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ABSTRACT

IN SUPPORT OF A READ-ALOUD ACCOMMODATION: A META-ANALYSIS
STUDY

Sarah Elizabeth Ryan

This study examined the read-aloud accommodation benefits for students with
disabilities (SWD) and students without disabilities (SWOD). In this study, researchers
recommend ways in which to remove encumbrances faced by SWD in reading
comprehension. In general, research has shown that both SWD and SWOD have met a
level of success from the read-aloud accommodations. Further, this meta-analysis will
attempt to reveal key factors that influence the effects of read-aloud accommodations.
For example, how the accommodation effect size influences the subject area of reading
versus that of math. This study will also show that the effect of read-aloud
accommodations is significantly stronger when human proctors read the test than when
read by video/audio players or computers. Student, parent, and teacher perceptions
regarding the use of the read-aloud testing accommodation are examined, along with the
relationship between student self-efficacy of testing accommodations and their disability
status as well as their grade level. Research has found that most parents and teachers
perceived testing accommodations to be fair and valid for SWD. This study will further
investigate the perceived positive consequences of testing accommodations by providing
further evidence of their continued use as well as their role in facilitating valid test scores.

Keywords: read aloud, accommodations, meta-analysis, disabilities
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
Background

What have decades of research revealed about the nature of comprehension and
how to develop students’ comprehension in schools? Scientific research has revealed
individual instructional practices and combinations of practices that can be used to foster
reading comprehension development. A review of the research literature seems to show
that beyond the stages of reading acquisition, superior reading ability is not associated
with a greater tendency to use the verbosity that is inherent in natural language to speed
word recognition. Instead, general comprehension strategies and rapid context-free word
recognition appear to be the processes that most clearly distinguish well from poor
readers.

Over the last two decades, experimental psychologists have developed a renewed
interest in phenomena that have a heavy cognitive part (i.e., mental imagery,
psycholinguistics). Nevertheless, nowhere is this clearer than in the literature on the
reading process (Venezky, 1977). Cognitive psychologists have recently applied their
information processing perspective to components of reading performance (Massaro,
1975, 1978). For instance, there was a strong tendency among early cognitive theorists to
depict information processing as a series of discrete stages, each performing a specific
transformation on its input and passing on the new recoded representation as an input to a
later stage (Stanovich, 1980).

Because the sequence of processing operations progresses from the incoming data to
higher-level encoding, such conceptualizations have been termed bottom-up models. It is

not surprising that because these models were so influential in the early development of



information processing theorizing, they were the first to be applied to reading. Therefore,
several bottom-up, serial-stage models of reading and word recognition have been
introduced into the literature. However, it is now reasonably well-established that such a
move is inadequate because it does not account for important empirical results in the
reading literature. Researchers Rumelhart and Danks discuss experimental phenomena
(e.g., word, syntactic, and semantic context effects) that supply problems for bottom-up
models (Stanovich, 1980).

However, there exists a class of models that conceptualize reading in a manner
that is diametrically opposed to that embodied in serial-stage models. These have been
termed top-down models because higher-level processes interact with, and direct the flow
of information through, lower-level processes. Although top-down conceptualizations of
reading exist, they all have in common a view of the fluent reader as being actively
engaged in hypothesis-testing as he/she continues through the text. Since the reader is
only sampling textual information to evaluate hypotheses, the reading process is viewed
as being driven by higher-level conceptual processes rather than by low-level stimulus
analysis.

In short, top-down analysis starts with hypotheses and then try to verify them by
processing the stimuli, while bottom-up analysis starts by processing the stimuli. While
the top-down hypothesis-testing models have often been attacked for excessive vagueness
in their conceptualization, there are even more serious criticisms of the entire class of
models. This argument against hypothesis-testing models is reinforced by research that
shows that fluent readers do not use conscious expectations to help word recognition.

Researchers have questioned the hypothesis-testing models because they need



implausible assumptions about the relative speeds of the processes involved. Specifically,
the generation of hypotheses about a next word, or words, must take less time than is
necessary to recognize the words based on purely visual information, otherwise the
hypothesis generation is unnecessary. However, it seems unlikely that a hypothesis based
on complex syntactic and semantic analysis can be formed in less than the few hundred
milliseconds required for a fluent reader to recognize most words in the text (Stanovich,
1980).

Reading comprehension relies on the ability to read most or all the words in a
text. Word reading is a necessary—although not sufficient—condition for reading
comprehension. Students who have previously experienced repeated connecting of
graphemes, phonemes, and meanings of words including orthographically complex words
will be able to devote less attention to word reading and more to comprehension. As one
might expect, given these examples, instruction aimed at improving students’ word
reading, including through phonemic awareness and phonics instruction, often has a
positive impact on reading comprehension (e.g., Suggate, 2014). Also, important to
reading comprehension are knowledge and skills that bridge word reading and
comprehension. One such skill is graphing phonological semantic cognitive flexibility
(GSF), a form of executive function (and a fancy label for a down-to-earth skill). GSF is
the ability to simultaneously address, and flexibly switch between, the letters and sounds
in words (graph phonological) and the meanings of words (semantic). Research has found
a relation between readers’ GSF and their reading comprehension; thus, researchers have

examined whether there are ways to bolster students’ GSF (Duke et al., 2021).



Morphological awareness—or attention to the smallest meaningful parts of words
(e.g., roots, affixes, words in compound words)—also bridges decoding and
comprehension. Instruction in morphological awareness affects many contributors to
reading comprehension, and more intensive morphological awareness instruction
positively affects reading comprehension directly (e.g., Goodwin & Ahn, 2013).
Morphological awareness instruction is proper for younger and older children. In fact,
one study on morphological awareness instruction in preschool showed positive impacts
on reading comprehension in grade 6 (Lyster, Lervag & Hulme, 2016). Reading fluency,
reading with accuracy, automaticity, and prosody also serve as a bridge between
decoding and reading comprehension.

Reading words accurately supports comprehension because it helps readers build
a correct basic understanding of the text. Reading words with automaticity allows readers
to devote more cognitive attention to comprehension. Reading with prosody (e.g., proper
expression, phrasing) both reflects and supports comprehension. Instructional practices
such as Readers Theater and choral, echo, and paired reading, which are aimed at
improving prosody and other aspects of reading fluency, have been shown to positively
affect reading comprehension in multiple studies (e.g., Kuhn, 2020; Turner, 2010).

As important as foundational word reading and bridging skills are for reading
comprehension, research has shown that they are not sufficient for strong comprehension.
For example, just because a reader can fluently read the words in a text does not mean
that they will glean the characteristics of the text, as that understanding requires a broader
range of knowledge, strategies, and dispositions. A key piece of evidence that

foundational word reading and bridging skills alone are not sufficient for reading



comprehension is the existence of students who have poor reading comprehension despite
strong decoding and reading fluency. Researchers have seen and investigated such cases
for decades (e.g., Oakhill, 2020), and research has suggested that they are a large portion
of students who are not proficient on state reading tests (e.g., Koon, Foorman &
Galloway, 2020). Comprehension-focused interventions can foster reading
comprehension in students who have specific difficulty with reading comprehension (Lee
& Tsai, 2017).

Given the absolute necessity of foundational word reading skills, it is tempting to
think that instruction should begin with a focus on developing those and later turn to
comprehension. However, research has supported a simultaneous, rather than sequential,
model of reading instruction. Along with the development of phonological awareness,
print concepts, and alphabet knowledge, young learners in preschool and early
elementary school benefit from efforts to develop oral language comprehension,
including efforts to develop oral comprehension of written language (i.e., through reads-
aloud, e.g., Cervetti, 2020; Swanson et al., 2011).

As young learners begin to read texts themselves, comprehension instruction,
alongside phonics and other foundational skills instruction, has a prominent place. For
example, comprehension monitoring supplies a form of feedback to readers whether they
have read a word accurately. While reading the sentence “I can get a dog,” a young
reader might understandably pronounce get as jet (i.e., pronouncing g- as in g -em rather
than g- as in got). It is comprehension monitoring that would alert readers that jet is not
correct, so they may reread, try a different sound for g, and thus be left with a correct

orthographic mapping for the word.



Some students monitor comprehension as they read without instructional support;
however, others do not (Kinnunen, Vauras & Niemi, 1998), and researchers have long
concluded that teaching comprehension monitoring is effective (National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development, 2000). The relation between word reading
instruction and reading comprehension instruction is more synergistic than competitive.
Despite the wealth of research on how effective the read-aloud is as a literacy tool,
researchers have found that fewer teachers seem to be attempting to read what they
consider sophisticated stories and nonfiction books in preschool and kindergarten in favor
of reading easier, predictable, and concept books (often in Big Book format), especially
in classrooms with high percentages of at-risk children. Sophisticated picture books
include, for example, stories in which readers must infer characters’ motivations and
thoughts and connect them to actions (i.e., causes and effects). Such books have a rich
repertoire of vocabulary.

These books can be contrasted with predictable books in which readers do not
need to infer character motivation, feelings, or thoughts to enjoy the repeated words and
actions. Examples include Martin, B. (2011). Brown Bear, Brown Bear, What Do You
See? or Wadsworth. (1986). Over in the Meadow.

While predictable books play a role in preschool and kindergarten literacy
programs, sophisticated picture books play an added role of expanding vocabulary and
enhancing oral comprehension. According to Serafini, (2020), reading aloud is the single
most important activity for developing proficient readers. However, increasingly more
children do not have access to books, are read to regularly, and do not have exposure to

the written language. It is imperative for such students to learn to read and write to have



academic and life successes. Reading aloud builds many important foundational reading
comprehension skills, introduces vocabulary, while also supplying a model of fluent and
expressive reading.

Cochran-Smith’s (1985) argument emphasizes that effective teachers model the
role of an ideal reader as they read aloud. An ideal reader is one who intuitively and
unconsciously makes proper inferences and predictions, and constantly rethinks current
events in a story in relation to past events. Thus, effective teachers’ model what ideal
readers do by explicitly talking aloud as they read, making children aware that they are
predicting, making an inference, or changing their ideas about what is happening in a
story (e.g., Keene & Zimmerman, 1997; Miller, 2012).

The importance of reading aloud to students in school is well proven in the
literature; controversy concerning the effectiveness of reading aloud as pedagogy
suggests that a teacher’s purpose and process for executing the read-aloud in instruction
matters. However, reading aloud to students in various forms was a common and useful
practice in the early years of literacy development. In fact, more than 40 years ago,
McCormick (1977) discovered in her literature review a “direct relationship between
reading aloud to children and reading performance, language development, and the
development of reading interests.” Research shows that the read-aloud helps building a
community of readers and writers (Berkowitz, 2011), which contributes to positive
academic benefits (Dreher, 2003) across the curriculum.

Statement of the Problem
A landmark study by the National Research Council (McDonnell, McLaughlin &

Morison, 1997) explored the clear exclusion of SWD from many of the benefits of



educational reform. It confirmed the importance of the participation of SWD in large-
scale assessments, particularly statewide assessments, if SWD were to receive help from
standards-based educational reforms. This study also pointed to the importance of
accommodations for students to have access to the general curriculum, and to be able to
show their knowledge and skills on assessments. Perspectives on assessment
accommodations have changed quite dramatically over time. Initially, accommodations
were viewed to level the playing field as well as to improve the validity of assessment
results and to supply a way for students to take assessments when they otherwise would
not be able to take them. These goals do not necessarily mean that student performance
will improve (Thurlow, Elliott & Ysseldyke, 1998).

Furthermore, accommodations were viewed as an important part of instruction for
SWD. However, instructional accommodations covered changes such as changing the
number of items in a classroom assignment or including only easier parts of an
assignment—changes well beyond those considered for assessment (Elliott & Thurlow,
2006; Nolet & McLaughlin, 2005). Despite the recommendation that only
accommodations used in instruction should be used for assessment, concerns grew about
making changes that altered what a test was intended to measure. As policy and practice
evolved, so did the language surrounding accommodations. With time, such changes that
produced valid results were called accommodations, while those that altered what the test
was intended to measure were called modifications. Almost exclusively, the early belief
was that accommodations were reasonable for providing only to individuals with
disabilities, and even then, there were many concerns about whether they provided an

advantage to the SWD using them (Koretz & Barron, 1991; Koretz & Hamilton, 2001).



Shifts in these early perspectives occurred over time with the enactment of policy
imperatives for SWD.

Perspective shifts were also included in assessments to the point that the
discussion focused on the disadvantage imposed on students who did not receive needed
accommodations. Accommodations are designed to decrease noise and maximize the
strength of the inference based on a student’s score, and without them, many students are
at a disadvantage in demonstrating what they know and can do (Madaus, Russell &
Higgins, 2009, p. 182) (Martha L. Thurlow, 2014).

Who Needs Accommodations

Three federal laws support the provision of accommodations to individuals with
disabilities: (a) Section 504 of the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973, (b) the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), (¢) and the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA). Section 504 states that an institution receiving federal funds must
assure that admissions tests are selected and administered so as best to ensure that when a
test is administered to an applicant who has a handicap that impairs sensory, manual, or
speaking skills, the test results accurately reflect the applicant’s aptitude or achievement
level, or whatever other factor the test purports to measure, rather than reflecting the
applicant’s impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills (except where such skills are the
factors that the test purports to measure) (Section 84.42[b] [3]).

This was the first sign that it was considered discriminatory for a test to reflect an
individual’s disability rather than his or her knowledge and skills. Section 504 allows for
the provision of accommodations to individuals with disabilities, including those of

school age regardless of their eligibility for special education services. Students who



receive accommodations but are not receiving special education services are “504

students” who have 504 accommodation plans.

