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Federal legislation such as the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990 (PL 101-336) and the recent Amendment and Reauthorization of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) has increased accessibility for persons with disabilities to postsecondary education.  As a result, the number of postsecondary students reporting a disability has increased dramatically, tripling between 1978 and 1994 from 2.6% to 9.2%.  In its 2000 annual report, the National Council on Disability revealed that as many as 17% of all students attending higher education programs in the United States are now identified as having a disability (learning disabilities are by far the most common type of disability reported by college students).  Further, more than one half of all the students with disabilities who enroll in postsecondary education complete their program of study. Specifically, within five years of starting postsecondary education, 41% of students with disabilities reported they had earned a degree or credential, and another 12% remained enrolled in their course of study.  Given this new level of interest and participation in postsecondary education among individuals with disabilities, it is important to understand issues and concerns surrounding the provision of educational and related supports to students with disabilities in postsecondary education.  This includes addressing the needs of persons with different backgrounds and types of disabilities, including minorities and those with intellectual disabilities, as well as understanding the impact of different types of postsecondary education programs or institutions upon the provision of educational supports.  
The theme chosen for this special issue of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability (JPED) is “supporting the success of persons with disabilities in postsecondary education.”   To succeed in postsecondary education, persons with disabilities must meet a diverse range of educational and related support needs (depending on individual characteristics, type, and level of disability).  Postsecondary education institutions have responded by offering a wide range of support and an array of approaches to accommodate students with disabilities.  Needs are addressed through disability service centers, working with instructional faculty, collaborating with community and agency support providers, and forming supportive peer networks.    
The purpose of this issue of JPED is to present an organized collection of peer-reviewed papers that focus upon the provision of educational supports necessary for persons with disabilities to access and succeed within postsecondary education.  The papers have been organized to provide the reader with evidence-based insights into the field, offering a range of data points and perceptions and sharing information about the types of supports that are effective in contributing to the quality of postschool life for persons with disabilities.  The editors have reviewed and selected papers that present a range of perspectives on the topic as well as papers providing results from quantitative and qualitative data and information.
The first paper, “Virginia’s Higher Education Leadership Partners: Creating Change Through Effective Statewide Collaboration” by Getzel, Briel, McManus, and Lovelace, provides a description of a collaborative partnership of postsecondary education institutions, secondary schools, advocacy groups, state agencies, and persons with disabilities, working together to improve supports and services for persons with disabilities in postsecondary education.  The paper also shares data on the effectiveness of the consortium model, using five critical principles of collaboration as measures. The second paper, “Faculty Knowledge and Practices Regarding Students with Disabilities in Three Contrasting Institutions of Higher Education” by Vogel, Leyser, Burgstahler, Sligar, and Zecker, presents exploratory findings of  a survey completed by instructional faculty regarding their knowledge of disability.  While important new information was generated from the study, statistically significant differences were not found concerning faculty member knowledge of disability and/or the willingness to provide accommodations for students with disabilities in their classes.  The third paper, “A Comparison of the Provision of Educational Supports to Students with Disabilities in AHEAD Versus Non-AHEAD Affiliated Institutions” by Harding, Blaine, Whelley, and Chang, introduces data from a national survey of higher education institutions concerning the provision of educational supports to persons with disabilities. The data were collected from a nationally representative sample of disability support personnel representing AHEAD member and non-AHEAD member programs.  The sample included a mix of two-year and four-year, private-public, small-large, and urban-rural postsecondary institutions. The findings illustrate the current status of educational support provision in postsecondary education, and present evidence pointing to the possible impact of professional organization membership upon the types of services and supports provided.  
The fourth paper, “Improving Postsecondary Outcomes for Students with Disabilities: Designing Professional Development for Faculty” by Burgstahler and Doe, describes the different types of professional development activities offered on a national sample of postsecondary campuses.  Training activities sought to impact upon faculty perceptions of persons with disabilities as well as knowledge of accommodations and supports to be provided. Findings indicate that many campuses provide a range of faculty training and other technical assistance and that such programs are effective in furthering faculty interest in and support of students with disabilities. The fifth paper, “Literature Synthesis of Key Issues in Supporting Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students with Disabilities to Succeed in Postsecondary Education” by Leake, Burgstahler, Applequist, Rickerson, Izzo, Arai, and Picklesimer, prevents a synthesis of key issues and effective practices identified through an extensive search of the literature. 
The final paper, “A Case Study of Accommodations for Transition-Age Students with Intellectual Disabilities” by Cynthia Zaft, presents the outcome of a qualitative study focused upon the experiences of three transition-age youth with intellectual disabilities as they participated in courses on a community college campus. 
It is hoped that each of these papers will contribute to the research base in this important field of study.  Further, it is the hope of the editor that each of the papers is of interest and assistance to researchers, educators, family members and students, and other educational support providers as they seek to accommodate and support the needs of persons with disabilities as they transition to, access, and participate in postsecondary education and other life-long learning settings.   
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Abstract
Even though collaboration is listed as one of the key elements in successful service delivery, there is little empirical data on the effectiveness of these relationships (Scott, 1996).  In Virginia, a group of concerned stakeholders established a consortium representing a wide spectrum of higher education programs, state agencies, secondary education personnel, advocacy groups, and students with disabilities to address systematic issues confronting our colleges and universities.  This paper describes the collaborative process developed and implemented to address pressing issues facing students with disabilities in higher education. This process, based on Melaville and Blank’s (1991) five principles of collaboration, was adopted by the group to determine the effectiveness of their activities as measured by these five principles.
  
