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Introduction Results

All statistically significant findi

nﬁ]s are presented below.
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When focal group significantly predicted intercepts or slopes, teacher characteristics that
might be associated with bias were added to predict the intercept, the DBR Composite
slope, and the focal group slope (e.g., teacher sex predicting sex-related bias; teacher .
minority status predicting minority-related bias, special education certification, all
students disabled, or at least half of students are disabled predicting special education-
related bias, teachers with less than six years of experience predicting all forms of bias).

* We found instances of bias attributable to gender, special education status, and receiving supplementary educational supports at multiple time points and also bias attributable to
racial minority status at one time point.

* The direction of bias differed for students at-risk and not at-risk for behavioral difficulty. For example, DBR-SIS scores appear biased against not at-risk girls and also against
at-risk boys.

Finally, after controlling for nesting within rater, we found only one instance in which teacher characteristics helped to explain a finding of bias—new teachers were biased In
their ratings of not at-risk girls and experienced teachers were biased against at-risk boys.
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