The reauthorization of IDEA in 1997 introduced, for the first time, the notion of

access to state and district-wide assessments and referenced accommodations as an aspect

of participation in assessments:

In general — All children with disabilities are included in all general State
and district-wide assessment programs, including assessments described
under section 1111 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, with proper accommodations and alternate assessments where
necessary, and as indicated in their respective individualized education
programs.

(B) Accommodation guidelines — The State (or, in the case of a district-
wide assessment, the local educational agency) has developed guidelines
for the provision of right accommodations (20 U.S.C. Section. 612 [17]).
IDEA was reauthorized in 2004, and added a requirement that states report
on the number of students receiving accommodations for state

assessments.

ADA was reauthorized in 2008 and added clarifications of the definition of a

“disability,” which was defined in 1990 as an individual with a physical or mental

impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities, who has a record of

such an impairment, or who is regarded as having an impairment. The clarifications

included, for example, expanding the “illustrative” list of “major life activities” to include

as examples, concentrating, thinking, and communicating.
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The three federal laws (Section 504 of Rehabilitation Act, IDEA, and ADA)
clearly view accommodations as being for individuals with disabilities. In addition, the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), reauthorized as the No Child Left
Behind Act in 2002, recognized the need for accommodation for English language
learners. States decided who could and who could not receive accommodation in their
assessments. It is noteworthy that some states showed that all students were eligible for
accommodation during state testing. However, as universal design and accessibility
concepts appeared along with the belief that assessments needed to be accessible for a
wide range of students, the belief grew that changes previously viewed as
“accommodations” needed by SWD or ELLs were appropriate for all individuals.
Characteristics That Lead to A Need for Accommodations

Although the focus on accommodations in K—12 education started with a focus on
students with disabilities, policymakers soon recognized that the category of a student’s
disability (such as learning disability [LD], speech language impairments [SLI], or
intellectual disability [ID]) was not a good basis for making decisions about the need for
accommodations or which accommodations might be needed by an individual student
(Thurlow, Elliott & Ysseldyke, 1998). Instead, the disability-related characteristics of a
student (e.g., limited reading skills, poor memory, or being easily distracted) or the
linguistic characteristics of a student (Koenig & Bachman, 2004) were identified as being
the proper basis for making decisions about accommodations. Table 1 supplies a sample
of characteristics, needs, and accommodations identified in some accommodation
manuals as well as other tools available on the internet (Thurlow, Albus & Christensen,

2015) (Martha L. Thurlow, 2014).
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Table 1

Student Characteristics, Needs, and Possible Assessment Accommodations

Student Characteristic Need Possible Accommodation
Weak manual dexterity;  Assistance with Express response via scribe or pointing
difficulty with pencil; holding materials, Use speech to text technology
difficulty typing on using pencil, typing
standard keyboard
Poor decoding skills Assistance with Rcad AloudText to Speech Technology
reading when the
skills measured is not
decoding skills
Short attention span: Assistance with Highlighting of keywords Masking or
easily distracted focusing on template to mark placelocation near
assessment or key teacher or proctor Read AloudText to

parts of assessment speech technology

Note. Adapted from Tables C, E, and I in Thurlow, M. L., Albus, D., & Christensen, L.
L. (2009). Minnesota manual of accommodations for students with disabilities in instruction and
assessment: A puide to selecting, administering, and evaluating the use of accommodations.
Roseville, MN: Minnesota Department of Education (Martha L. Thurlow, 2014).

Despite the increased research that is being conducted, and the fact that
experimental and quasi-experimental studies are being done, there are still many issues
with the research (Thurlow, Lazarus & Christensen, 2013). For instance, some studies
have focused on students with one category of disability label (e.g., learning disabilities),
although students with such label can vary considerably in their characteristics as well as
in their needs for specific accommodations. One also knows from studying SWD and
SWOD that there are overlapping characteristics that are likely to create a need for
accommodation. When it is assumed that a student needs accommodation based solely on
a category of disabilities, and that any student without a disability label does not need
accommodation, there is a great likelihood that the research findings will be confounded

(Thurlow et al., 2009).
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Studies have clearly defined students with disabilities in terms of the
characteristics that are indicative of a specific need that might be addressed by
accommodation. For example, Laitusis (2007) further grouped students into those with
reading-based learning disabilities and those without disabilities. With this clearer
definition of the groups included in the study, she also used a repeated-measures
approach, with each student taking a test with an audio presentation and without an audio
presentation, in counterbalanced order. She found that students with reading-based
learning disabilities benefited more than SWOD. Earlier research on this accommodation
had produced conflicting findings, most likely due to the existence of the same
characteristics and needs within the two groups being compared. Although the research
by Laitusis focused on the audio presentation, students receiving the audio presentation
also received extended time and recording answers in a test booklet rather than a bubble
sheet as accommodations (Laitusis, 2007).

Unlike some earlier experimental research, Laitusis (2007) recognized that
accommodations are rarely used in isolation. Rather, when students use accommodation,
it is often used in conjunction with other accommodation (Elliott et al., 1999). The use of
more than one accommodation was recognized by McKevitt and colleagues (2003) in
their early work using single-subject designs, as well as by Fletcher and associates (2006,
2009) in their study of a bundled accommodation package that included reading of proper
nouns, question stems, and answer choices as well as testing across two days. Crawford
(2005) concluded in a report on the value and validity of testing accommodations by
recommending that there be “an expansion of the research base related to ‘bundled

accommodation,’ including the effect of bundled, or packaged, accommodations on the
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construct being measured, on each other, and on individual students” (Hollenbeck &
Crawford, 2005, p. 14).

In addition to research on the effectiveness of accommodations, studies have
examined issues surrounding the implementation of accommodations (DeStefano, Shriner
& Lloyd, 2001; Rhode Island Department of Education, 2003). Examination of the
implementation of accommodations is important because research has found that there is
a relationship between the provision of accommodations and participation in assessments
(Anderson, Jenkins & Miller, 1998). Not long after the enactment of IDEA requirements
for students to take part in assessments, with accommodations as needed, researchers
began to examine the implementation of accommodations during instruction and during
assessments (DeStefano, Shriner & Lloyd, 2001; Shriner & DeStefano, 2003).

The Read-aloud As Testing Accommodation for Students with And Without
Disabilities

Earlier qualitative combinations of research on differences in test scores
associated with read-aloud accommodations have offered no consensus on its effect. As
part of a larger study, Elbaum (2007) computed the average effect size difference
between SWD and SWOD. The results suggested that elementary school SWD
experienced a greater score boost from the accommodation than did SWOD, but that at
the secondary school level, SWOD benefited more from the accommodation than SWD.
These mixed results reinforce the need to conduct a meta-analysis to combine evidence
across studies quantitatively (Buzick & Stone, 2014).

The grade-level effect of the read aloud found by Elbaum (2007) is one example

of a moderator variable that has been considered to have an impact on the strength or

14



direction of effect sizes. While results of individual research articles may or may not
contribute support for the use of accommodations, meta-analysis can introduce greater
statistical power to detect effects and supply context as well as a measure of consistency
across studies. Conducting meta-analysis studies on the read aloud enables researchers to
find conclusive evidence by quantitatively summarizing effect sizes for both SWD and
SWOD.
Research Questions

The focus of this study will be on two research questions: (1) What are the effects
of read-aloud accommodations for SWD and SWOD? (2) Which factors are likely to
influence the effects of read-aloud accommodations?
Theoretical Framework

In recent years, the increasing participation of SWD in statewide assessments has
stimulated considerable research and discussion concerning the proper assignment of
testing accommodations, the impact of accommodations on test performance of SWD and
SWOD as well as the validity of interpretations of test performance when students are
awarded particular accommodations. Issues surrounding testing accommodations have
important implications both for accountability systems and for individual students.
Accountability systems must consider whether the test scores of students who are
awarded accommodation can be considered equal with those of students who take the
tests without accommodation (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

For individual students, the right assignment of accommodation for high-stakes
tests could make the difference between passing to the next grade and retention, or

between exiting school with or without a standard diploma. The urgency of this issue has
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led to accumulating research literature on testing accommodations for SWD. To date,
reviews of the testing accommodations research show that considered for groups of
students, the effects of accommodations on test performance are generally quite small. A
meta-analysis by Chiu and Pearson (1999, as cited in Tindal, 2003) found that studies
using general education students as a comparison group yielded an overall weighted
mean accommodation effect size for all target student population of 0.16, with a standard
error of 0.02.

Chiu and Pearson’s meta-analysis synthesis also revealed large and statistically
significant variation in the effects associated with different accommodations, thus
supporting the need to understand the effects associated with specific accommodations.
Tindal and others have noted the complex nature of the effects of accommodation,
underscoring the importance of investigating possible interactions between the effect of
accommodation, student disability, student skill level in the area being tested, and
characteristics not only of tests but also of specific test items (Elbaum et al., 2004b). A
large percentage of SWD have serious difficulty with reading and are candidates for
testing accommodations on tests of reading comprehension. Students with learning
disabilities (LD) make up almost 50% of all SWD, and many of such students have
individualized educational program goals in reading (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

Studies have investigated the impact of testing accommodation on the
performance of SWD on tests of reading comprehension. For instance, Fuchs et al. (2000)
administered a reading assessment to fourth- and fifth grade SWD and fourth grade
SWOD under four different testing conditions: standard, large print, extended time, and

student read-alouds. The students did not receive help from extended time or large prints.
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Marquart (2000), as cited in Elliott (et al., 2002) similarly found no statistically reliable
effect for extended time accommodation on reading tests. In contrast, SWD in the study
by Fuchs et al. were shown to have benefited significantly more than the SWOD from
reading the passages aloud. For the student read-aloud accommodation, there was a
significant difference in the effect of accommodation for SWD (effect size [ES] = 0.06)
and SWOD (ES =-0.12) (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

Consequently, of the various accommodations for reading tests that have been
investigated, only the one allowing the student to read the passages aloud has been found
to produce a differential gain in the performance of SWD, and the reasons to explain this
pattern of results have varied. When extended time does not enhance the scores for SWD,
it may be because their knowledge and skills in a particular area may not be
commensurate with the difficulty of the test.

When extended time enhances the performance of all students, not only SWD, but
the accommodation is also not considered valid. The theoretical implication is that if time
affects all students equally, then all students should take the test under the same time
conditions, or else, students taking the test in the accommodated condition would have an
unfair advantage over other students. The explanation for the absence of impact with
large prints is more straightforward. For students with no visual impairment, there is no
benefit to having passages displayed in a larger font. This is equally true for SWD and
SWOD (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

Regarding students reading aloud, Goldman, Hogaboam, Bell, and Perfetti (1980)
studied elementary school students’ recall of specific words read within a sentence and

across a sentence boundary. They divided their sample of students into those of higher
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and lower reading ability based on teacher reports, and had students read the stimulus
material in one of two conditions: silently or aloud. They found that students of lower
reading ability, particularly younger students (third vs. fourth graders), had greater recall
for texts just processed when they read them aloud. Although this finding was somewhat
incidental to their main investigation, it fit with the view of reading comprehension as
being dependent on holding just-read texts in short-term memory until sufficient text
(usually a clause) has been processed to encode a complete meaning unit. It would follow
that if reading aloud aids less highly skilled readers to recall specific texts long enough to
enhance comprehension, then allowing students to read the passages of a reading test
aloud might constitute appropriate testing accommodation for students with LD
(Goldman et al., 1980).

Based on the evidence provided by Goldman et al., this accommodation would
not be likely to benefit more highly skilled readers and therefore would meet the criterion
for valid testing accommodation. This is in fact what Fuchs et al. (2000) found to be the
case. However, based on the findings by Goldman et al., it is unclear whether much older
students (i.e., those in middle school and high school) would reap the same advantage
(Goldman et al., 1980).

Several researchers have also investigated teachers’ and/or students’ beliefs of the
impact of specific testing accommodations on student performance. For instance, Fuchs
et al. (2000) found that teachers were not accurate in their assignment of testing
accommodations. They awarded accommodations to students who did not receive help
from them and did not award them to students who did benefit from them. Helwig and

Tindal (2003) similarly found that teachers were not effective in predicting who would

18



benefit from accommodation. Furthermore, McKevitt and Elliott (2003) reported that
eighth-grade students, responding to a questionnaire about test accommodations, thought
they did better on tests when accommodations were provided. However, no analysis was
conducted to verify whether the degree to which students perceived the accommodation
to be effective was associated with the accommodation boost they experienced (McKevitt
& Elliott, 2003).

Conclusion

Overall, the literature to date has shown weak effects on accommodation (Chiu &
Pearson, 1999; Tindal, 2002). Nevertheless, this weak effect on a population of students
(e.g., SWD) still does little to inform the selection of accommodation for a particular
student. That is, in the absence of any other information, the mean accommodation boost
associated with the assignment of accommodation to a group of students supplies the best
estimate of the impact for any individual student. However, prediction will improve
tremendously if information is available on the students’ prior experience with a
particular accommodation, especially if the student was afforded multiple assessment
opportunities both in the classroom and in test situations using a variety of
accommodations (cf. Helwig & Tindal, 2003; Tindal et al., 1998).