Greater numbers of students with disabilities are entering postsecondary education programs.   Thus, during 1998 to 2000, students with disabilities attending four-year universities and college averaged 6% to 8% of the student population (Henderson, 2001).  Despite the good news, students face several transition-related issues as they plan and prepare for college.  Not only must students be academically prepared for higher education, students with disabilities are also responsible for documentation of a disability, assessment information, programming, advocacy, decision-making, and transition once they enter college (Brinkerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2002).  While in college, students with disabilities are faced with obtaining needed services and supports, working with faculty to implement their accommodations, and managing their academic studies, along with the supports and services they receive.  All too often, these students are unable to maintain their academic studies, resulting in limited numbers of students completing their programs (Wille-Gregory, Graham, & Hughes, 1995).  Several factors contribute to low retention and completion rates.  In many instances, students with disabilities may be hampered by varying or limited support services; large student-instructor ratios, which may lead to students’ unique needs going unrecognized; and limited direct student-instructor contact (Brinkerhoff, 1994; Stodden, 2001).
One specific issue that significantly impacts students’ experiences in college is the limited and often varying amounts of services and supports available on campus. Disability Support Services offices across the nation are faced with providing specialized services to meet increased demand for these services.  The range of services and supports provided by postsecondary education institutions is still relatively new and not well known by university faculty, staff, and administrators (Getzel, Stodden, & Briel, 2001; Mellard, 1994; Wilson, Getzel, & Brown, 2000).  As a result, faculty and other stakeholders may find it difficult to accommodate students simply because they lack an understanding of students’ needs or familiarity with campus services (deFur & Taymans, 1995; Scott, 1996).  Furthermore, the heavy workload of many Disability Support Services personnel presents significant barriers to students seeking and securing services (McGuire & Scott, 2001).
Every college or university campus faces unique challenges and issues when educating students with disabilities; however, they also share many concerns.  First, there are system wide issues that need to be addressed to enhance services and supports on college campuses.  As is the case in many other states, Virginia’s higher education system is characterized by great variety in its service delivery system for college students with disabilities. Documentation requirements for disability vary between schools, and data collection procedures are nonexistent or lack consistency on a statewide basis. This lack of uniformity often creates frustration for students with disabilities transitioning from high school to college or from a two-year college to a four-year university.  Further, faculty and staff members in higher education believe they lack sufficient information on instructing students with disabilities as well as understanding the process established by universities or colleges to identify students and provide accommodations (Wilson et al., 2000). 
In Virginia, a group of concerned stakeholders established a consortium representing a wide spectrum of higher education programs, state agencies, secondary education personnel, advocacy groups, and students with disabilities to address the systematic issues confronting our colleges and universities.  This paper describes the collaborative process developed and implemented to address pressing issues facing students with disabilities in higher education. This process, based on Melaville and Blank’s (1991) five principles of collaboration, proved to be an effective method to evaluate the impact of the consortium’s efforts.  

Establishing Collaborative Relationships

	Although collaboration is listed as a key element in successful service delivery, there is little empirical data on the effectiveness of these relationships (Scott, 1996).  Further, a number of definitions are used to describe collaborative relationships.  One of the more comprehensive definitions, developed by Melaville, Blank, and Asayesh (1993), describes collaboration as a process where individuals share a vision, establish common goals, agree to commit resources, and share a willingness to alter existing policies.  Virginia’s Higher Education Leadership Partners (VA-HELP) consortium members structured their goals and activities to achieve system wide change within Virginia’s higher education to better serve students with disabilities.  The group has been in existence since 1999 and has developed the depth of collaboration needed to ultimately commit resources and alter existing policies.    	
Creating the identity of VA-HELP has been an evolving process.  Developing a group identity meant working through a process of defining the mission of the group, establishing how members will function as a group, determining how decisions will be made, and identifying outcomes that can be implemented and evaluated.  To assist in the structuring of the group, five principles of collaboration, as delineated by Melaville and Blank (1991), were used to develop a framework for establishing collaborative relationships and to measure the consortium’s effectiveness. 
1.  Collaborative relationships are based on establishing partnerships between diverse stakeholders.  
During the early stages, it was determined that a diverse group of individuals was needed to cover the range of issues confronting students in higher education.  These issues included secondary education preparation for and transition to college, access to postsecondary education programs, and issues surrounding academic and support services while attending college.  In response to these issues, and with leadership provided by Virginia Commonwealth University’s Rehabilitation Research and Training Center and the Virginia Department of Rehabilitative Services, VA-HELP was established as a consortium consisting of representatives from secondary education, advocacy groups, students with disabilities, family members, state agencies, faculty and disability services coordinators from two- and four-year public universities and colleges, as well as private colleges. Agency members include the State Council on Higher Education in Virginia (SCHEV), the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE), VA Department for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing (VDDHH), VA Department for the Blind and Visually Impaired (VDBVI), VA Department of Rehabilitative Services (VDRS), and the Virginia Community College System (VCCS). The group also has visiting representatives from the Office of Civil Rights.
One stakeholder particularly committed to the success and continuation of the consortium is the VDRS.  The department played a leadership role in the creation of the consortium and has financially supported group-initiated activities.  The involvement of VDRS enabled consortium members to better understand the department’s services and to identify gaps in services.  For example, the VDRS played an integral role in developing documentation guidelines for students with disabilities entering postsecondary education, and in training special education teachers and directors about documentation requirements and the role of secondary and postsecondary education in this process. Training also focused on how rehabilitation services can assist students with disabilities in preparing for and successfully transitioning to postsecondary education through vocational counseling so they are able to better understand their disability and how it impacts their learning, to develop self-advocacy skills, and understand and accept their responsibility in higher education.  In brief, the role of the VDRS helped expand consortium members’ knowledge of services, and produced strong collaborative efforts with postsecondary schools across the state.    
2. Collaborative groups establish common goals to guide their activities.  
Initially, four specific activities were identified for the group to discuss, based on national and state legislative initiatives.  These activities included (a) requirements that each university or college establish guidelines for documenting a disability and the need for more uniform guidelines among colleges and universities; (b) the development of an interagency agreement template for use between the VDRS, VDBVI, and institutions of higher education; (c) data collection requirements of disability support services offices established by the Virginia state legislature; and (d) information access for individuals with visual impairments for information technology access.  
As the first year of the consortium progressed, members felt a need to re-examine the overall structure of the group.  Members wanted to establish broader principles to direct their current activities, and to define future endeavors.  As a result, consortium members devoted a meeting to discuss their mission statement and to examine the group’s structure, outcomes, and areas of focus.  Members developed a mission statement: “The Virginia Higher Education Leadership Partners is a consortium of stakeholders collaborating on issues of mutual concern pertinent to the enhancement and accessibility of postsecondary education for students with disabilities.”  The consortium begins each new meeting year revisiting their goals and objectives to determine the focus and direction for the year.     
3. Collaborative activities are jointly planned, implemented, and evaluated by the group.   
The structure of the consortium has essentially remained the same since its inception.  Members may rotate off the group at the beginning of each year.  In such cases the group makes recommendations with regard to new members to invite.  The group votes by consensus on the areas of focus.  Decisions on disseminating information or documents are also decided by consensus.  
The consortium maintains three small working groups.  Each group develops an action plan that establishes specific activities of the group, persons responsible for completing tasks, timelines for completion, and outcomes of the activities.  Individuals in the groups are designated to conduct evaluation of their activities.  Evaluation activities typically involve obtaining feedback from individuals impacted by the products and services created by the VA-HELP members.
The entire consortium meets as a large group to discuss small group activities, inform other members of activities that are being sponsored by state agencies, universities or colleges, or to share research articles or information on higher education and disability.  The consortium also invites speakers to discuss research that is being conducted in Virginia on students with disabilities in higher education, legislative initiatives, or university/college programs successfully meeting the needs of students.
4.  Participants of collaborative groups commit resources to achieve the mutually identified vision for system wide change.  
The process of committing resources began to evolve as the trust and working relationships of the members grew.  Resources committed by agencies or universities have been designated for a specific product developed by the group or a conference that benefits the work of the consortium members.  Some examples of resource sharing include the VDOE committing funds to print a college resource guide that provides updated information on disability-related services and supports that each college/university offers.  Another example is the VDRS co-sponsoring a state conference on students with disabilities in higher education to allow DRS counselors the opportunity to network with college disability support services coordinators, students, and other higher education staff. 
5. Collaborative groups delegate individual responsibilities to group members to fulfill the endeavors of the group.  
The VA-HELP consortium members created a structure ensuring active involvement of each participant.  As described earlier, the use of small working groups has been an effective method for identifying specific activities to meet the goals established by the consortium, assigning tasks to each member, creating a timeline for completing these tasks, and identifying outcomes or products used to disseminate results to other universities and colleges in Virginia and nationally.   
Outcomes
	
