it is noteworthy to point out that the rationale for 
inclusion of any variable included in the set of controls is nowhere 
provided in the article). Although rhis is certainly an ac pted meth
odology for testing interactions in logic-based models ( cc, e.g., Peng, 
So, Stage, & St. John, 2002), it is critical to note chat ES entered the 
adjusted model as a signiflcanc prcdi tor of special cducarion idenci
fication in only three of 20 possible rests. Across all five special cduc.1-
tion categories tested, ES was a signiflcanc predictor ofic.lcnrif1cation 

in three out of four rests under the OHI category; and then in the 
opposite direction that Morgan et al. would predict. That is, lower
SES students are underrepresented in the category of OHI-a coun
terintuitive finding given the high poverry level among these students 
and the attendant health threats of living in poverty. Simply put, 
Morgan and colleagues have no basis in their own data for conclud
ing that racial/ ethnic disproportionality can be accounted for by pov
erty, since few of their SES variables entered their equation 
significantly, and none in the direction predicted. 

Oversimplification of Complex Relationships 

It should be understood that we are not arguing that overrepre
sentation in special education by race/ethnicity is in any way a 
universal phenomenon across all groups and in all contexts; 
indeed, patterns of over- and underrepresentation in special edu
cation are highly complex. Morgan et al.'s (2015) failure to rec
ognize chat complexity constitutes one of the article's central 
flaws. From its very tide ("Minorities are Disproportionately 
Underrepresented in Special Education") through the conclu
sions in its final paragraph ("Our analyses ... failed to yield any 
evidence that minority overrepresentation is currently occur
ring"; Morgan et al., 2015, p. 11), the manuscript implicitly 
oversimplified disproportionality, seeming to allow no other 
hypotheses than either universal over- or universal underrepre
sentation by race/ethnicity, thus ignoring the complexities that 
emerge in local contexts. The sweeping conclusion that overrep
resentation does not exist is then used to justify the startling 
policy recommendation that the entire federal policy apparatus 
in IDEA 2004 based upon an assumption of overrepresentation 
may be in error and should be reconsidered. 

The disproportionate representation in special education by race 
and ethniciry is deeply complex, varying substantially across a num
ber of dimensions. At the national level, African American students 
have been found to be consistently overrepresented and Asian 
American students consistencly underrepresented; Hispanic/Latino 
students or English language learner students have been found to be 
inconsistently represented, with some early studies in the Southwest 
and California describing overrepresentation, but more recent investi
gations finding underrepresentation, in special education (Artiles, 
Trent, & Palmer, 2004; Skiba et al., 2008). Disproportionality has 
also been found to vary by state (Parrish, 2002), district size (Finn, 
1982), and disability category (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Oswald 
et al., 1999; Skiba et al., 2008). These complex variations have led 
previous researchers to dub disproportionality "multiply determined" 
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(Artiles &Trent, 1994; Skiba et al., 2008) and suggest that remedia
tion will need to be responsive to local variations that may determine 
over- or underrepresentation. 

Federal policy as expressed in IDEA 2004 inherently recognizes 
this complexity in the mechanisms through which disproportional
ity is identified. Under Sections 618 and 616, states are required to 
identify school districts that have significant disproportionality or 
disproportionate representation that is a result of inappropriate 
identification, respectively.3 This is not a broad and sweeping witch 

hunt targeting overrepresentation. Rather, requirements that this 
identification be made across five racial/ethnic categories (including 
White) and six disability categories inherently involve recognizing 
the complexity of disproportionality at the local level. Indeed, the 
Government Accountability Office (2013) has critiqued the defini

tional and monitoring processes of the federal government as being 
too lax, yielding what appears to be an underidentification of dis
proportionality at the district level (for emerging evidence reflecting 
potentially problematic practices related to IDEA's monitoring 
requirements, see Albrecht, Skiba, Losen, Chung, & Middelberg, 
2012; Artiles, 2011; Cavendish, Artiles, & Harry, 2014). 