A caution in the implementation of test accommodations, especially on high-
stakes tests, is that accommodations are not a remedy for low levels of skill in the
construct that is being assessed. The large amount of attention being paid to providing
SWD with right accommodations may suggest to some students and their families that
the “right” combination of accommodations will result in students achieving an adequate

level of performance in a test (Elbaum et al., 2004a).
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Additionally, as pointed out by Elliott et al. (2002), accommodation may in fact
remove a disability-related barrier for the student evaluated, but still not have a
significant effect on scores. In conclusion, studies have added another piece to the
experimental literature on testing accommodations for students with disabilities. The
findings of research studies are consonant with those from previous research in
suggesting that the challenge of assigning the most effective and appropriate testing
accommodations for SWD (e.g., that of designing the most effective and appropriate
instructional programs for these students) is unlikely to be successfully addressed by
precepts affecting entire populations of students defined by their category of disability.
Instead, much more attention will need to be paid to individual students’ characteristics
as well as to their responses to accommodations in relation to types of tests and testing
situations (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

The study explored the possible benefits of reading aloud to students in the
classroom. (Coiro, 2013). Discussions centered on how the interactive read-aloud, a
powerful literacy tool, supplies so many instructional purposes to motivate, encourage,
excite, build background, develop comprehension, help children in making connections,
and serve as a model for fluent reading (Wadsworth, 2008).

Highlighting research by Lane and Wright (2007) supports the fact that reading
aloud promotes a range of skills related to emergent literacy and can yield important
academic benefits for children. A purposeful and interactive read-aloud, along with
follow-up conversations, gives teachers an opportunity to scaffold learning for students
lacking in background knowledge (Wadsworth, 2008). The read-aloud is used to motivate

students to read, build topical knowledge, and to model discussions relating to text. The
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read-aloud models expressive and enthusiastic reading, transmits the pleasure of reading,
and invites listeners to be readers (Richardson, 2000, p. 3). Emphasis will be placed on
how the read-aloud accommodation is one way that teachers can promote literacy at any
age while helping to increase reading test scores for students with and without disabilities
(Daisey, 1993).

Researchers have shown that the read-aloud is a productive way of exposing
students to effective listening comprehension skills. Through this, they can also develop
and increase their vocabulary, concepts of print, concepts of story as well as their
background knowledge. Children develop their concepts of patterns and structures of the
written language through listening to the read-aloud. Furthermore, children who will
experience a read-aloud come to school better able to understand the components of
structure and the function of narrative texts. Some researchers even note that the
experience of reading aloud helps children better express themselves, connect with

others, and to understand the world around them (Fisher et al., 2004).
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

The topic of read-aloud accommodation is particularly relevant to students from
diverse backgrounds. Many of such students are identified as struggling learners and are
often among those identified as having a disability or limited English proficiency. The
lessons learned from disability research and practice that have application to students
other than those with identified disabilities or limited English ability are addressed
through accommodations in the array of alternate assessments that federal policy has
allowed for SWD (Elbaum et al., 2004a).

According to Thurlow, Lazarus, Thompson, and Morse (2005), there are five
major accommodation categories: (a) timing alternative test schedules, (b) response to
alternative ways of responding to the assessment, (c) setting changes to test surroundings,
(d) equipment and materials the use of additional devices or references, and (e)
presentation — alternative ways to present test materials. Read-aloud accommodations, the
focus of this study, presents test materials in an alternative way. The effects of such
accommodations are complicated by the involvement of different students, subject areas,
accommodation delivery methods, and other factors (Thurlow, 2007).

Read-aloud accommodations are typically used for math tests, with the
expectation that the accommodation will not change the construct being tested. Elbaum
(2007) summarized four types of findings about the effects of read-aloud
accommodations on math tests. The first group of studies reported a significantly positive
result for SWD, with little or no effect for SWOD (e.g., Tindal, Heath, Hollenback,
Almond & Harniss, 1998). The second group found significantly positive effects for all

students, although the effects were stronger for SWD (e.g., Weston, 2003). The third
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group showed significantly positive effects for all students, with no significant difference
about the magnitude of the effects for SWD compared to those without disabilities (e.g.,
Meloy, Deville & Frisbie, 2002). The fourth group found no meaningful results for either
group of students (e.g., Helwig & Tindal, 2003).

Compared to read-aloud accommodations for math tests, read-aloud
accommodations are much more controversial in the context of reading tests. According
to the simple view of reading, reading comprehension involves two components:
decoding and linguistic comprehension (Hoover & Gough, 1990). Decoding refers to
rapidly deriving a representation from printed input, while linguistic comprehension
refers to taking lexical information and deriving sentence as well as discourse
interpretations. Read-aloud accommodations make decoding words easier, which further
helps reading comprehension. However, many researchers take the position that
supplying read-aloud accommodation for a reading test changes the construct being
measured and, therefore, should not be allowed.

This issue is still controversial. For example, as Crawford and Tindal (2004) have
argued, although providing read-aloud accommodations in a reading test may change the
skills being tested from reading comprehension to listening comprehension, listening and
reading comprehension are so highly correlated that such an accommodated test still
provides information about students’ reading skills (L1, 2014).

Moreover, according to Laitusis (2010), when decoding skills are not considered
to be a part of reading comprehension, reading a reading test aloud does not necessarily
change the construct being evaluated. Studies have focused on using read-aloud

accommodations for reading tests, and inconsistent results have been reported. For
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instance, Meloy et al. (2002) and McKevitt and Elliott (2003) found similar gains for
students with and without disabilities because of receiving read-aloud accommodations
on reading tests. Crawford and Tindal (2004) and Laitusis (2010), however, found a
differential boost from the read-aloud accommodation compared to the non-
accommodation condition for SWD, compared to SWOD.

In summary, studies on the use of read-aloud accommodations in reading tests
present mixed findings, and whether we should supply read-aloud accommodations in
reading tests continues to be a controversial issue (Thurlow et al., 2010).

A few studies (e.g., Calhoon, Fuchs & Hamlett, 2000; Miranda, Russell &
Hoffmann, 2004) have explored whether the effects of read-aloud accommodation differ
depending on how it is delivered. Often, a human proctor—either a teacher or a test
administrator—reads the test to students (e.g., Elbaum, 2007). The test is read to students
by a video or audio player (e.g., Helwig & Tindal, 2003), and in others, the read-aloud
accommodation is delivered via computers (e.g., Burch, 2002).

In an experimental study, Calhoon et al. (2000) did not find a significant
difference between the effects of the read-aloud accommodation delivered by a human
proctor and the accommodation delivered by a computer. However, 65% of the students
in that study reported that they preferred receiving accommodation via computers due to
the anonymity this method afforded them. Certainly, it would be interesting to decide
whether the method of delivery has any bearing on the effects of read-aloud
accommodations (Li, 2014).

Researchers have also found that grade level is related to the effect of read-aloud

accommodations. For instance, in the study by Laitusis (2010), the differential boost was
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greater in grade 4 than in grade 8, both for students with and without disabilities. In a
meta-analysis of read-aloud accommodations in math tests for SWD, Elbaum (2007)
found that the effect of accommodation was stronger for SWD than for SWOD at the
elementary school level; however, the converse was true for secondary school students.
Laitusis et al. (2012) also noted that read-aloud accommodation studies involving either
middle school or high school students showed less effect compared to studies involving
elementary school students.

Grade level, therefore, is a key factor in considering the effects of read-aloud
accommodations. To supply read-aloud accommodation, extra time is sometimes allowed
in the accommodated condition, not because this is a purposeful aspect of the
accommodation design, but because the accommodation necessitates it (Olson & Dirir,
2010). For instance, extra time may be needed to turn a video player on and to change a
tape. Therefore, when the read-aloud accommodation shows an effect, it is important to
figure out whether extra time has addled the observed effect (Harker & Feldt, 1993).

Sireci et al. (2005) reviewed 59 studies on test accommodations for SWD, 23 of
which used read-aloud accommodations. Despite the mixed results, they concluded that
read-aloud accommodations in math tests appeared to lead to a more valid interpretation
of the math achievement of SWD (Li, 2014).

Test accommodations for SWD found that the read-aloud accommodation for
math tests appeared to be called for and that the accommodation effects were influenced
by many factors. Read aloud accommodations could be used for English language arts

(ELA) tests describing decoding as not a part of the construct being measured, and in
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middle school if the read-aloud accommodation is given without significantly extending
the testing time (L1, 2014).

Additionally, meta-analysis studies have been performed on test accommodations
for SWD. For instance, Chiu and Pearson (1999) conducted a meta-analysis of diverse
types of test accommodations for both English language learners and SWD. Among the
40 effect sizes for SWD, only five involved presentation formats (i.e., read-aloud
accommodations). Chiu and Pearson (1999) found that on average, SWD had a score gain
of .16 standard deviation units because of receiving test accommodations (Li, 2014).

Nevertheless, no conclusion has been drawn specifically about the use of read-
aloud accommodations for SWD. Elbaum (2007) performed a meta-analysis to decide the
effects of read-aloud accommodations on math tests for SWD. In total, 17 studies were
included, published between 1998 and 2003. The effect sizes were examined across grade
levels. For elementary school students, the effect sizes ranged from .10 to .82, while for
secondary school students, the effect sizes ranged from -.07 to .30.

Recently, Vanchu-Orosco (2012) performed a meta-analysis of different types of
test accommodations for SWD and based on 119 comparisons from 34 studies conducted
and/or published from 1999 to 2011, she concluded that the effect size of test
accommodations for SWD was .30, while the effect size for SWOD was .17. However,
despite the large scale of this meta-analysis, Vanchu-Orosco did not specifically study
read-aloud accommodations (Li, 2014).

As suggested by Zenisky and Sireci (2007), there is a need for more well-
constructed meta-analysis of specific accommodations. Therefore, Li (2014) performed a

meta-analysis to figure out the effects of read-aloud accommodations for SWD and
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SWOD, and to investigate which factors are likely to influence these effects. The
proposed meta-analysis differed from earlier meta-analyses in three major respects. First,
Li’s meta-analysis included a larger number of read-aloud accommodation studies than
previous ones. For example, studies on both math and reading tests were included from
both published and unpublished sources. Second, Li’s meta-analysis focused exclusively
on read-aloud accommodations, such that researchers were able to consider a larger
number of variables to explain the accommodation effects such as subject area,
accommodation delivery method, grade level, extra time, and research design. Third,
unlike Chiu and Pearson (1999), Elbaum (2007), and Vanchu Orosco (2012), Li’s meta-
analysis used the variance known HLM approach (Li, 2014).

Historically, researchers have used fixed-effect models for meta-analyses, with
the assumption that the effect size in each study is an estimate of a common effect size of
the entire population of the studies (Hunter, Schmidt & Jackson, 1982). In contrast,
random-effects models assume that the included studies are random samples drawn from
a population of studies, such that the findings can be generalized beyond the studies
included in the meta-analysis (DerSimonian & Laird, 1986). Raudenbush and Bryk
(1985, 2002) proposed a two-level variance-known hierarchical linear modeling (HLM)
approach to meta-analysis, which is regarded as the mixed-effects model (Fischer &
Mansell, 2009). It goes beyond the random-effects approach by testing whether there is
systematic variance that can be explained by study characteristics beyond simple random
variation (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).

Subjects are regarded as nested within the primary studies included in the meta-

analysis. The level-1 model investigates how effect sizes vary across studies, while the
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level-2 model explains the potential sources of this variation by examining multiple
predictors of effect sizes simultaneously. Using a simulation study, Noortgate and
Onghena (2003) have shown that the variance known HLM approach generally produces
less biased estimates compared to the fixed effects approaches, unless the number of
studies is small. Li (2014) was particularly interested in discovering factors that
influenced the effects of read-aloud accommodations. Therefore, due to its flexibility
(Hox, 2010), Li chose the variance known HLM approach for his meta-analysis study (L1,

2014).
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CHAPTER 3 METHODS
Study 1

In the meta-analysis study, The Effects of Read-Aloud Accommodations for
Students with and Without Disabilities: A Meta-Analysis. March 2014. Educational
Measurement Issues and Practice 33(3):3—16 DOI: 10.1111/emip.12027, Researcher
Hongli Li’s focus is on the read-aloud accommodations that have been proposed as a way
of helping remove barriers faced by SWD in reading comprehension. Li focused on
empirical studies examining the effects of read-aloud accommodations; however, the
results were mixed. These studies used a variance known HLM approach that was based
on 114 effect sizes from 23 studies. An added meta-analysis was conducted to examine
the effects of read-aloud accommodations for students with and without disabilities. In
general, the studies concluded that SWD and SWOD received help from the read-aloud
accommodations, and the accommodation effect size for SWD was significantly larger
than the effect size for SWOD.

Further, the same meta-analysis study revealed the key factors that influence the
effects of read-aloud accommodations. For example, the accommodation effect was
significantly stronger when the subject area was reading than when the subject area was
math. The effect of read-aloud accommodations was also significantly stronger when the
test was read by human proctors than when it was read by video/audio players or
computers (L1i).

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), in 2020-21,
the number of students ages 3—21 who received special education services under the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was 7.2 million, or 15 percent of all
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public-school students. Among students receiving special education services, the most
common category of disability was specific learning disabilities (33 percent) (NCES).

Among students who received special education services under IDEA in school
year 2020-21, the category of disabilities with the largest reported percentage of students
was “specific learning disabilities.” A specific learning disability is a disorder in one or
more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or using spoken or
written language that may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak,
read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations. Students with autism, developmental
delays, intellectual disabilities, and emotional disturbances each accounted for between 5
and 12 percent of the students served under IDEA. Students with multiple disabilities,
hearing impairments, orthopedic impairments, visual impairments, traumatic brain
injuries, and deaf blindness each accounted for 2 percent or less of those served under
IDEA (NCES).