At the beginning of each year, the VA-HELP consortium members identify specific outcomes to be achieved.  Some activities are completed over a multi-year period; however, each activity identified by the group must have specific outcomes.    Described below are some of the outcomes already completed by the group, and future activities group members have identified.

Interagency Cooperative Agreement
An interagency cooperative agreement was developed between higher education and vocational rehabilitation as a result of the 1998 amendments to the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. This legislation directed states to specify agency financial responsibility; conditions, terms, and procedures of reimbursement; procedures for resolving agency disputes; and coordination of service procedures for vocational rehabilitation consumers attending postsecondary schools. 
Through review of a survey by the AHEAD in Virginia and statistics from the Virginia Department of Rehabilitative Services, it was found that interpreter and CART costs were by far the most expensive accommodations for university budgets and would be targeted in the first cooperative agreements established by VDRS, VDBVI, and higher education.  The VA-HELP consortium designed a cooperative agreement  template to cost share interpreter and CART services.  The template was piloted at a university to determine if any further clarification was necessary.  After the template was approved, it was decided that one blanket cooperative agreement would be signed between the Virginia Community College System, VDRS and VDBVI. It was also determined that each four-year university or college would develop and sign its own agreements.  VA-HELP members continue to receive updates about the effectiveness of the agreements.
Documentation Guidelines
VA-HELP consortium members have worked over the past six years to develop documentation guidelines and to disseminate them across the state.  The goal was to provide consistency among Virginia’s institutions of higher education. These guidelines were needed by colleges/universities (both two- and four-year) and high schools to help make a smooth transition for students with disabilities. 
The group collectively reviewed available documentation guidelines from various two- and four-year institutions and also best practices nationally, including AHEAD’s Learning Disabilities Guidelines, Educational Testing Service’s (ETS) Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder Guidelines, and ETS’s Psychiatric Disabilities Guidelines. A document was developed and eventually reviewed by representatives from the Office of Civil Rights who participate in the consortium. After a draft was agreed upon by VA-HELP members, the guidelines were disseminated to all colleges and universities for feedback and input.  They were also posted on the AHEAD in Virginia website for comment.   The responses from the field were reviewed and the documentation guidelines finalized.    
Once finalized, the document was distributed to colleges and universities across the state, along with a PowerPoint presentation.  The presentation was developed for college and high school personnel to use in informing students with disabilities and their families about the documentation requirements.  As part of an effort to assess the effectiveness of the guidelines, VA-HELP members have conducted a statewide survey of college and university DSS offices.  The consortium members have also collaborated with the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia to post the guidelines on their website for further dissemination.
The next phase of the consortium’s work on documentation is to develop a product (CD or brochure) to be disseminated to guidance counselors, secondary education teachers, students with disabilities, and family members describing the differences between receiving services and supports in secondary and postsecondary education settings.  This information will be formatted to ensure ease of understanding about the laws covering supports in secondary and postsecondary education, and information on the documentation process. 
College Guide for High School Students with Disabilities and Their Families
Consortium members revised a college guide previously developed by the VDOE with updated information and resources concerning colleges and universities in Virginia, as well as information on transitioning to postsecondary education. The guide has a student focus to assist students to more fully participate in the transition planning process.  The content covers such issues as the differences between the laws covering secondary and postsecondary education, student responsibilities in post secondary education, the role of guidance counselors and teachers and how they can help with transition, and financial aid information.  The guidebook lists all Virginia colleges and universities (two- and four-year, public and private) so students can easily locate contact information for a given institution. Prior to publishing the guide, it was reviewed by secondary school and college personnel, students with disabilities, and their families.  The VDOE provided funds to print the guide and post it on their website. 
College Quest–College Preparation Program
	 VA-HELP consortium members assisted in the development and implementation of a one-day college preview for high school students with disabilities from across the state.  The daylong event provided students and families an opportunity to learn about services and supports in college, expectations of faculty members, self-advocacy skills necessary for college, financial aid packages, and tips for surviving the first year of college from current college students with disabilities serving as mentors.  The event was sponsored by several agency and organizational representatives on the consortium to enable students and families to attend this event at no cost.  
College Quest has now been established as an annual event sponsored in part by the VA-HELP consortium.  Planning meetings are held outside of the regularly scheduled VA-HELP meetings.  Consortium members are assigned to work on specific tasks, which include recruitment of participants (typically organized by consortium members working with secondary schools), recruitment of college personnel, in particular DSS providers (typically this is handled by members who are DSS providers on VA-HELP), and topics for the program are determined by the consortium members.  Topics are selected based on current trends in higher education and disability as reported in the literature and from the experiences of consortium members. Examples of conference topics include the role of rehabilitation services in college, postsecondary experiences for students with significant disabilities, health and disability issues in college, social security benefits and college students, career preparation of students with disabilities, use of technology in learning, importance of self-determination skills in college, academic coaching, and the perspectives of college students’ with disabilities on their postsecondary experience. 
Future Activities
	