Conclusion 

A recurrent shortcoming in the literature on disproportionality is 

the lack of explicit and rigorous theoretical formulations of the 
problem (Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010). A large 

proportion of these studies either relies upon implicit theoretical 
frameworks or entirely lacks a theoretical perspective about this 
problem; deficit perspectives abound in this body of work 
(Waitoller, Artiles, & Cheney, 2010). A consequence of these gaps 
is that the complexities of this problem are not adequately 
addressed. Morgan et al.'s (2015) study illustrates these limitations: 

Their use of complex statistical analytical procedures does not nec
essarily shed light on the multidimensional aspects of dispropor
tionality, nor does it advance the theoretical understanding of this 

predicament. 
Future research must transcend a binary logic that blames either 

children or schools, or argues that the problem is under- instead of 
overrepresentation. At the heart of this problem are conceptions of 
educational equity, and thus, "an interdisciplinary analysis of the 

racialization of disabilities opens unique opportunities to grapple 
with key aspects of the next generation of educational equity 
research'' (Artiles, 2011, pp. 431--432). A critical issue that must be 
addressed in future research is, what happens after special educa
tion placement? Do students from disparate groups get the inter

ventions and supports that they need across types of settings? 
Above all, what we need in this field of inquiry is an approach 

to disability research that is situated in social, cultural, and his
torical contexts. Such an approach raises questions about per
spective ("whose point of view"), voice ("who is being silenced"), 

and consequences ("to what effect") (Artiles, 2014). What the 
field does not need are simplistic investigations that overreach 
both their data set and their own analyses. Although such "con
troversial" findings can create a substantial media buzz in the 
short term, in the long term, they do little to further our under

standing of the very real and consequential problem of the dis
proportionate representation of marginalized groups in special 
education. 
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NOTES 
1Morgan et al. (2015) do not provide n sizes for the special education 

sample or for any particular group in their article. From their percentage 
estimates reproduced in Table 1, however, it is possible to estimate a figure 
of approximately 3,035 special education surveys from the rota! reported 
Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ELCS) sample of20,100. 

2As noted in a footnote in the article, one reviewer asked Morgan 
et al. (2015) to validate their estimates as compared to national samples. 
Morgan et al. attributed any discrepancy between their data and the 
larger universe of national enrollment figures to the fact that the ELCS 
data set included only a K-8 population, as opposed to the inclusion of 
the entire K-12 population in federal estimates. The authors provide no 
justification or empirical support for this assertion. 

3Further information about the details of criteria for identification 
of district disproportionality may be found in Albrecht, Skiba, Losen, 
Chung, and Middelberg (2012). 

REFERENCES 

Albrecht, S. F., Skiba, R. J., Losen, D. J., Chung, C. G., & Middelberg, 
L. (2012). Federal policy on disproportionality in special educa
tion: Is it moving us forward? Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 
23(1), 14-25. 

American Educational Research Association. (2015, June 24). Study finds 
minority students are underrepresented in special education: Finding 
conflicts with current federal legislation [Press release]. Retrieved from 
http://www.aera.net/N ewsroom/N ewsReleasesandStatemen ts/ 
Study F indsMinori tyS tu den tsAre U nderrepresen tedinS pecial 
Education/tabid/ 1600 l /Default.aspx 

Artiles, A. J. (2011). Toward an interdisciplinary understanding of edu
cational equity and difference: The case of the racialization of abil
ity. Educational Researcher, 40, 431-445. 

Artiles, A. J. (2014, March). Future research on the intersections of ability, 
race, and language differences: Re-framing the roles of history and poverty. 
Inaugural lecture, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK. 

Artiles, A. J., Kozleski, E., Trent, S., Osher, D., & Ortiz, A. (2010). 
Justifying and explaining disproportionality, 1968-2008: A critique 
of underlying views of culture. Exceptional Children, 76, 279-299. 

Artiles, A. J., Rueda, R., Salazar, J., & Higareda, I. (2005). Within
group diversity in minority disproportionate representation: 
English language learners in urban school districts. Exceptional 
Children, 11, 283-300. 

Artiles, A. J., & Trent, S. C. (1994). Overrepresentation of minority 
students in special education: A continuing debate. The Journal of 
Special Education, 27, 410-437. 