The aim of IDEA is to ensure that SWD receive help from standards-based
reforms, and that they achieve high educational standards. However, a major concern is
that historically, general large-scale assessments, which are intended for all students but
those who take part in alternate assessments, were developed without consideration of
SWD, and thus may constitute an additional challenge for SWD (Dolan, Hall, Banerjee,
Chun & Strangman, 2005). To ensure that SWD are appropriately included in state
testing programs, test accommodations have been proposed to level the playing field by
removing construct-irrelevant variance caused by disabilities (Fuchs, Fuchs, Eaton,

Hamlett & Karns, 2000; Lai & Berkeley, 2012).
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Among existing test accommodation strategies, the read-aloud accommodation is
one of the most used for SWD (Sireci, Scarpati & Li, 2005). With this accommodation,
the test (or certain parts of it, such as directions, questions, or prompts) is read to students
by a teacher or a device, in addition to the printed text (Thurlow, Moen, Lekwa &
Scullin, 2010). The read-aloud accommodation is primarily provided to students with
learning disabilities (Crawford & Tindal, 2004), and it is thought that students who
struggle to decode written texts will receive help from this accommodation (Bolt &
Roach, 2009).

Researchers Fuchs and Fuchs (1999) introduced the differential boost framework
that is often used to evaluate the effects of read-aloud accommodations. In this
framework, both SWD and SWOD are expected to receive help from the
accommodation; however, SWD benefit differentially more than SWOD. A more strictly
defined version of this framework is the interaction hypothesis (Sireci et al., 2005; Zuriff,
2000), according to which students who need the accommodation should benefit from it
and students who do not need the accommodation should not benefit from it.

The interaction hypothesis is more stringent in that SWOD should not receive
help from the accommodation. Empirical studies have examined the effects of read-aloud
accommodations for SWD; however, the results are mixed (Elbaum, 2007). Further, it is
not clear which factors influence the heterogeneous effects of read-aloud
accommodations. Li’s findings in the study suggest a quantitative synthesis of earlier
studies that are of particular importance in regard to providing solid information about

read-aloud accommodations to educators and policymakers (Li, 2014).
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Methods

Search and Inclusion Criteria. Li selected studies for inclusion in the meta-
analysis based on the following criteria. First, only studies in which a read-aloud
accommodation featured as the single test accommodation strategy for SWD and/or
SWOD were eligible for inclusion. Second, to address the issue that studies reporting
significant effects are more likely to be published (Glass, 1977), Li considered both
published and unpublished studies. Third, only studies with an experimental or quasi-
experimental design and that present sufficient information for calculating effect sizes
were included. Finally, due to the small number of read-aloud accommodation studies in
the context of science tests, only studies involving math or reading tests were considered.

Li used the following procedures to search for eligible studies. First, using various
combinations of key words and phrases such as “read-aloud,” “oral,” and “test
accommodation,” we searched several well-known online databases, including ERIC,
JSTOR, ProQuest, and PsycINFO. Second, reviews on test accommodations for SWD
and SWOD were used (e.g., Chiu & Pearson, 1999; Elbaum, 2007; Laitusis et al., 2012;
Rogers et al., 2012; Sireci et al., 2005; Vanchu-Orosco, 2012), as well as major journals
for relevant articles. Finally, references cited in the studies that had already been
determined to be eligible were added to those that had not already been found through
other sources. After an initial search, 94 studies were retrieved, among which 71 were
located, studied and consequently excluded because they did not meet the study inclusion
criteria. All of the 94 studies initially retrieved were published or released before 1990.

It was discovered that most of the eligible studies involved more than one

comparison (or effect size). For instance, Laitusis (2010) included two groups of SWOD
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and two groups of SWD, such that this one article generated four comparisons (or effect
sizes). Multiple strategies have been used to address this issue (Marsh, Bornmann, Mutz,
Daniel & O’Mara, 2009). First, the multiple effect sizes within each study can be
averaged, or one effect size can be selected from each study. As a result, the number of
effect sizes is drastically reduced. Second, this dependence can be modeled by adding a
third level to the variance known HLM analysis. This approach, however, is constrained
by the number of studies included in the meta-analysis. Third, the dependence can be
ignored when it is right to do so. For instance, as recommended by Borenstein, Hedges,
Higgins, and Rothstein (2009, p. 223), when each of the subgroups in a single study
contributes independent information, the “independent subgroups are no different than
independent studies.” Although ignoring the dependence slightly biases standard errors
downward, Marsh et al. (2009) did not find much difference between results of the
method that models dependence as a third level and results of the method that ignores the
dependence.

Li noted that the researcher Vanchu-Orosco (2012) also obtained comparable
results, whether she averaged the multiple effect sizes from a single study or ignored the
dependence. Because the samples used to calculate the four effect sizes were mutually
exclusive in Laitusis (2010), Li treated each single comparison from the Laitusis study as
the unit of analysis in the meta-analysis. Similarly, after a thorough search and screening,
Li found that 114 comparisons from 23 studies were eligible for inclusion in the present
meta-analysis (See Appendix A for a list of the studies included and their characteristics).
Nevertheless, a single study contributed different numbers of effect sizes to this meta-

analysis, ranging from 1 (e.g., Johnson, 2000) to 16 (e.g., Helwig & Tindal, 2003). A
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sensitivity analysis was performed to evaluate whether excluding a 13-particular study
with many effect sizes would substantially change the results of the meta-analysis.

Based on the literature, the study named five variables—disability status, subject
area, delivery method, grade level, and extra time—which were all identified as closely
related to the effects of read-aloud accommodations. These variables were later used as
potential predictors to account for variations in the effect sizes among the studies. The
sample size, mean test score, and standard deviation for both the experimental groups and
the control groups were also extracted to calculate effect size statistics. The author coded
the studies according to a coding scheme, and a measure of inter-rater reliability
(percentage agreement) was used to calculate each coded variable.

Discussion

What Are the Effects of Read-Aloud Accommodations for Students with and
Without Disabilities? According to the differential boost framework, because of receiving
accommodations, SWD are expected to obtain a larger increase in their scores compared
to SWOD. The results of Li’s meta-analysis support the requirement of this framework.
In both Models 1 and 7, disability status was a statistically significant predictor, showing
that the effect of read-aloud accommodations for SWD was significantly stronger than
that for SWOD, whether or not other predictors were controlled. Specifically, in Model 1,
the accommodation effect size was .14 for SWOD and .27 for SWD. These results do not
differ substantially from those from previous meta-analyses. For instance, Vanchu-
Orosco (2012) reported an effect size of .30 for SWD and .17 for SWOD for multiple
types of test accommodations. In Elbaum (2007), the mean effect size was .37 for

elementary school SWD and .10 for secondary school SWD.
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The interaction hypothesis says that students who need accommodation should
benefit from it and that those who do not need accommodation should not benefit from it.
Here, the estimated effect sizes in Model 7 are referred to when grade level, extra time,
and research design were controlled for. As shown in Figure 2, when the subject area was
reading, regardless of the accommodation delivery method, both SWD and SWOD
received help from receiving read-aloud accommodations, with effect sizes ranging from
.26 to .61. When the subject area was math, both SWD and SWOD received help from
read-aloud accommodations provided by human proctors, with effect sizes of .35 and .22,
respectively. However, for math tests, when the accommodation was provided by a
computer or a video/audio player, the effect sizes for SWD were exceedingly small and
the effect sizes for SWOD were zero or almost zero. Therefore, the read-aloud
accommodations did not always meet the criteria of the interaction hypothesis.

Summary of the Study

Except when read-aloud accommodations were provided in math tests via a
computer or a video/audio player, both SWD and SWOD received help from the
accommodation, although the effect size was generally greater for SWD. The fact that
SWOD may also receive help from read-aloud accommodations, however, raises a
fairness and validity issue (Li & Suen, 2012; Phillips, 1994). If read-aloud
accommodations are only provided to SWD, SWOD may be at a disadvantage because
they could have received help from the accommodations as well. In other words, the

accommodation may even offer SWD an unfair advantage over SWOD.
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Although studies have addressed the effects of read-aloud accommodations, more
research is needed to fully understand the fairness and validity of test accommodations
(Li, p. 23).

Study 2

In their study Effects of a Student-Reads-Aloud Accommodation on the
Performance of Students with and Without Learning Disabilities on a Test of Reading
Comprehension, Batya Elbaum, Maria Elena Arguelles, Yvonne Campbell, and Maya
Bardawil Saleh (2010) investigated the impact of a student reads-aloud accommodation
on the performance of middle school and high school students with and without learning
disabilities (LD) on a test of reading comprehension. Data for the analyses came from
311 students (n = 230 with LD) who took alternate forms of a reading test in a standard
and an accommodated condition. In the accommodated condition, students were
instructed to read each passage aloud at their own pace, and then to read each
comprehension question and the response choices aloud before marking their answer. As
a group, students’ test performance did not differ in the two conditions, and students with
LD did not benefit more from the accommodation than students without LD. However,
students with LD showed greater variability in their response to the accommodation such
that they were almost twice as likely as students without LD to show a substantive
change in test performance in either the positive or negative direction. The findings from
this study underscore the need to go beyond the interpretation of group mean differences
in deciding the validity of testing accommodations.

The increasing participation of SWD within the past several years in statewide

assessments has stimulated considerable research and discussion concerning the proper
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assignment of testing accommodations, the impact of accommodations on test
performance of students with and without disabilities, and the validity of interpretations
of test performance when students are awarded accommodations. Issues surrounding
testing accommodations have important implications both for accountability systems as
well as for individual students (Elliott & Roach, 2002; Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, 1997; No Child Left Behind Act, 2001; Tindal, 2002). Accountability
systems must consider whether test scores of students who are awarded accommodations
can be considered equal with scores of students who take the tests without
accommodations. For individual students, the right assignment of accommodations for
high-stakes tests could make the difference between passing to the next grade and
retention or between exiting school with or without a standard diploma.

The urgency of the issue has led to a burgeoning research literature on testing
accommodations for SWD. To date, reviews of the testing accommodations research
(e.g., Chiu & Pearson, 1999; Thurlow & Bolt, 2001; Tindal, 2002) show that considered
for groups of students, the effects of accommodations on test performance are generally
quite small. A meta-analysis by Chiu and Pearson (1999, as cited in Tindal, 2002) found
that studies using general education students as a comparison group yielded an overall
weighted mean accommodation effect size for all target population students of 0.16, with
a standard error of 0.02. The synthesis also revealed large and statistically significant
variation in the effects associated with different accommodations, thus supporting the
need to understand the effects associated with specific accommodations. Tindal and
others have noted the complex nature of accommodation effects, underscoring the

importance of investigating possible interactions between the accommodation effect,
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student disability, student skill level in the area being tested, and characteristics not only
of tests but also of specific test items. A significant percentage of SWD have severe
difficulty in reading and are candidates for testing accommodations on tests of reading
comprehension. SWD make up almost 50% of all SWD, and these students have
individualized educational program goals in reading. This is the population of SWD we
investigated in this study.

Studies have investigated the impact of testing accommodation on the
performance of students with LD on tests of reading comprehension. For instance, Fuchs
et al. (2000) administered a reading assessment to fourth- and fifth grade SWD as well as
fourth graders SWOD under four different testing conditions: standard, large print,
extended time, and student reads aloud. Students did not receive help from extended time
or large print. Marquart (2000, as cited in Elliott et al., 2002) similarly found no
statistically reliable effect for an extended time accommodation on reading tests. In
contrast, SWD in the study by Fuchs et al. benefited significantly more than SWOD from
reading the passages aloud. For the student reads-aloud accommodation, there was a
significant difference in the accommodation effect for SWD (effect size [ES] = 0.06) and
SWOD (ES =-0.12).

Thus, of the various accommodations for reading tests that have been
investigated, only the one which allows the student to read the passages aloud has been
found to produce a differential gain in the performance of SWD. The reasons to explain
this pattern of results have varied. When extended time does not enhance the scores of
SWS, it may be because their knowledge and skills in a particular area may not be

commensurate with the difficulty of the test. When extended time enhances the
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performance of all students, and not only those with LD, but the accommodation is also
not considered valid. The theoretical implication of this is that if time affects all students
equally, then all students should take the test under the same time conditions, or else
students taking the test in the accommodated condition would have an unfair advantage
over other students.

The explanation for the absence of the impact of large print is more
straightforward. For students with no visual impairment, there is no benefit to having
passages displayed in a larger font. This is equally true of students with and without
reading disabilities. Regarding students reading aloud, Goldman, Hogaboam, Bell, and
Perfetti (1980) studied elementary school students’ recall of specific words read within a
sentence and across a sentence boundary. They divided their sample of students into
those of higher and lower reading ability based on teacher reports and had students read
the stimulus material in one of two conditions: silently or aloud. They found that students
of lower reading ability, particularly younger students (third vs. fourth graders), had
greater recall for text just processed when they read it aloud. Although this finding was
somewhat incidental to their main investigation, it fit with the view of reading
comprehension as being dependent on holding just-read text in short-term memory until
sufficient text (usually a clause) has been processed to encode a complete meaning unit.
It would follow that if reading aloud helps less highly skilled readers to recall specific
text long enough to enhance comprehension, then allowing students to read the passages
of a reading test aloud might constitute an appropriate testing accommodation for SWD.
Based on the evidence provided by Goldman et al., this accommodation would not be

likely to benefit more highly skilled readers, and thus would meet the criterion for a valid
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testing accommodation. This is in fact what Fuchs et al. (2000) found to be the case.
However, based on the findings by Goldman et al., it is unclear whether older students
(i.e., those in middle school and high school) would reap the same advantage.

Teachers’ and/or students’ beliefs of the impact of specific testing
accommodations on student performance has also been investigated. Fuchs et al. (2000)
found that teachers were not accurate in their assignment of testing accommodations.
They awarded accommodations to students who did not receive help from them and did
not award them to students who did receive help from them. Helwig and Tindal (2003)
similarly found that teachers were not effective in predicting who would receive help
from an accommodation. McKevitt and Elliott (2003) reported that in responding to a
questionnaire about test accommodations, eighth-grade students thought they did better
on tests when accommodations were provided. However, no analyses were conducted to
verity whether the degree to which students perceived the accommodation to be effective
was associated with the accommodation boost they experienced.