Consortium members will continue to work on issues and concerns related to students with disabilities in postsecondary education.  At the beginning of each year, the group members meet to analyze their progress in specific areas previously identified.  A decision is then made on steps needed to complete a current project or to initiate activities in a new area that the group feels is important.  With the increase of postsecondary education, especially two-year colleges, as a potential transition goal for students with disabilities (Wagner, Cameto, & Newman, 2003), it is anticipated that continued strengthening of collaboration among secondary, postsecondary, community providers, students, and family members will remain a high priority.  
One area that the consortium is exploring is the retention of students with disabilities in college, and how retention data are being collected and used by universities and colleges in Virginia.. Additionally, consortium members are discussing several issues that impact retention of college students with disabilities. One is the academic preparation of secondary education students.  It is important that students with disabilities are enrolled in college preparatory classes during high school to build a foundation of knowledge to not only enter college but also have the academic preparedness to remain in college (Brinckerhoff et al., 2002; Eaton & Coull, 1999; Getzel, 2005).  VA-HELP members are also attempting to obtain more accurate information on the number of students with disabilities who are successfully completing college and the number of students who are dropping out.  Such information is critical to better prepare students prior to their entry into college and to determine what factors contribute to successfully completing a degree or prevent students from remaining in college.  
It is anticipated that the consortium will continue to work on the interactive process that is involved in determining appropriate accommodations in postsecondary education (Reilly & Davis, 2005).  There continues to be an ongoing need for updating information on documentation guidelines, and increasing the understanding of secondary education personnel, families, and students concerning the ADA and related statutes.  Similarly, instructional faculty and staff are in need of information concerning the broad scope of the ADA both in academic and employment settings (Reilly & Davis, 2005).
   In addition, VA-HELP members are exploring the use of universal design principles in postsecondary education, that is, utilizing a proactive design of instruction that is inclusive of students with disabilities and other diverse learners (Scott, McGuire, & Embry, 2002).  Members are particularly interested in identifying best practices in Virginia and nationally as a way to provide illustrations either through training or technical assistance activities for college faculty and staff.

Conclusion
	
The formation of a statewide consortium to work on issues and concerns related to educating students with disabilities in higher education has taken the time and dedication of each member.  There is still a great deal of work left to be done.  Members continue to work on building visibility among colleges and universities in Virginia, and defining the role of the VA-HELP consortium within the higher education system.  The ultimate goals of committing resources to achieve outcomes and change existing policies remain in the early stages of development.  While the commitment of resources has begun to occur around specific products developed by group members, further work is needed to evaluate the impact of the group’s collaborative relationship on changing existing policies or practices.   VA-HELP members have evaluated the use of the documentation guidelines developed by the group and disseminated to colleges and universities across the state.  The next step will be to determine what policies and practices have changed in the provision of services and supports for students with disabilities on Virginia campuses as a result of the guidelines and other resources developed by the consortium. Another area of future evaluation efforts by the VA-HELP members is to determine the effectiveness of the interagency agreement developed for higher education institutions and the VDRS and the VDBVI. 
It is critical that further research be conducted on collaborative relationships in higher education.  Such research needs to cover all areas of collaboration, including the sharing of resources and information on college campuses, collaborative structures between universities and community agencies, and statewide collaborative relationships through such groups as the VA-HELP consortium.  Without empirical data on the impact and effectiveness of these relationships, the key elements for establishing collaborative relationships cannot be substantiated (Scott, 1996).  Higher education is in need of these data to replicate effective collaborative relationships or structures to enhance the educational experiences of students with disabilities.	
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Abstract

In this exploratory survey research, faculty from three types of institutions of higher education (IHEs) provided input regarding their knowledge about disabilities, legal mandates, accommodations, and the office of disability services (ODS); their practices; their willingness to provide accommodations; and their interest in topics for professional development pertaining to students with disabilities. The goal was to be able to recommend professional development strategies and activities matched to institution type so as to increase faculty knowledge and thereby retention and graduation rates of students with disabilities. All full-time and part-time faculty (4,995) in a state university (SU), private university (PU), and community college (CC) received a cover letter and self-report questionnaire. The overall response rate was 27.7% (1,384). Faculty in the PU were significantly more knowledgeable about disabilities, relevant legislation, and the ODS than faculty in the other two IHEs. The CC faculty were very much more likely than other faculty to include a statement in their syllabi and to make an announcement in class encouraging students with disabilities to speak to them about their accommodation needs. However, there were no significant differences among the three groups of faculty regarding knowledge or willingness to provide accommodations. Overall, faculty ranked information about the ODS and teaching accommodations as the topics of greatest interest in professional development; the CC faculty expressed the greatest interest in all topics. Implications for practice and future research are discussed.