Artiles, A. J., Trent, S. C., & Palmer, J. (2004). Culturally diverse stu
dents in special education: Legacies and prospects. In J. A. Banks 
& C. M. Banks (Eds.), Handbook of research on multicultural educa
tion (2nd ed., pp. 716-735). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Cavendish, W., Artiles, A. J., & Harry, B. (2014). Tracking inequal
ity: Does policy legitimize the racialization of disability? Multiple 
Voices, 14, 30-40. 

Chinn, P. C., & Hughes, S. (1987). Representation of minority students 
in special education classes. Remedial and Special Education, 8, 41-46. 

Cohen, D. R., Burns, M. K., Riley-Tillman, & Hosp, J. L. (2015). 
Are minority students under- or overrepresented in special edu
cation. NASP Communique, 44(2). Retrieved from http://www. 
nasponline.org/ publications/ periodicals/communique/ issues/vol
ume-44-iss ue-2/ are-min o ri ty-studen ts-under-or-over represented
in-s pecial-educa tio n 

Coutinho, M. J., Oswald, D. P., & Best, A. M. (2002). The influ
ence of sociodemographics on the disproportionate identification 

of minority students as having learning disabilities. Remedial and 
Special Education, 23, 49-59. 

Donovan, M. S., & Cross, C. T. (Eds.). (2002). Minority students in special 
and gifted education. Washington, DC: National Academies Press. 

Dunn, L. M. (1968). Special education for the mildly retarded: Is much 
of it justifiable? Exceptional Children, 23, 5-21. 

Finn, J. D. (1982). Patterns in special education placement as revealed 
by the OCR survey. In K. A. Heller, W. H. Holtzman, & S. 
Messick (Eds.), Placing children in special education: A strategy far 
equity (pp. 322-381). Washington, DC: National Academy of 
Sciences National Academy Press. 

Government Accountability Office. (2013). Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act: Standards needed to improve identification of racial 
and ethnic overrepresentation in special education (GAO-13-137). 
Retrieved from http://www.gao.gov/products/ gao-13-13 7 

Heller, K. A., Holtzman, W. H., & Messick, S. (Eds.). (1982). Placing 
children in special education: A strategy far equity. Washington, DC: 
National Academy Press. 

Hibel, J., Farkas, G., & Morgan, P. L. (2010). Who is placed into spe
cial education? Sociology of Education, 83, 312-332. 

Kozol, J. (2005). The shame of the nation: The restoration of apartheid 
schooling in America. New Yark, NY: Crown. 

Larry P. v. Riles, 343 F. Supp. 1306 (N.D. Cal. 1972), ajfd, 502 F.2d 
963 (9th Cir. 1974); 495 F. Supp. 926 (N.D. Cal. 1979), affd, 
793 F.2d 969 (9th Cir. 1984). 

Mercer, J. (1973). Labeling the mentally retarded. Berkeley: University 
of California Press. 

Morgan, P., & Farkas, G. (2015, June 24). Is special education racist? 
The New York Times, p. A23. 

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., Hillemeier, M. M., Mattison, R., Maczuga, 
S., Li, H., & Cook, M. (2015). Minorities are disproportionately 
underrepresented in special education: Longitudinal evidence across 
five disability conditions. Educational Researcher, 44, 278-292. 

Oakes, J., Ormseth, T., Bell, R., & Camp, P. (1990). Multiplying 
inequalities: The effects of race, social class, and tracking on opportu
nities to learn mathematics and science. Santa Monica, CA: Rand. 

Oswald, D. P, Coutinho, M. J., Best, A. M., & Singh, N. N. (1999). 
Ethnic representation in special education: The influence of 
school-related economic and demographic variables. The journal of 
Special Education, 32, 194-206. 

Oswald, D. P., Coutinho, M. J., Best, A. M., & Nguyen, N. (2001). 
Impact of sociodemographic characteristics on the identification 
rates of minority students as having mental retardation. Mental 
Retardation, 39(5), 351-367. 

Parents in Action on Special Education (PASE) v. Hannon, 506 E 
Supp. 831 (D.N.D.I. 1980). 

Parrish, T. (2002). Racial disparities in the identification, funding, and 
provision of special education. In D. J. Losen & G. Orfield (Eds.), 
Racial inequity in special education (pp. 15-35). Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard Education Press. 

Peng, C.-Y., So, T.-H., Stage, F. K., & St. John, E. P. (2002). The 
use and interpretation of logistic regression in higher education: 
1988-1999. Research in Higher Education, 43, 259-294. 