Consequently, the study by Elbaum, Arguelles, Campbell, and Saleh were
designed to accomplish two primary goals. First, extending the work of Fuchs et al.
(2000) to an older group of students, the researchers in this study wished to examine the
impact of the student reads-aloud accommodation on the reading test performance of
SWD and SWOD in middle and high schools. Second, the researchers of the study also
wished to investigate the accuracy of students’ feelings of the impact of this

accommodation on their test performance in reading.
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Method

Participants. Participants in the study were 456 students (283 with LD; 276
male) in grades 6 through 10. The students were recruited from six schools (three middle
schools and three high schools) in a large urban school district in the southeastern United
States. The school population in the district is highly diverse in terms of race, ethnicity,
and socioeconomic status.

Measures. The reading tests used in this study were constructed using third- to
fifth-grade level reading passages and accompanying comprehension questions designed
for use as test preparation exercises in language arts classes. Researchers Elbaum,
Arguelles, Campbell, and Saleh found out in advance that the specific passages being
used had not been included in any practice activities in the participating schools. On-
grade-level passages were administered to a sample of students with LD in grades 7 and 9
attending schools that were comparable to schools taking part in the study. The passages
and test questions were similar in content, presentation format, and response format to
those on the statewide reading assessment. The purpose of the pilot test was to discern
whether the performance of the target students in a standard administration condition was
adequate for the study. That is, test passages that produced a floor or ceiling effect would
not yield correct information on the potential benefits of an accommodation. The
distribution of students’ scores on a set of grade-level passages was in fact highly
positively skewed, with students unable to answer more test items correctly. Given this
outcome, the researchers assessed the students on a choice of third- through fifth-grade

level passages.
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Discussion. This study examined the effects of a student reads-aloud
accommodation on the performance of middle and high school SWD and SWOD on a
test of reading comprehension. Overall, the test scores that students achieved in the
accommodated condition were not statistically significantly different from those obtained
in the standard condition. For 17% of the SWD, the accommodation raised their
performance; for 20%, the accommodation compromised their performance. Considering
SWOD, 10% showed an accommodation benefit, while 11% showed an accommodation
detriment. Although an ANOVA revealed no statistically reliable difference in the
accommodation boost for students with and without LD, the analysis of residualized gain
scores suggested that at approximately equal levels of performance in reading
comprehension, SWOD may, as a group, benefit more from this accommodation than
SWD.

This study cited recommendations in the literature concerning the experimental
investigation of testing accommodations. Tindal, Heath, Hollenbeck, Almond, and
Harniss (1998) urged that “to provide the most convincing empirical support for an
accommodation, students with a specific need have to be compared to others without
such a need, who are otherwise comparable in achievement” (p. 442). In this study, a
comparison group of general education students was chosen that was very close to the
reading performance level of the SWD. Also, the students took the test in both
conditions, thereupon acting as their own controls. The finding that as a group, SWD did
not have higher scores in either the accommodated or in the standard test condition calls
into question the effectualness of the accommodation; the fact that they did not benefit

more from the accommodation than SWOD calls into question its validity. Regarding
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efficacy, it may be the case that as suggested by Goldman et al. (1998), older students
with low reading skills are less likely than younger ones to benefit from producing an
overt phonological representation of the text. Although reading aloud may enhance
retention of exchange in working memory, it also slows down reading fluency. For older
readers, the trade-off of increased retention versus slower processing of the text—
particularly for longer passages—may not be sufficiently promising to result in overall
gains in comprehension. Regarding validity, the findings from the study raised the
question of whether the scores achieved in the accommodated condition can be
interpreted in the same way as those obtained in the unaccommodated condition. Tindal
(2002) described perspectives on the validity of accommodations. For example, Phillips
(1994) specified five conditions for an appropriate definition of accommodations,
including that the meaning of scores should be the same, regardless of any changes being
made in the way the test is given or administered, and that the accommodation should not
have the potential for benefit for SWOD (for further discussion, see Elliott et al., 2002).

The insinuation is that a necessary condition for test validity under accommodated
conditions is that SWOD do not receive help from the accommodation (cf. Tindal et al.,
1998). In the case of Fuchs et al. (2000), the student reads-aloud accommodation was
concluded to be valid because although the gain for students with LD in the student
reads-aloud condition was very small (ES = 0.06), SWOD suffered a detriment in
performance (ES = —0.12), which resulted in a significant differential accommodation
boost.

Moving beyond mean group differences in accommodation boost, alternative

evidence for the impact of accommodation in this study was investigated. The lower
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correlation of scores across testing accommodations was interpreted and compared to the
correlation across alternate test forms in the standard condition to show that the
accommodation did have an impact. Of potential interest is the fact that SWOD showed
greater separation of the accommodation boost than general education students, such that
the SWD were twice as likely to be substantially impacted by the accommodation.

In effect, the performance of SWD was more likely to be apprehensive in one
direction or the other because of the accommodation. This is in line with evidence
regarding the considerable heterogeneity of SWD (Morris et al., 1998). This finding is
also consistent with those of McKevitt and Elliot (2003, as cited in Elliot et al., 2002).
McKevitt and Elliott studied the impact of teacher-recommended accommodations on the
performance of students with and without disabilities on a reading test. They found
considerable unpredictability in the accommodation effects. Accommodations positively
affected the scores for half of all SWD and 38% of all SWOD. There is no report of any
negative impact on students’ performance due to the accommodations. Hence, it is
important to note that the initial discussion of validity is predicated on the assumption
that accommodations have the potential to alter the construct being tested and that it must
be demonstrated that they do not do so. Regarding the accommodation investigated in
this study—having the student read reading passages aloud—it could be asserted that the
construct of reading is indifferent to whether a text is read silently or aloud. Although a
full discussion on the controversy surrounding models of skilled reading would go
beyond the purpose of this study, comments are relevant to an understanding of the
accommodation being investigated. Proponents of a strong phonological theory of visual

word recognition (e.g., Frost, 1998) present persuasive arguments against the argument
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that skilled performance in reading involves bypassing the mechanisms that convert
orthographic structures into phonological structures. A more penurious explanation of
skilled reading is that with practice, the reader’s efficiency in computing a prelexical
phonological representation increases; that the reader also acquires greater efficiency in
accessing the lexicon with impecunious phonological information. In this view, beginner
readers or older readers who have not gotten a high level of efficiency in reading must
undertake a detailed phonological analysis of the printed word before lexical access, and
hence, comprehension is achieved. Poor readers, or at least those whose primary
difficulty lies in phonological decoding, may receive help from reading aloud because it
helps them arrive at the more complete phonological analysis, they need to achieve
lexical access. If the construct of reading comprehension is not yielding to acts of silent
reading, then we must reevaluate both the supposition of the accommodation and the
experimental findings.

The benefit of the accommodation—as in the study by Goldman et al. (1980)—
may extend to any lower skilled reader whether the lower level of skill is due to a specific
disability. Indeed, from this perspective, the accommodation is only an accommodation
to conventional test administration practices, which, for the sake of efficiency, typically
involve the testing of large groups of students in the same room at the same time. In this
regard, there is no theoretical reason for which all students should not have the option of
reading a reading test aloud. Certainly, some students are allowed to read to themselves if
they do not do so (very) loudly. The finding that SWOD responded similarly to SWD,
although less extremely, can be viewed as supporting the use of the accommodation with

all students who might receive help from it, with no regard of disability status.
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The study findings underscore the importance of taking an individual perspective
on testing accommodations and of necessitating that accommodation decisions be based
on trials adopted by each student. In most test accommodation studies, students’ scores
either increased because of the accommodation or remained unchanged. In this study,
however, students suffered a potential harm (impaired test performance) because of the
accommodation. The potential for harm makes it essential that great caution be applied in
assigning this accommodation, and that it be assigned only based on prior evidence of
benefit to the individual student.

Regarding students’ feelings, previous research indicated that students are
generally well responsive to testing accommodations. For example, McKevitt and Elliot
(2003) found that students in their study had positive views of a tester-reads-aloud
accommodation, although they expressed concern that having the test items read aloud
made them difficult to follow. Elliott et al. (2002) reported on a dissertation study by
Marquart (2000), which explored extended time on a mathematics test for eighth-grade
students. The students in this study were surveyed concerning their feelings of the
accommodation, and most reported that they felt more comfortable, were more
motivated, thought they had performed better, and preferred taking the test with the
extended time accommodation. Interestingly, neither the effect size for SWOD (ES =
0.34) nor that for SWD (ES = 0.26) was statistically different from zero.

Implications for Practice. Overall, the literature to date has shown weak effects
for accommodations (Chiu & Pearson, 1999; Tindal, 2002). Nevertheless, a weak effect
for a population of students (e.g., SWD) still does little to inform the selection of an

accommodation for a particular student. That is, in the absence of any other information,
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the mean accommodation boost associated with the assignment of an accommodation to a
group of students supplies our best estimate of the impact for any individual student.
However, prediction will improve tremendously if information is available on the
students’ prior experience with a particular accommodation, especially if the student was
afforded multiple assessment opportunities both in the classroom and in test situations
using a variety of accommodations (cf. Helwig & Tindal, 2003; Tindal et al., 1998). A
caution in the implementation of test accommodations, especially on high-stakes tests, is
that accommodations are not a remedy for low levels of skill on the construct that is
being assessed. The large amount of attention being paid to providing SWD with proper
accommodations may suggest to some students and their families that the “right”
combination of accommodations will result in students achieving an adequate level of
performance on a test. As pointed out by Elliott et al. (2002), an accommodation may in
fact remove a disability-related barrier for the student assessed and still not have a
significant effect on scores.

In conclusion, this study adds another piece to the experimental literature on
testing accommodations for SWD. The findings from the study are congruous with those
from previous research in suggesting that the challenge of assigning the most effective
and appropriate testing accommodations for SWD (like that of designing the most
effective and appropriate instructional programs for these students) is unlikely to be
successfully addressed by doctrines affecting entire populations of students defined by
their category of disability. Instead, much more attention will need to be paid to
individual students’ characteristics and responses to accommodations in relation to types

of tests and testing situations.
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Study 3

In the study Consequences of Using Testing Accommodations: Student, Teacher,
and Parent Perceptions of and Reactions to Testing Accommodations, Sylvia C. Lang,
Patrick J. Kumke, Corey E. Ray, Erin L. Cowell, Stephen N. Elliott, Thomas R.
Kratochwill & Daniel M. Bolt Wisconsin Center for Education Research and Department
of Educational Psychology University of Wisconsin — Madison, the researchers
examined student, parent, and teacher perceptions of the use of testing accommodations
as well as the relationship between student perceptions of testing accommodations and
their disability status and grade level. Students with and without disabilities completed
math and reading achievement tests with and without accommodations. The students,
parents, and teachers completed a questionnaire to share their views on the use of testing
accommodations.

Many SWD require testing accommodations to fully take part in large-scale
achievement tests. Although a small percentage of children and adolescents with
disabilities may be eligible for alternate assessments, most students who receive special
education services can take large-scale achievement tests with accommodations. Testing
accommodations are designed to increase the validity of the inference made about a test
score and are intended to impact the skills needed to access a test, not the skills targeted
for measurement by the test (Elliott, Braden & White, 2001). Accommodations can take
different forms, including changes to the setting, test presentation, response format, and
timing.

Both researchers and practitioners are interested in understanding the effects of

accommodations on students’ test scores. Such information is valuable not only for
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making testing decisions for students in special education but also for understanding the
consequences of testing accommodations for these students. The purpose of this study
was to name several consequences of testing accommodations for students by examining
student, teacher, and parent reactions to testing accommodations on large-scale
achievement tests for students with and without disabilities.

Reactions to Testing Accommodations

Student and teacher reactions to the use of testing accommodations has been a
topic of research over the years. For example, Elliott and Marquardt (2004) documented
the positive reactions of eighth-grade students to an accommodation of extra time on a
math test, and students at risk academically, SWD, SWOD, as groups, all preferred the
accommodated test condition. Most students denoted that the testing accommodation
allowed them to feel more comfortable, interested, and motivated—and less frustrated—
while working on the test. They also reported that the test seemed easier, and that they
performed better when extra time was provided.

In a similarly designed study, McKevitt and Elliott (2003) examined the effects of
read-aloud and teacher-recommended accommodations on eighth-grade students. The
SWD preferred taking the test under the accommodated conditions, while the SWOD
thought that the accommodated and non-accommodated conditions were the same.
However, SWOD were more likely than SWD to report that they thought they did better
on the test with accommodations. Conversely, SWD reported that they believed it was
easier to show what they knew under the accommodated test condition and that they felt

more comfortable taking the test with accommodations.
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McKevitt and Elliott (2003) also examined teacher feelings of testing
accommodations and found overall mixed attitudes. For instance, the teachers reported
that testing accommodations were fair for SWD but felt that standardized reading tests,
with or without accommodations, did a poor job of supplying an opportunity for SWD to
demonstrate their knowledge. Thus, teachers characterized testing accommodations as
only “somewhat helpful” in helping SWD to demonstrate their knowledge on
standardized reading tests. Nonetheless, the teachers most strongly endorsed the belief
that accommodations helped SWD feel more positive about taking tests.