A growing number of individuals with disabilities are attending colleges and universities (Gajar, 1998; Henderson, 2001; Horn & Berktold, 1999; National Council on Disability, 2000). According to Henderson, the percent of full-time freshmen with disabilities in four-year institutions of higher education (IHEs) increased from 2.6% in 1978 to 6.0% in 2000. However, this is an underestimation of the proportion of students with disabilities. Thus, when both full- and part-time undergraduates (not just full-time freshmen) with documented disabilities (not just self-reported disabilities) are considered, the proportion of students with disabilities has been estimated at 9.3% (National Center on Education Statistics, 2000). Those with learning disabilities represent the largest subgroup, estimated to range from 2.4% of the total student population at the most competitive universities to 10% at community colleges (CCs) (Vogel et al., 1998).
The increased proportion of students who have disabilities in higher education is due, at least in part, to higher expectations for many students with disabilities as a result of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997 (IDEA) (PL105-17), which mandates that students with disabilities beginning at age 14 have plans to prepare them for transition to postsecondary education and employment. Equally important in understanding this increase is the impact of passage of Section 504 (P.L. 93-112) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (P.L. 101-336). 
Despite growing admissions, students with disabilities have been less successful than students without disabilities in graduating from college (National Council on Disability, 2000). For example, Horn and Berktold (1999) reported that 16% of former students with disabilities graduated from college compared with 27% of those without disabilities. Even more discouraging findings were reported by Vogel and Reder (1998). Based on an analysis of a national cross-sectional sample of adults with disabilities ages 25-65, they reported that only 8% of those with disabilities graduated from college, compared with 27% of adults without disabilities. In order for these students to succeed in higher education and for postsecondary institutions to meet their legal and ethical obligations, qualified students with disabilities must have equal access to educational programs. 
The success of postsecondary students with disabilities depends upon a variety of factors (Wilson, Getzel, & Brown, 2000), which include faculty knowledge about students with disabilities, legal mandates, and campus services, as well as faculty willingness to provide accommodations (Baggett, 1994; Doña & Edmister, 2001; Fichten, Amsel, Bourdon, & Creti, 1988; Fonosch & Schwab, 1981; Leyser, 1989; Leyser, Vogel, Brulle, & Wyland, 1998; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b; Satcher, 1992; Thompson, Bethea, & Turner, 1997; Vogel & Adelman, 1992, 2000; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999). 
Faculty have been found to be willing to provide various teaching and examination accommodations. However, in general, they have little familiarity with disability laws, accommodation strategies, and disability support services (Baggett; Bourke, Strehorn, & Silver, 2000; Burgstahler, 2002; Burgstahler & Doe, 2004; Doña & Edmister; Leyser et al.; Thompson et al.; Vogel et al.; Wilson, Getzel, & Brown) and limited experience in teaching students with disabilities (Baggett; Leyser et al.; Thompson et al.). These findings have been corroborated by student reports that faculty lack knowledge of disabilities, accommodations, and campus services (Lehman, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; Wilson, et al., 2000) and are more willing to make some accommodations than others (Burgstahler & Doe, 2004; Farone, Hall, & Costello, 1998; Hill, 1996; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b).
The literature reports several demographic variables that may impact faculty attitudes and knowledge about disabilities willingness to make accommodations. These include 
a)	gender, e.g., Bigaj et al. (1997) and Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, Brulle, Sharoni, & Vogel (2003), reported female faculty expressed more knowledge and willingness to provide instructional accommodations than male faculty;
b)	age, e.g., Vogel et al. (1999) reported that faculty of different ages differed in their willingness to provide specific types of accommodations;
c)	teaching experience, e.g., Satcher (1992) and Fichten, et al. (1998) reported that faculty with more experience teaching students with disabilities were more comfortable allowing accommodations than those with less experience;
d)	faculty status, e.g., Bourke, et al. (2000) reported than non-tenure track faculty had a higher level of understanding of the need for accommodations than tenure-track faculty and were more willing to provide accommodations; and 
e)	academic rank, e.g., Vogel et al. (1999) and Leyser et al. (2003) reported some evidence that instructors who did not have a doctorate and faculty who held a lower rank were more willing to provide a number of instructional accommodations than other faculty. 
Students are sometimes uncomfortable asking for accommodations because of their concerns that faculty have negative attitudes about them (Burgstahler & Doe, 2004; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b). Faculty also report discomfort in talking with students who have disabilities; however, those with more experiences with and knowledge about students with disabilities are more comfortable working with them (Fichten, et al., 1988; Fonosch & Schwab, 1981). With regard to professional development in this area, faculty have expressed a wide range of interest levels, needs for information, and preferred types of training formats (Burgstahler, 2002; Burgstahler & Doe, 2004; Leyser et al., 1998). 
There is reason to suspect that faculty knowledge and skills differ by type of institution. For example, services for students with disabilities on postsecondary campuses have been found to vary by size of institution and specific degrees granted by the institution (Bursuck Rose, Cowen, & Yahaya, 1989). It has been reported that two-year institutions provide more personalized services and a greater number of services to students with disabilities than four-year postsecondary institutions (Burgstahler, Crawford, & Acosta, 2001; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000a). Two-year college students with disabilities have expressed more satisfaction and fewer barriers than students in four-year colleges (West, et al., 1993).
The purpose of this exploratory study was to determine if faculty knowledge, practices, and topics of interest differed in three types of IHEs—a state university (SU), private university (PU), and community college (CC). We hypothesized that, with known differences by institution type, IHEs would be better able to tailor faculty development activities/strategies accordingly and thereby enhance faculty knowledge and willingness to provide or facilitate the provision of accommodations and ultimately increase the academic success of students with disabilities.
The specific research questions addressed were as follows:
1.	Do faculty differ in self-reported knowledge regarding disabilities, legal mandates, accommodations, and knowledge of and communication with the ODS?
2.	Do faculty vary in self-reported willingness and/or actual provision of teaching and examination accommodations?
3.	Do faculty differ in their practice of including a statement in the syllabus and/or making an announcement in class inviting students with disabilities to speak to them early in the semester if they need accommodations? 
4.	Do faculty differ in their assessment of the fairness of providing accommodations vis-à-vis students without disabilities? 
5.	Do faculty differ in their level of interest in disability-related topics?