Shifrer, D., Muller, C., & Callahan, R. (2011). Disproportionality and 
learning disabilities: Parsing apart race, socioeconomic status, and 
language.journal of Learning Disabilities, 44, 246-257. 

Skiba, R. J., Poloni- taudingcr, L., immons, A. B., Feggins, L. R., & 
hung. C. . (2005) . Unproven links: Can poverty explain eth

nic disproporrionality in special education? The journal of Special 
Eil11r111io11, 39, 130-144. 

Skiba, R.J., Simmons,A.13., Ritrer,S., ibbs, A .. , K:m:ga Rausch, M., & 
Cuadrado, J. (2008) . Achi vingcqualicy in special educat ion: History, 
status, and current challenges. Exccptio11nl Children, 74, 264-288. 

Sullivan, A., & Artiles, A. J. (2011). Theorizing racial inequity in spe
cial education: Applying structural inequity theory to dispropor
tionaliry. Urban Education, 46, 1526-1552. 

Sullivan, A. L., & Bal, A. (2013). Disproportionality in special educa
tion: Effects of individual and school variables on disability risk. 
Exceptional Children, 19, 475-494. 

Tourangeau, K., Le, T., Nord, C., & Sorongon, A. G. (2009). Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99 
(ECLS-K): Eighth-grade methodology report (NCES 2009-003). 
Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

U.S. Department of Education (2001). Twenty-third annual report to 
Congress on the implementation of the Individuals With Disabilities 
Education Act. Washington, DC: Author. 

Waitoller, F., Artiles, A. J., & Cheney, D. (2010). The miner's canary: 
A review of overrepresentation research and explanations. The 
Journal of Special Education, 44, 29-49. 

Wiley, A. L., Brigham, F. J., Kauffman, J.M., & Bogan, J.E. (2013). 
Disproportionate poverty, conservatism, and the disproportionate 
identification of minority students with emotional and behavioral 
disorders. Education and Treatment of Children, 36, 29-50. 

Zhang, D., & Katsiyannis, A. (2002). Minority representation in special 
education: A persistent challenge. Remedial and Special Education, 
23, 180-187. 

AUTHORS 

RUSSELL J. SKIBA, PhD, is a professor in counseling and educational 
psychology at Indiana University-Bloomington, Center for Evaluation 
and Education Policy, 1900 E. 10th St., Bloomington, IN 47406; 
skiba@indiana.edu. His research focuses on school discipline, alterna
tives to suspension and expulsion, and disproportionality in school dis
cipline and special education. 

ALFREDO J. ARTILES, PhD, is the Ryan C. Harris Professor of 
Special Education at Arizona State University, Tempe; alfredo.artiles@ 
asu.edu. His scholarship focuses on understanding and addressing edu
cational inequities related to the intersections of disability with socio
cultural differences. 

ELIZABETH B. KOZLESKI, EdD, is a professor in and chair of the 
Department of Special Education at the University of Kansas, 1122 W. 
Campus Rd., 521, Lawrence, KS 66045; ebk@ku.edu. Her research 
engages systems change and research on equity and justice practices, 
policies, and outcomes in inclusive education and teacher learning. 

DANIEL J. LOSEN, JD, MEd, is the director of the Center for Civil 
Rights Remedies at the Civil Rights Project at UCLA, 20 Hillcrest Ave., 
Lexington, MA 02420; losendan@gmail.com. His research is focused on 
inequity in education at the national, state, and local levels, along the 
lines of race, gender, English learner, and disability status and on rem
edies that foster equitable outcomes. 

ELIZABETH G. HARRY, PhD, is a professor of special education in 
the Department of Teaching and Learning in the School of Education 
and Human Development at the University of Miami, Merrick Bldg., 
Room 222, 5202 University Drive, Coral Gables, FL 33124-2040; 
bharry@miami.edu. She uses qualitative research methods to study edu
cational issues at the intersection of disability, family, and culture. 

Manuscript received October 15, 2015 
Accepted November 18, 2015 

APRIL 2016 I 225 

Ally Markovich

Ally Markovich

Ally Markovich

Ally Markovich

Ally Markovich