In a national study among 401 general education teachers, Jayanthi, Epstein,
Polloway, and Bursuck (1996) found that teachers, either alone or with a special
educator, oversaw making decisions about testing accommodations for their students.
Although teachers oversaw identifying and applying testing accommodations, they
reported that many of the most useful testing accommodations were not practical for
implementation in the classroom. Elementary school teachers were more likely than
middle and high school teachers to report that accommodations were relatively easy to
implement. Most teachers (67%) in this study reported that providing testing
accommodations only for SWD was unfair, citing two primary reasons: First, most
teachers (78%) who thought it was unfair to provide testing accommodations only for
SWD reported that all students need some accommodations, regardless of whether they
receive special education services. Second, some teachers showed that if SWD are
included in the general education class, they must adhere to the standards of that class
and not be given accommodations that are not part of the general education curriculum

(Jayanthi et al., 1996).
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In another study on teacher beliefs and use of testing accommodations, Gairia,
Salend, and Hemrick (1994) surveyed middle and high school general education teachers.
The results showed that although the teachers were familiar with many diverse types of
testing accommodations, they were most likely to use those that could be provided to all
students and that were not tailored to individual needs. Approximately one-third of the
testing accommodations were rated significantly higher for perceived effectiveness than
for use. Based on their findings, Gajria et al. suggested that the use of testing
accommodations is influenced not only by presumed effectiveness but also by the
feasibility of implementation. Similarly, in a study examining teacher perceptions of the
desirability and feasibility of 30 classroom-based testing accommodations, Schumm and
Vaughn (1991) found that testing accommodations requiring little individualization were
rated as more desirable and feasible, and that accommodations related to curriculum use
or evaluation procedures were rated as least viable. Finally, classroom-based
accommodations related to increasing students’ social and emotional adjustment and not
requiring any environmental or curricular adaptations were rated as the most desirable.
Consequential Validity of Testing Accommodations

Student, teacher, and parent feelings of testing accommodations as well as the
effects of testing accommodations on these groups are the primary components of the
consequential validity of the use of testing accommodations. Substantial validity refers to
the influence or effects that an assessment or intervention has on its consumers. It is as
much a matter of social policy as it is a major part of the overall validity of an assessment
system (American Educational Research Association, 1999). As Messick (1996)

emphasized, the meaningful aspect of validity should not be viewed as a separate type of
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validity in that the values served in the intended and unintended outcomes of test analysis
use both to interpret from and contribute to the meaning of the test scores. This aspect of
validity affirms the need to collect evidence about the intended benefits and potential
unintended negative consequences of supplying testing accommodations to SWD.
Currently, the consequential validity of the use of testing accommodations remains
unclear.

Past research in this area has primarily examined teachers’ (rather than students’
or parents’) feelings of the use of testing accommodations. For several reasons, gaining a
broader understanding of student perspectives is important. First, students are the
consumers of accommodations provided within the classroom or on large-scale
assessments. Therefore, it is important to consider how such accommodations affect their
motivation. Some students—especially those in middle and high school-—may be
motivated to perform when accommodations are provided. Second, it is important to
consider the acceptability of diverse types of accommodations to students. Whereas some
accommodations may be viewed as helpful and welcomed, others may be regarded
negatively. In a study among middle and high school students, Vaughn, Schumm,
Niarbos, and Daugherty (1993) found that students appreciated teachers who supplied
accommodations and leaned toward certain types of accommodations to others. Students
preferred classroom accommodations such as adjusted instruction by teachers who were
sensitive to individual needs and diverse learning styles (i.e., teachers who changed
presentation formats, met with students individually, and changed workgroups). They

reported less positive discernment of accommodations on tests, homework, materials, or
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textbooks. Surprisingly, high-achieving students were more likely to prefer
accommodations than were low-achieving students.

Vaughn, Schumm, Niarbos, and Gordon (1993) found that elementary students
also showed a preference for teachers who provided instructional accommodations,
except for accommodations provided on tests, homework, and textbooks. As in the
Vaughn, Schumm, Niarhos, and Daugherty (1993) study, high-achieving students were
more likely to prefer accommodations than were low-achieving students. Extended
interviews supplied insight into these group differences. For example, responses from
students in the high-achieving group revealed an awareness of different learning needs
and the requisite of accommodations for students. In contrast, students in the low-
achieving group expressed a desire to “fit in” and can discuss assignments with
classmates and discover what their classmates were being taught. Based on these
findings, Vaughn, Schumm, Niarhos, and Gordon (1993) suggested that accommodations
might draw unwanted attention to students who are low achieving or otherwise having
difficulty in the classroom. Furthermore, accommodations may transfer more of the
responsibility for learning to the student, a responsibility that students may not want to
take upon themselves.

Vaughn and Schumm (1993) also examined the perspectives of students with
learning disabilities on accommodations. As expected, students with learning disabilities
showed an overall preference for a teacher who supplied accommodations. Being that
elementary and high school students with learning disabilities showed no significant
preference for or against accommodations on tests, homework, or textbooks, middle

school students reported a preference for accommodations on homework and textbooks,
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but not on tests. Again, accommodations in teacher instructional style were preferred by
all students. Vaughn and Schumm had predicted that the preferences of students with
learning disabilities would be more like those of the low-achieving students than the
high-achieving students. Instead, their results uncovered that high- and low achieving
students across all grade levels were more like each other in their preferences for
accommodations than were students with learning disabilities to students in either group
without disabilities. The authors attributed these findings to the earlier accommodation
experiences of students with learning disabilities. These students may have been
familiarized with receiving accommodations on assignments or tests; therefore, they
viewed such accommodations—although not preferred in the general education
classroom—more positively.

The results from these studies highlight important themes. First, teachers appear
to be primarily responsible for identifying, developing, and implementing
accommodations for SWD in their classrooms. Second, teachers may perceive
accommodations as beneficial or desirable, but not workable for implementation, given
realistic constraints. Research suggests that these constraints often lead to questionable
practices in school-wide testing of SWD. Third, students’ preferences for certain
accommodations differ across ability groups and grade levels. Fourth, student
perspectives on acceptable accommodations may not align with teacher perspectives of
viable accommodations. These themes underscore the importance of gathering more
information about the alignment of teacher and student perspectives on accommodations

recommended for use during large-scale assessments.
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Discussion

Purpose of the Study. This study examined student, parent, and teacher
perspectives of testing accommodations for standardized tests. Student beliefs of testing
accommodations were examined in relation to (a) their comfort level while taking the
test, (b) their ability to demonstrate knowledge under both accommodated and non-
accommodated conditions, (¢) the ease of the test, and (d) their preference for the
accommodated or non-accommodated test condition. Parent and teacher beliefs were
examined based on (a) the fairness of granting accommodations solely to SWD on state
and districtwide tests and (b) the comparability of scores achieved by SWD who received
accommodations and SWOD who received no accommodations. Finally, the differences
in student feelings were inspected based on groupings of disability status and grade level.
The research did not involve a high-stakes testing situation, although the IEP-based
accommodations used in the study were like those used in statewide assessment in most
states. A clear sense of educational or personal consequences for poor test performance
is, therefore, missing from the study. It was hypothesized that this high-stakes variable
would influence students’, teachers’, and parents’ reactions to accommodations. It was
determined that future investigations would be needed to better understand the influence
of high stakes on student and consumer reactions to tests and testing accommodations.

Student Perceptions of Accommodations. The findings from this study indicate
that a significant majority of students with and without disabilities felt more comfortable
taking tests under the accommodated condition. However, there was no significant
difference between the proportion of SWD who felt more comfortable taking tests with

accommodations and the proportion of SWD who either felt more comfortable taking
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tests without accommodations or who felt that the testing conditions were the same. In
fact, the percentage of SWD who felt more comfortable taking the tests under the
accommodated condition (46%) was comparable to the percentage of SWD who felt that
the accommodated and non-accommodated conditions were about the same (44.4%).
However, there was a significant difference between the proportion of SWD who felt
more comfortable with accommodations and the proportion of SWD who felt more
comfortable without accommodations. A slight majority of students with and without
disabilities viewed the tests to be easier when accommodations were provided; however,
more than a quarter of the students with and without disabilities claimed that the test
conditions seemed the same. The proportion of SWD who felt that the tests were easier
with accommodations was significantly greater than the proportion of SWD who either
felt the tests were easier without accommodations or felt the conditions were the same.
The SWD also showed an overall preference for the accommodated testing condition
compared to the non-accommodated condition. However, when the SWD who indicated
that the testing conditions seemed about the same were grouped with those who indicated
a preference for the non-accommodated condition, the difference between this combined
group and the SWD who preferred the accommodated condition was not significant.
Students disliked the accommodations because they felt they were unnecessary
and slowed down the testing process. Yet other students reported a liking for one of the
testing conditions based on how the accommodations affected their self-perception or
innate test taking abilities. Specifically, the accommodated test condition made students
feel more capable and on level academically with their peers. Such findings about the

effects accommodations can have on students’ self-perception are important to consider
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when making decisions about supplying testing accommodations. Thus, based on the
responses of students in this study, it appears that testing accommodations can be helpful
or harmful for a student’s sense of capability.

Parent and Teacher Perceptions of Accommodations. Both parents and
teachers regarded testing accommodations to be fair for SWD, although teacher ratings of
fairness were slightly higher. Most parent participants were parents of SWD, while the
teacher participants included both general and special educators. With the inclusion of
SWD in general education classrooms, it can be expected that general education teachers
have had experiences educating or working with SWD. Hence, we predicted that parents
and teachers would view testing accommodations as fair given their experiences with
children who have diverse learning needs. Parents and teachers agreed that the score of a
student with disabilities who received accommodations would be somewhat identical to
the score of a student without a disability who received no accommodations on the same
test. On the assumption that SWD necessitates testing accommodations to disclose the
opportunity to communicate their knowledge, it was expected that the scores of SWD
who received accommodations would be resemblant to the scores of SWOD who did not
receive accommodations. This study proves that parents and teachers viewed the scores
from accommodated tests for SWD as somewhat valid, as reflected by their ratings of
these test scores being somewhat comparable to those of a test without accommodations
for SWOD. Unfortunately, parent and teacher questionnaires did not query about the
desirability or feasibility of identifying, designing, or implementing testing
accommodations for SWD, an investigation that would have been useful given previous

research (Schumm & Vaughn, 1991).
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Group Differences. The exploration of group differences revealed mixed
findings. As predicted, a significantly greater proportion of SWD than SWOD felt the
adapted condition was easier and preferred that condition on the math and reading tests.
However, contrary to the study’s prediction that students in fourth grade would prefer
testing accommodations more than students in eighth grade, there was no significant
association found between grade level and partiality for either test condition. These
findings were unexpected given that researchers found that SWD reported less preference
for testing accommodations at higher grade levels than at lower ones (Elliott &
Marquardt, 2004; McKevitt & Elliott, 2003).

Conclusion

This study found that students, parents, and teachers have multifarious
perceptions of the requirement of testing accommodations for SWD. Most students
indicated a slight preference for testing accommodations, and most parents and teachers
reported feeling that testing accommodations were fair and valid for SWD. An
examination of open-ended responses on the student questionnaire revealed different
ways in which testing accommodations can sway a student’s self-efficacy. Whereas some
students viewed the testing accommodations as contributing to their self-assuredness
during testing, others reacted negatively to the accommodations, signaling that they made
them feel less than academically prepared as their peers. These findings attest to further
research on the effects that testing accommodations can have on students’ self-efficacy,
particularly since many SWD are likely to be exposed to testing accommodations during

mandated tests. Taken together, this research on student, teacher, and parent reactions to
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the use of testing accommodations provides evidence for the consequential validity of the
resulting scores for all students.

The three studies selected for this meta-analysis will provide insight into the
validity of providing the read aloud as an accommodation for SWD, and SWOD. By
combining the results of these studies, I can construct associations between theoretically
important variables such as, in what types of testing conditions does the read aloud
increase scores for both SWD, and SWOD? How is the accommodation viewed by
students, parents, and teachers, and how does the accommodation impact student self-
efficacy?

Both SWD, and SWOD have been shown to receive help from the read-aloud
accommodations with the accommodation effect size for SWD being significantly larger
than the effect size for SWOD. Li (2014) revealed in his study the important factors that
influence the effects of read-aloud accommodations. For example, the accommodation
effect was significantly stronger when the subject area was reading than when the subject
area was math. The study also shed light on the effect of read-aloud accommodations
being significantly stronger when the test was read by human proctors than when read by
video/audio players or computers. As with all the studies being referenced, the

implications, limitations, and directions for future research were discussed.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS

As noted, the three studies selected for this meta-analysis intend to yield insight
into the validity of providing the read aloud as an accommodation for SWD and SWOD.
By joining the results of these studies, I can build upon the associations between
theoretically important variables such as the types of testing conditions and if they do in
fact increase scores for both SWD and SWOD.

Li’s (2014, online first) The effects of the read-aloud accommodations for
students with and without disabilities: A meta-analysis. Educational Measurement: Issues
and Practices is a meta-analysis study that proposed the read aloud accommodation to
help remove obstacles faced by SWD in reading comprehension. Li (2014) conducted his
meta-analysis to examine the effects of read-aloud accommodations for students with and
without disabilities. Typically, both SWD and SWOD improved their test scores from the
read-aloud accommodations, albeit the accommodation effect size for SWD was
significantly larger than the effect size for SWOD.

This meta-analysis revealed key factors that influence the effects of read-aloud
accommodations. For example, the accommodation effect was significantly stronger
when the subject area was reading than when the subject area was math. The effect of
read-aloud accommodations was also significantly more predominant when the test was
read by human proctors than when it was read by video/audio players or computers.
Ultimately, the implications, limitations, and directions for future research were

discussed throughout the study (Li, 2014).
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Data Analysis
Coding Procedures

First, disability status was coded as “with disabilities” or “without disabilities”
based on information provided in the studies. Specifically, in all the studies included in
this meta-analysis, SWD mostly were identified as having learning disabilities. Second,
subject areas were coded as either math or reading. Third, the methods whereby the read-
aloud accommodations were delivered were coded according to three categories: when
the test was read by a teacher or a test administrator, it was coded as “read by human
proctors”; when read by a video tape player (Crawford & Tindal, 2004) or a cassette
player (Harker & Feldt, 1993), it was coded as “read by video/audio players”; and when
read via a computer, it was coded as “read by computers.”