Methodology

Institutions of Higher Education
The three IHEs included in this study were selected because they were in the same urban area of the United States, but differed in admissions criteria, funding base, programs/degrees, and size of student body. They included a large, doctoral-degree-granting state university (SU), a private university (PU), and a community college (CC). The proportion of students with documented disabilities who sought services from the ODS at each institution varied; 2.0% of the student body at the CC had documented disabilities and sought services, 1.8% at the PU, and 1.0%, at the SU. 
All faculty in the three IHEs were invited to respond to a questionnaire. A total of 4,995 cover letters, surveys, and return envelopes were sent via campus mail; 4,138 were sent to the SU faculty, 307 to the PU faculty, and 550 to the CC faculty. Responses were received from 1,384 faculty (overall response rate of 27.7%), with a range in response rate from 15.5% (85) at the CC, 28.6% (1183) at the SU, to 37.8% (116) at the PU. The distribution of the three faculties by gender and age are reported in Table 1. 
Instrument		
The instrument, A Faculty Survey on Students with Disabilities, consisted of 35 items. It was a modified and expanded version of a questionnaire used in prior studies regarding faculty knowledge, attitudes, and practices (Leyser et al., 1998; Vogel et al., 1999). Revisions were based on changes in the field, earlier findings, present interests, and feedback from service providers, researchers, and students with disabilities. One of the important modifications in this version of the questionnaire was a broadening of the focus to include students with all types of disabilities, not just learning disabilities. 
The instrument consisted of five parts: Part I elicited information about demographics and characteristics of respondents; Part II asked respondents to self-assess their knowledge about and experience interacting with individuals with disabilities in their personal life and teaching, as well as their knowledge about the law and the ODS; Part III addressed willingness to provide and the actual provision of teaching and examination accommodations; Part IV asked respondents to assess the potential of students with disabilities to be successful in professional preparation programs and in employment in these professions after graduation; and Part V asked faculty about their interest in acquiring more information on five specific topics. This article focuses on Parts I, II, III, and V; Part IV findings will be reported in a future paper. 
The questionnaire used a six-point Likert scale, with (1) indicating low degree of support, unwillingness to accommodate, or strong disagreement with the statement, and (6) reflecting high level of support, willingness to accommodate, or strong agreement with the statement. The Cronbach alpha coefficient of internal consistency reliability for the questionnaire based on all respondents was .90, indicating a high degree of internal consistency reliability for the instrument.
Procedures
Mailing labels for all full- and part-time teaching faculty were obtained from the offices of human resources of each institution. During the spring semester of 2001, each potential participant was sent via campus mail a cover letter, questionnaire, and campus-addressed return envelope. The letter explained that the purpose of the questionnaire was to determine faculty knowledge, attitudes, practices, and interests in order to develop workshops, electronic information, publications, and Web Sites for faculty about disabilities, legal mandates, campus ODS, and accommodations for students with disabilities. Respondents were assured of anonymity, and names and telephone numbers of the researchers were provided for those having questions or wanting additional information or disability-related accommodations. A follow-up reminder postcard was sent to all survey recipients two weeks after the initial mailing. 

Method of Analysis

Quantitative analysis. Frequencies were generated for Part I (background information) and Part V (interest in specific topics for future staff development). Descriptive statistics were calculated, and three-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted to evaluate responses to items in Parts II and III. The ANOVAs were employed to determine whether the three IHEs differed on item means and, if so, how. In Part III, faculty responded twice to each of 17 items; 7 concerned teaching accommodations, and 10 related to examination accommodations. The first time, faculty were asked how willing were they to provide each accommodation, and the second time, they were asked if they had had a student with a disability in any of their classes, how frequently they had actually provided that specific accommodation.
Teaching accommodations were rated by respondents on a six-point Likert scale where a response of (1) represented “Not At All” and (6) indicated “Very Willing” or “Very Knowledgeable.” The responses to the seven teaching accommodations were combined to create two composite scores identified as “willingness” and “provision” of teaching accommodations. The 10 examination accommodation items were similarly combined to create two composite scores regarding “willingness” and “provision” of examination accommodations. These four composites were then compared using a three-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine if faculty in the three IHEs differed in their self-reported “willingness” and/or “provision” of these two types of accommodations. 
Faculty assessment of the fairness of providing accommodations for students with disabilities vis-à-vis nondisabled students is a complex construct and difficult to assess. This construct was assessed by two items: (a) We asked faculty how fair it was to provide teaching accommodations for students with documented disabilities vis-à-vis nondisabled students, and (b) We asked faculty how fair it was to provide examination accommodations for students with disabilities vis-à-vis nondisabled students. Lastly, the responses of faculty interest in five suggested topics were analyzed to determine if faculty in the three types of IHEs differed regarding topics of greatest interest for future professional development activities/strategies. Frequencies and descriptive data, along with comments, were utilized to identify topics of greatest interest in the three IHEs. 
Qualitative analysis  Responses to the three open-ended questions yielded 814 statements from faculty–589 from the SU, 104 from the PU, and 121 from the CC. The comments were analyzed using the QSR NUD*IST Vivo (NVivo) software (Richards, Richards, & Barrington, 2000). NVivo is a non-numerical unstructured data indexing, searching, and theorizing program (Richards & Richards, 1994) for data management. Analysis was accomplished using NVivo’s two primary features as a system to store and organize documents and as a means to index and categorize data and ideas. A descriptive approach was the overall analytical strategy applied in this cross-case analysis (Yin, 1994). Through the process of categorization, containers of ideas and links between ideas and data were identified. Development of these containers or nodes (Richards et al.) allowed for quantification of occurrence and analysis to identify relationships between the comments and important themes within and across the questions. Relevant illustrative quotes are included in the Results section.

Results

Description of Respondents. Participants’ demographics are reported in terms of gender and age as well as teaching experience and load. 
Gender and age. There were more male faculty (56.5%) at the SU than at the CC (46.9%) and PU (41.4%). Fewer PU faculty (23%) were between 25 and 45 years of age when compared to the respondents at the SU (38.6%) and CC faculty (33.2%). 
 Teaching experience and load. Faculty were compared on years of teaching experience and teaching load. These characteristics were selected because they were thought to possibly have an impact on knowledge of disabilities, legal mandates, accommodations, and the ODS, and on faculty practices and attitudes. Although there was almost an equal proportion of faculty at each institution with 16 or more years of teaching experience (about 40%), there were more CC faculty than at the other two IHEs who had 1-5 years of teaching experience. At the CC, 26 (33.3%) reported 1-5 years of teaching experience, compared with 270 (24.4%) at the SU and 17 (15.5%) at the PU. When faculty were compared on full-time versus part-time teaching load, the proportion of part-time CC instructors (42 [55.3%]) was more than twice the proportion who taught part-time (143 [20.3%]) at the SU, and four times more than the proportion of part-time faculty at the PU (11 [12.6%]) (see Table 2).
Faculty Knowledge
The following sections address the first research question: Do faculty differ in self-reported knowledge regarding disabilities, legal mandates, accommodations, and knowledge of and communication with the ODS?
Knowledge about disabilities. Faculty were asked to estimate their knowledge regarding disabilities. Overall, a highly significant difference was found when the three faculties were compared on self-reported knowledge about disabilities (F [2, 1296] = 12.21, p < .001). Post-hoc testing revealed that the PU faculty (M = 2.61) reported having significantly greater knowledge about disabilities than the SU faculty (M = 1.91, p < .001). However, there was no significant difference between the PU and CC faculty knowledge (M = 2.21), nor between the CC and SU faculty knowledge. The overall significant difference was contributed by the difference between PU faculty and SU faculty knowledge about disabilities. 
Knowledge about legal mandates. A significant difference was found regarding reported knowledge about Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (F[2, 1,308] = 10.20, p < .001). Specifically, the PU faculty (M = 2.45) reported significantly greater familiarity with Section 504 than either the CC (M = 1.86, p < .05) or SU faculty (M = 1.80, p < .001). Community college and state university faculty did not differ with respect to reported knowledge of Section 504. Eighty percent of the SU faculty, 79.5% of the CC faculty, and 61.4% of the PU faculty rated themselves as having very limited familiarity with Section 504 (i.e., they responded with either 1 or 2 on the six-point Likert scale). 
Regarding self-reported familiarity with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, the analysis of variance revealed a significant difference (F[2, 1,306] = 7.99, p < .01), mainly due to the difference between the PU faculty (M = 3.36) and the SU faculty (M = 2.81, p < .01). There was no significant difference between the PU and CC faculty (M = 3.26) or between the SU and the CC faculty regarding their self-reported familiarity with ADA. For all three IHEs, there was a higher level of familiarity with ADA than with Section 504. One comment from an SU faculty member summed up the level of knowledge of many faculty members about relevant legislation: “I have no knowledge of legal policies …” 
Knowledge about accommodations. No significant differences emerged among the faculty in self-reported knowledge regarding accommodations. The means were higher than the means on knowledge about disabilities, knowledge about Section 504, and communication with the ODS (see below). The three means were almost identical and above 3.60 (on a 1-6 point scale). An SU faculty member’s comment about accommodations reflected his/her awareness about accommodations: “I know: 1) Always allow extra exam time for anyone who needs it; 2) Always hand out lecture notes; and 3) Seek out any student who appears to be struggling.”
Knowledge about and communication with ODS. There were highly significant differences in self-reported knowledge about ODS (F[2, 1,294] = 27.28, p < .001) and frequency of communication with this office (F[2, 1276] = 59.10, p < .001). Both the PU (M = 4.52) and CC faculty (M = 4.26) reported significantly greater familiarity with the disability support services than the SU faculty (M = 3.48, p < .001 in both cases). The PU and CC faculty did not differ in terms of their familiarity with the ODS. One comment from an SU faculty member is typical of reports of faculty understanding regarding campus services: “We have a learning center at our university that provides various accommodations for students with disabilities.” Although there was only a moderate degree of communication with ODS of faculty in the PU (M = 2.96) and the CC (M = 2.91), faculty in these two institutions had significantly more communication than did SU faculty (M = 1.78, p < .001). The PU and CC faculty did not differ significantly in their frequency of communication with ODS. 
This result is consistent with the finding that a smaller proportion of students reported having disabilities at the SU and that the SU faculty reported being significantly less familiar with ODS and having fewer students with disabilities request accommodations than the faculty in the other two institutions. 
Willingness and Provision of Accommodations
The following sections address the second research question: Do faculty vary in self-reported willingness and/or actual provision of teaching and examination accommodations?
Teaching accommodations. Faculty responded twice to items regarding a variety of teaching accommodations. The first response indicated willingness to provide a specific accommodation, whereas the second response indicated actual provision of that accommodation if they had students with disabilities in their classes. No significant difference was found overall in faculty willingness to provide teaching accommodations in the three types of IHEs. In fact, the means were almost identical, varying by only .11 on the six-point scale (see Figure 1). However, there was a significant difference in the actual provision of teaching accommodations among the three types of IHEs (F[2, 320] = 3.52, p < .05), with more teaching accommodations provided by PU faculty (M = 4.24) than SU faculty (M = 3.39). The CC faculty (M=3.60) did not differ significantly from the faculty in either of the other IHEs on provision of teaching accommodations. One comment from an SU faculty member was typical of their expressed willingness to provide instructional accommodations: “Whatever is needed I have done my best to accommodate, e.g., arranged field trips to coincide with a signer’s schedule.”
Examination accommodations. A similar pattern emerged for examination accommodations, with no significant difference among the faculty in the three types of IHEs in willingness to provide examination accommodations. As in the provision of teaching accommodations, a small but significant difference was found in the actual provision of examination accommodations (F [2, 250] = 3.55; p < .05), with PU faculty (M = 3.26) significantly more likely to actually provide examination accommodations than SU faculty (M = 2.49). The CC faculty (M = 2.78) did not differ significantly from the faculty at the two other IHEs on the provision of examination accommodations (see Figure 2). Overall, there was slightly less willingness to provide examination accommodations than teaching accommodations; the mean for willingness to provide teaching accommodations for the three IHEs combined was 5.28 compared with 5.01 for examination accommodation willingness for the three IHEs combined. 
Written and/or Oral Statement Regarding Students Who Need Accommodations
The following sections address the third research question: Do faculty differ in their practice of including a statement in the syllabus and/or making an announcement in class inviting students with disabilities to speak to them early in the semester if they need accommodations? 
Syllabus statement. Highly significant differences emerged among faculty practices in the three IHEs regarding the inclusion of statements in their syllabi inviting students with disabilities to meet with them if they needed accommodations (F[2, 1262] = 96.23, p < .001). Significantly more CC faculty (M = 5.15) included such a statement in their syllabus than SU faculty (M = 2.17, p < .001) and PU faculty (M = 2.24, p < .001). The SU and PU faculty did not differ significantly in their reported inclusion of such a statement, and their means were less than half the mean for the CC faculty. 
Oral statement. Faculty were also asked how likely they were to make a statement in the beginning of each term inviting students with disabilities to meet with them to discuss needed accommodations. Again, there were highly significant differences (F [2, 1261] = 44.74, p < .001) overall. Post-hoc tests revealed that the significance was due to the CC faculty (M = 4.56) reporting a significantly higher likelihood of making an oral statement in class than both the PU and SU faculty (M = 2.94 and 2.58, respectively, p < .01 in both cases). The PU and SU faculty did not differ significantly on this item. An SU faculty member’s comment about this practice reflected his/her increased awareness and recognition of the importance of both a written and oral statement: “From now on, I’ll include a statement on the syllabus and make an announcement” (see Table 3).
Fairness of Providing Accommodations Vis-à-Vis Students Without Disabilities
To answer the fourth research question, perception of fairness of accommodations for students with disabilities vis-à-vis students without disabilities was assessed by asking faculty how fair it is to provide teaching accommodations and/or examination accommodations for students with disabilities vis-à-vis students without disabilities. There were no significant differences by institution (F[2, 1234] = .276; p = .76), and faculty in all three IHEs believed it was very fair to provide teaching accommodations as indicated by the means above 5 on a 1-6 Likert scale (M = 5.23 for both the SU faculty and PU faculty and M = 5.33 for the CC faculty). 
Overall, the tone of faculty comments regarding provision of accommodations for students with disabilities was one of flexibility and desire to meet the needs of the students, as shown by the following comments from SU faculty: 
“I have worked one-on-one with students to redesign the physical (performative) training so a) it is possible, b) safe, and c) we can measure progress, development, and assimilation accurately & fairly.” 