Third, the coding of extra time was less straightforward than the coding for the
other variables. Studies in which extra time was deliberately combined with the read-
aloud accommodation so that a package of accommodations were provided (e.g., Schulte,
Elliott & Kratochwill, 2001) were excluded from this meta-analysis. Li included only
studies in which the read-aloud was offered as a single accommodation strategy and extra
time was inevitably allowed due to practical reasons relating to delivering the read-aloud
accommodation (Olson & Dirir, 2010). When it was specifically said that the read-aloud
accommodated condition allowed more time than the standard condition, this variable
was coded as “yes”; otherwise, Li coded it as “no.” In a few instances, Li contacted the
authors to collect sufficient information to code this variable.

In addition, Li coded the research design of each study. In a study with an

independent group design, typically students were randomly assigned to either the
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accommodation or the control condition. Effect size was calculated as the standardized
mean difference between the two groups using the pooled standard deviation of the two
groups (raw-score effect size) (Morris & DeShon, 2002). However, many of the read-
aloud accommodation studies that Li included used a repeated measure design (i.e., each
student took the test under both conditions, with read aloud accommodations and
without). Typically, the design was counterbalanced to minimize the order effects. For a
study using the repeated-measure design, the correlation between the pre-test and post-
test scores was needed to calculate the effect size (change-score effect size)
(Morris & DeShon, 2002). However, many of the studies using the repeated measure 15
design did not report this correlation, so Li was unable to calculate the change-score
effect size. Li, therefore, calculated the raw-score effect size for both the independent
group design and the repeated measure design studies. This practice was also adopted in
other test accommodation meta-analysis studies, such as Gregg and Nelson (2012) and
Kieffer, Rivera, and Francis (2012). To adjust this artifact due to different research
designs, Li further coded research design as a dichotomous variable (repeated measure
design or independent group design) and used this variable as one of the level-2
predictors in the subsequent analysis (Briggs, Ruiz-Primo, Furtak, Shepard & Yin, 2012;
Hox, 2012).
Individual Effect Sizes

The meta-analysis was performed following the variance known HLLM approach
with the HLM 6.08 software (Raudenbush, Bryk & Congdon, 2004). As demonstrated in
Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), dj, the effect size estimate for comparison j, is the

standardized mean difference between an experimental group and a control group. It is

62



defined as dj = ( Ej - Cj) /Sj [1] where Ej is the mean outcome for the experimental
group; Cj is the mean outcome for the control group; and Sj is the pooled within-group
standard deviation. 16 According to Hedges (1981), dj can be viewed as a statistic to
estimate the corresponding population effect size. It is approximately unbiased and
normally distributed with variance Vj = (nEj + nCj) / (nEjnC;j) + 6j 2 / [2(nEj + nCj)] [2]
where 9j is the corresponding population effect size; nEj is the experimental-group
sample size; and nCj is the control-group sample size. The observed dj is used to
substitute for 9j in equation 2, and V] is assumed to be known. When there are at least 20
(Hedges & Olkin, 1985) or 30 (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) cases per study, it is
reasonable to assume that the variance Vj can be estimated with sufficient accuracy (Hox,
2010). Hedges (1981) also presented a correction for bias in the calculation of effect sizes
when the sample size of the experimental group, nEj or that of the control group, nCj , is
very small: Adjusted dj =dj (1 —[3] With the variance-known HLM approach, the level-1
outcome variable in the meta-analysis is the effect size reported for each comparison (Li,

2014).
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Table 2

Variables and Frequencies

WVariable Coding and Notation Frequency
Disability status  Students without disabilities (Reference group) 60
Students with disabilities (W) 54
Subject area Feading (Reference group) 26
Math (W) 23
Delivery Fead by human proctors (Reference group) 41
method Read by computers {W3) Py |
Fead by video/andio players (Ws) 52
Grade level Elementary school { < 6" grade) (Reference group) 51
Middle school L(Eﬁ'i to %ﬂl} (W) 45
High school {9 to 12 7) (Ws) 17
Extra time Accommodated condition does not allow more time than the 04
non-accommodated condition (Reference group)
Accommodation condition allows more time than the non- 20
accommodated condition (W5)
Research design Repeated measure design (Reference group) o3
Independent group design (Wi) 21

As described by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), the level-1 model (often referred to as
the unconditional model) is dj = 6j + ej [4] where 9j is the true overall effect size across
comparisons; and ej is the sampling error associated with dj as an estimate of dj . Here,
we assume that ¢j ~ N(0, Vj). 17 In the level-2 model, the true population effect size, 6j ,
depends on comparison characteristics and a level-2 random error term: 6j = y0 + yIW1j
+y2W2j + ... + YoW6j + yTW7) + y8WS8j + 1j [5] where W1j ... W8] are the comparison
characteristics predicting dj (see Table 1 for the list of variables and the corresponding
frequencies); y0 is the expected overall effect size when each Wij is zero; y1 ... y8 are
regression coefficients associated with the comparison characteristics W1 to W8 ; and

is a level-2 random error (Li, 2014).
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Results

Based on the procedure described in the methods section, 114 effect sizes from 23
studies were included in this meta-analysis. The distribution of the effect sizes is
illustrated in Figure 1. More of the effect sizes were positive than negative, and no
outliers were detected. The effect sizes ranged from -.95 to 1.20, with a mean of .20 and a
standard deviation of .36. The effect sizes were approximately normally distributed with
a skewness of .23 and a kurtosis of 1.51 (Li, 2014).
Figure 1

Histogram of Effect Sizes
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The predictors were entered into the model by category separately and then in a
combined way. Table 2 summarizes the estimated regression coefficients, the 95%

confidence intervals, and the random components of a series of models. Due to space
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limitations, confidence intervals were not referred to in the later sections. Model 0 shows
the results when no 18 predictors were included. The intercept (i.e., the estimated grand-
mean effect size) was .20, which was statistically different from zero (t [113] =6.70, p <
.001). This result shows that on average students who received read-aloud
accommodations scored about .20 standard deviation units higher than their non-
accommodated peers. Furthermore, the estimated variance of the effect size was .06,
which was significantly different from zero. This suggests that variability existed in the
true effect sizes across comparisons. Therefore, the results show that analysis should
proceed to a level-2 conditional model in order to determine which characteristics explain

this variability (Li, 2014).
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Table 3

Results of the Models
Model 0 Model 1 Model2  Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7
Fixed effect
Intercept . 14%ee A eee Jgqnes L b J7ene . Agene
b (14,26 (07,22) (30,52) (25,43)  (15,.32) (10,23) (10,23) (33, 64)
Disability 13 13*
(.01, .24) {.03,.23)
Math 2] - 2.
{--40, -.15) (-.38, -.14)
Computer = 23" - 22%*
(-.38, -.07) (36, -.07)
Video/sudio playver 22" - e
(=35, -.10) (=33, -.06)
Middle school =10 - 15
(-.23, .03) (-.26, -.03)
High school 03 -2
{-.14, 21) (- 18, .14)
Extra time o 21° 13
(.08, .36) {-01,27)
Independent group 19 Kt
design 04, 34)  (-09, 24)
Random cifect
Standand deviation 25387 24696 23165 23206 25247 25008 24635 84310
Variance 06445”06099 05366 05385 06374 06254 06069 03397
Component
Degree of freedom 113 112 112 111 111 112 112 105
Chi-square value 431.17 392.30 393,62 3R5.11 420,04 470.22 41516 260.77
Proportson of NIA 537% 16.74% 16.45% 1.10% 2. H% 5.83% AT 0%

variance explained

Note. ¥ p< .05, ¥* p< .01, *¥* p < .001: a Numbers in the parentheses are the 95% confidence interval: b The

variance component is significant at 001 level across all models.

Results of the Models

In Model 1, disability status was statistically significant (y =.13,t[112] =2.13, p
<.05). SWOD who received read-aloud accommodations scored about .14 standard
deviation units higher than their non-accommodated peers, whereas SWD who received
read-aloud accommodations scored about .27 (i.e., .14 +.13) standard deviation units
higher than their non-accommodated peers. In Model 2, the accommodation effect size
for math tests was significantly smaller than that for reading tests (y =-.27, t[112] = -
4.18, p <.001). Specifically, students who received a read-aloud accommodation on

reading tests scored about .41 standard deviation units higher than their non-
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accommodated peers; however, the increase was only .14 (i.e., 41 - .27) standard
deviation units for math tests. In Model 3, both two variables related to accommodation
delivery methods were statistically significant. When a human proctor read the test,
students who received read-aloud accommodations scored about .34 standard deviation
units higher than their non-accommodated peers, whereas the increase was .11 (i.e., .34 -
.23) standard deviation units when the read-aloud was delivered by a computer and .12 19
(i.e., .34 - .22) standard deviation units when the read-aloud was delivered by a
video/audio player. In Model 4, for middle school students and for high school students,
the effect of read aloud accommodations was not significantly different from that for
elementary school students (Li, 2014).

In Model 5, compared to the effect size when extra time was not evidently
provided in the accommodated condition, the effect size when extra time was provided
was significantly larger by .21 standard deviation units. In Model 6, compared to the
effect size in studies with a repeated measure design, the effect size in studies with an
independent group design was significantly larger by .19 standard deviation units. In
Model 7, all the predictors at one time were entered to investigate their effects
simultaneously. As shown in Table 2, the regression coefficient related to disability status
was significantly positive in both Models 1 and 7. This result indicates that whether we
controlled for other predictors, the effect size of receiving read-aloud accommodations
was larger for SWD than for those without disabilities. The effects of subject areas and
accommodation delivery methods were also consistent whether other predictors were
included in the model. There were, however, minor variations regarding the other

predictors across models. The difference between middle schools and elementary schools
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became statistically significant in Model 7. Extra time and research design, however,
became statistically non-significant in Model 7. These minor variations indicate a
potential interaction among the predictors, although this interaction is considered slight
(Li, 2014).

In addition to the regression coefficient, the proportion of variance explained was
also calculated with Model 0 as the baseline model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). As
shown in the last row of Table 2, subject area and accommodation delivery method each
explained over 16% of the variance in effect sizes, followed by research design (5.8%),
disability status (5.4%), extra time (3.0%), and grade level (1.1%). In Model 7, when all
the predictors were included, the proportion of variance explained was 47.3%. Still, the
estimated variance of the effect sizes in this model was .034, which was significantly
different from zero (¥2 = 260.77, df = 105, p <.001). This indicates that unknown
sources of variability still exist among the effect sizes beyond what have been accounted
for in this meta-analysis (L1, 2014).

Figure 2 stands for the estimated effect sizes in Model 7 when variables were
controlled for grade level, extra time, and research design. For example, when the subject
area was reading, for SWOD, the estimated effect sizes were as follows: .48 when the test
was read by a human proctor, .26 (i.e., 48 - .22) when read by a computer, and .28 (i.e.,
.48 -.20) when read by a video/audio player. The estimated effect size for math was
calculated in an equivalent way. As shown in Figure 2, the estimated accommodation
effects varied substantially across combinations of disability status, subject area, and

accommodation delivery method (L1, 2014).
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Few studies contributed effect sizes to this meta-analysis. The mean of the eight
effect sizes in Calhoon et al. (2000) was .24, and the mean of the 16 effect sizes in Olson
and Dirir (2010) was .18, both of which were close to the overall mean of .20. Also, both
studies involved multiple accommodation delivery methods and or multiple subject areas.
However, the mean of the 16 effect sizes in Helwig and Tindal (2003) was only .03, and
the mean of the 14 effect sizes in Helwig et al. (2012) was .00. These two studies focused
on read aloud.

Figure 2

Estimated Effect Sizes
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Figure 2. Estimated cffect sizes,
MNote. The effect sizes are based on Maodel 7, where reference groups are elementary school, no extra time, and repeated-measure
design.
Few studies contributed many effect sizes to this meta-analysis. The mean of the

eight effect sizes in Calhoon et al. (2000) was .24, and the mean of the 16 effect sizes in

Olson and Dirir (2010) was .18, both of which were close to the overall mean of .20.
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Also, both studies involved multiple accommodation delivery methods and or multiple
subject areas. However, the mean of the 16 effect sizes in Helwig and Tindal (2003) was
only .03, and the mean of the 14 effect sizes in Helwig et al. (2012) was .00. These two
studies focused on read aloud accommodations for math tests delivered via video/audio
players. In addition, a sensitivity analysis was performed by removing the effect sizes
produced in each of the four studies one at a time. The only changes observed were as
follows: (1) extra time became significant in Model 7 (y = .14, t (89) = 2.04, p < .05)
when removed Helwig and Tindal (2003), and (2) middle school became nonsignificant
in Model 7 (y =-.10, t (89) = -1.38, p > .05) when removed Olson and Dirir (2010).
Admittedly, one study contributing a large number of effect sizes may create a
dependence issue and bias the standard errors. However, the sensitivity analysis shows
that conclusions from the study did not change much as a result of including those studies
in this meta-analysis (Li, 2014).

Table 4

Distribution of All Participating Students by Grade Grouping, and Gender

Students With LD Students Withows LD

Male Female Male Female
Middle school (Grades 6-8) 114 59 45 51
High school (Grades 9-10) o8 42 49 28
Total 182 1 04 79

Nore, LD = leaming disabilities.
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Table 5

Test Performance of Students With and Without Learning Disabilities in Each Test

Condition
Students With LD? Students Withow LDP
Condition M SD M 5D
Standard 9.19 3.36 13.20 2.30
Student reads aloud 9.21 3.50 12.62 2.17
Note. LD = leamning disabilities.

= 283. % = 173.

Table 6

Distribution of Students in Main Analyses by Grade Grouping, and Gender

Students With LD Students Withoui LD

Male Female Male Female
Middle school (Grades 6-8) 91 47 16 24
High school {Grades 9-10) 54 38 23 18
Total 145 85 39 42
Nete. LD = leaming disabilities.

Table 7

Test Performance of Students With and Without Learning Disabilities in Each Test

Condition
Students With LD? Students Withowut LD
Conditian M S0 M S0
Standard 0.27 2.45 .16 3.25
Student reads aloud 11.52 1.70 11.86 2.39
Nete.

Students whose data are reported in this table were those who achieved scores between 5 and 13

{out of a maximum score of 16) in the standard test condition. LD = learning disabilities,
=230, bn =81,
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Table 8

Cross-Tabulation of Accommodation Benefits by Disability Status

Accommodation Benefit
Disability Status Benefit No Difference Detriment Toraf
Students with LD
Count 40 144 46 230
% within disability status 17.4 62.6 20.0 100.0
%6 within accommodation benefit 833 69.2 83.6 74.0
% of total 12.9 46.3 14.8 74.0
Students without LD
Count 8 64 9 81
% within disability status 6.9 190 111 100.0
% within accommodation benefit 16.7 30.8 16.4 26.0
% of total 26 20.6 29 26.0
All students
Count 48 208 55 311
% within disability status 15.4 66.9 17.7 100.0
% within accommodation benefit 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
% of total 154 66.9 17.7 100.0

Note. LD = leaming disabilities.
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Table 9
Percentages and Numbers of Students With Disabilities and Students without Disabilities

and Preferred Test Conditions

Student responses
Preferred Preferred Felt conditions
Questionnaire item accommodations no accommodations WETE Same
% (n) % (n) % (n)

Comfort level

SWD# 46% (58) 9.5% (12) 44.4% (56)

SWOD** 43.4% (72) 17.5% (29) 39.2% (65)
Seemed easier

SWD 62.2% (79) 9.4% (12) 28.3% (36)

SWOD 50% (83) 16.9% (28) 33.1% (55)
Overall preference

SWD 46% (59) 17% (22) 36% (46)

SWOoD 39% (64) 21% (35) 40% (66)
Better able to show
knowledge in math

SWD 36.2% (46) 27.6% (35) 36.2% (46)

SWaD 25.5% (42) 40% (66) 34.5% (57)
Better able to show
knowledge in reading

SWD 42.5% (54) 21.3% (27) 36.2% (46)

SWQoD 30.7% (51} 35.5% (59) 33.7% (56)

*The toral number of SWD was 127. **The toral number of SWOD was 166,
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
What Are the Effects of Read-Aloud Accommodations for Students with and
Without Disabilities?

According to the differential boost framework, because of receiving
accommodations, SWD are expected to obtain a larger increase in their scores compared
to SWOD. The results of the Li (2014) meta-analysis study support the requirement of
this framework. Disability status was shown as being a statistically significant predictor,
signifying that the effect of read-aloud accommodations for SWD was significantly
stronger than the effect for SWOD whether other predictors were controlled. The
significant predictors of the accommodation effect sizes were .14 for SWOD and .27 for
SWD. Results of the study did not differ primarily from previous metanalysis findings.
For instance, Vanchu-Orosco (2012) reported an effect size of .30 for SWD and .17 for
SWOD for multiple types of test accommodations. In Elbaum (2007), the mean effect
size was .37 for elementary school SWD and .10 for secondary school SWD. At present,
in the test accommodation literature for SWD, the categories of small, medium, and large
effects are not clearly defined (Vanchu-Orosco, 2012). If a general scheme is used, as
implied by Cohen (1992), a differential boost of .13 standard deviation units as found in
the present meta-analysis is regarded as small in practical terms.

The interaction hypothesis says that students who require the accommodation
should benefit from it and that students who do not need the accommodation should not
benefit from it. Here, Li (2014) referred to the estimated effect sizes, when grade level,
extra time, and research design were collected for. When the subject area was reading,

regardless of the accommodation delivery method, SWD and SWOD both benefited from
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receiving read-aloud accommodations, with effect sizes ranging from .26 to .61. When
the subject area was math, SWD and SWOD both received help from read-aloud
accommodations provided by human proctors, with effect sizes of .35 and .22,
respectively. Nevertheless, for math tests, when the accommodation was provided by a
computer or a video/audio player, the effect sizes for SWD were small and the effect
sizes for SWOD were zero or almost zero. Therefore, the read-aloud accommodations did
not always meet the criteria of the interaction hypothesis (Li, 2014).

Elbaum (2010), and colleagues examined the effects of a student-reads-aloud
accommodation on the performance of middle school and high school students with and
without LD on a test of reading comprehension. Test scores that students achieved in the
accommodated condition were not statistically significantly different from scores
obtained in the standard condition. For 17% of SWD, the accommodation boosted
performance; for 20%, the accommodation impaired performance. Whereas 10% of
SWOD showed an accommodation benefit, while 11% showed an accommodation
detriment. Although an ANOVA revealed no statistically reliable difference in the
accommodation boost for SWD and SWOD, the analysis of residualized gain scores
suggested that at approximately equal levels of performance in reading comprehension,
SWOD may, as a group, benefit more from this accommodation than SWD (Elbaum et
al., 2004).

Elbaum’s (Elbaum, 2010) brought recommendations in the literature to the
forefront concerning the experimental investigation of testing accommodations. Tindal,
Heath, Hollenbeck, Almond, and Harniss (1998) urged that “to provide the most

convincing empirical support for an accommodation, students with a specific need have
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to be compared to others without such a need who are otherwise comparable in
achievement” (p. 442). In this study, a comparison group of general education students
was chosen that was remarkably close to the reading performance level of SWD. As well,
students took the test in both conditions, therefore acting as their own controls. The
finding that as a group, SWD did not have higher scores in the accommodations than in
the standard test condition calls into question the effectiveness of the accommodation; the
fact that they did not benefit more from the accommodation than SWOD calls into
question its credibility. Regarding accommodation effectiveness, it may be the case that
as suggested by Goldman et al. (1980), older students with low reading skills are less
likely than younger ones to benefit from producing a distinct phonological representation
of the text. Although reading aloud may enhance retention of discourse in working
memory, it also slows down reading fluency. For older readers, the trade-off of increased
retention versus slower processing of the text, particularly for longer passages, may not
be sufficiently beneficial to result in overall gains in comprehension. With regard to
validity, the findings of the study raise the question of whether scores achieved in the
accommodated condition can be explicated in the same way as scores obtained in the
unaccommodated condition. Tindal (2002) described several points of view on the
validity of accommodations. For example, Phillips (1994) specified five conditions for a
suitable definition of accommodations including that the meaning of scores should be the
same regardless of any changes being made in the fashion in which the test is given or
taken and that the accommodation should not have the likelihood of benefit for SWOD.
The insinuation is that a necessary condition for test validity under accommodated

conditions is that SWOD do not have an unfair advantage from the accommodation (cf.
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Tindal et al., 1998). In the case of Fuchs et al. (2000), the student-reads-aloud
accommodation was concluded to be valid because although the gain for SWD in the
student-reads-aloud condition was very small (ES = 0.06), SWOD suffered a decline in
performance (ES =—0.12), resulting in a significant differential accommodation boost.
(Li, 2014)

Elbaum’s (20210) findings also emphasize the importance of taking an individual
perspective on testing accommodations and of requiring that accommodation decisions be
based on trials undertaken by each student. In most studies conducted on test
accommodations, students’ scores either increased because of the accommodation or
remained unchanged. In this study, in disparateness, students suffered a potential
detriment (impaired test performance) because of the accommodation. The potential for
the detriment makes it essential that great vigilance be applied in assigning this
accommodation and that it be assigned only because of prior evidence of benefit to the
individual student. Regarding students’ feelings, previous research indicated that students
are generally well responsive to testing accommodations. For example, McKevitt and
Elliott (2003) found that students in their study had positive views of a tester-reads-aloud
accommodation, although they expressed concern that having the test items read aloud
made them difficult to follow. Elliott et al. (2002) reported on a dissertation study by
Marquart (2000) investigating extended time on a mathematics test for eighth-grade
students. Students in this study were surveyed concerning their understanding of the
accommodation. Most reported that they felt more comfortable, were more motivated,
thought they had performed better, and preferred taking the test with the extended time

accommodation. Interestingly, neither the effect size for SWOD (ES = 0.34) or that for
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SWD (ES = 0.26) was statistically different from zero. Students were not very accurate in
their perceptions of whether their test performance was enhanced as a result of the
accommodation. In contrast to earlier research investigating teachers and students’
predictions of benefit, this study examined students’ post dictions of benefit. That is,
students in this study had the potential advantage of having experienced the
accommodated condition just prior to being questioned about their feelings. Still, the
reflections of students in this study after being given the assessment, although statistically
slightly better than chance, were far from correct. Translated into practical application,
the experience of the accommodation in and of itself did not provide students with an
accurate basis for determining whether they would be appropriate candidates for this
accommodation. Conceivably, with repeated experience and feedback on results, student
accuracy would improve. The incapability to accurately assess the impact of the
accommodation characterized SWOD as well as SWD. Therefore, students appear to be
no more accurate than teachers (cf. Fuchs et al., 2000; Helwig & Tindal, 2003) in their
perceptions of the actual or potential impact of an accommodation on their test
performance. (Elbaum,2010).

Lang’s study (2005) extends the information available about student, parent, and
teacher perceptions of accommodations for SWD on large-scale achievement tests. Prior
research findings concerning students’ preferences for accommodations on tests were
diverse. Consistent with studies by Elliott and colleagues, Lang’s study found that both
fourth- and eighth grade SWD, and SWOD reported an overall preference for testing
under the accommodated condition. Many of the connections between different groups of

students and partiality for either testing condition were not significant, however.
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Students’ open-ended responses showed an inconsistent effect of testing accommodations
on students’ self-perception and self-efficacy. While some students showed feeling more
confident and relaxed under the accommodated test condition, other Students reported
feeling less secure in their abilities. When considering the potential consequences of
testing accommodations for SWD, the self-beliefs of individual students should be taken
into consideration. Although this study did not directly examine students’ self-efficacy in
relation to testing accommodations, the open-ended responses from the student
questionnaire did supply an indication that testing accommodations can have either a
positive or a negative effect on a student’s reported sense of self efficacy. It is probable
that this effect, in turn, could significantly influence a student’s behavior during the
testing. It would be unfortunate if testing accommodations perceived by teachers as
beneficial had the opposite effect on some students, resulting in a tapering off in their
motivation to work or a sign of their success to the testing accommodations rather than
themselves. Therefore, it is important to have a clear understanding of student and
teacher beliefs of testing accommodations to ensure that when testing accommodations
are provided to students, the students’ and teachers’ beliefs of the accommodations are
aligned (Lang et al., 2005).

Understanding the consequences of testing accommodations for students is
paramount for setting up the consequential validity of such accommodations on large-
scale achievement tests. The intended consequence of testing accommodations for
students is to provide them with an opportunity to show their knowledge on tests without
the interference of their disability. So, students’ positive perception of testing

accommodations provides support for the consequential validity of testing
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accommodations on large-scale achievement tests. Moving forward, teachers’ and
parents’ positive feelings of testing accommodations for SWD offer evidence that the
consequences of the accommodations are indeed positive. Therefore, this study supplies
further support for the continued use of testing accommodations through evidence
affirming the consequential validity of their use.

In summary, except when read-aloud accommodations were provided in math
tests via a computer or a video/audio player, both SWD and SWOD profited from the
accommodation, though the effect size was generally greater for SWD. The fact that
SWOD may also receive help from read-aloud accommodations, still raises a fairness and
validity issue when providing the accommodation (Li & Suen, 2012; Phillips, 1994).
Therefore, if read-aloud accommodations are only provided to SWD, SWOD may be at a
detriment because they could have received help from the accommodations as well. In
other words, the accommodation may even offer SWD an unfair advantage over SWOD.
Many studies have contended with the effects of read-aloud accommodations, and it is
apparent that more research is needed to fully understand the fairness and validity of test
accommodations.

Future research would need to address the issues surrounding the use of
accommodations with high stakes testing and the effect of testing accommodations on
students’ self-efficacy. Researchers would benefit from examining students’ perceptions
of specific types of testing accommodations or accommodation packages. It may be that
SWD are more accepting and in favor of specific types of testing accommodations given
their previous experiences with them. If a relationship was found between students’

positive or negative ratings and certain types or packages of accommodations, it would be
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advantageous to examine whether that relationship was mediated by disability type.
Parents’ feelings of testing accommodations also deserve further research since parents
are key customers of testing accommodations through their children and imminently can
have a large influence on the provision of accommodations for their children. It would
also be helpful for future research to examine whether parents’ perceptions of testing
accommodations differ according to whether their children have disabilities.

Findings from these studies warrant further research on the effects that testing
accommodations can have on students’ self-efficacy, particularly since many SWD are
likely to be exposed to testing accommodations during mandated tests. Taken into
consideration, this research on student, teacher, and parent reactions to the use of testing
accommodations provides evidence for the consequential validity of the resulting scores
for all students.

The studies also add another piece to the experimental literature on testing
accommodations for SWD. The findings of the studies are congruent with previous
research in suggesting that the challenge of assigning the most effective and appropriate
testing accommodations for SWD, like that of designing the most effective and
appropriate instructional programs for these students, is unlikely to be successfully
addressed by principles affecting entire populations of students defined by their category
of disability. Rather, much more attention will need to be paid to individual students’
characteristics and responses to accommodations in relation to types of tests and testing

situations.
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