“I allow students to stand up or lay down to take exams – whatever is reasonable given the disability.” 

Some faculty even suggested that accommodations be provided for students without disabilities. An example from an SU faculty member illustrates the latter point: 
“I kept asking myself, if I would do this for disabled, why wouldn’t I just do it for everybody? Many of the things listed, I already do for the whole class. Some find extra materials help/useful, others don’t. Including the disabled doesn’t alter the situation.”

Topics of Interest 
To answer the fifth research question, Do faculty differ in their level of interest in disability-related topics?, the questionnaire presented participants with five possible topics of interest. The choice of topics was based on the results of previous research and practice in the field and related to ODS, disabilities, legal mandates, and accommodations. The percent of faculty expressing interest in learning more about each of the topics appears in Table 4. As illustrated, nearly two-thirds of the CC faculty reported that they wanted more information about the ODS (66%) and teaching accommodations (65%). Almost as many (58%) expressed interest in receiving more information about disabilities. The lowest level of interest for the CC faculty was in testing accommodations (48%).
The highest level of interest for the PU faculty concerned teaching accommodations (59%), followed by an almost equal number of faculty interested in receiving more information about disabilities (54%) and the ODS (53%). The topic of lowest level of interest for the PU was examination accommodations (43%). The SU faculty expressed greatest their interest in the ODS (51%) and, next, teaching accommodations (48%). A somewhat lower level of interest was expressed in the other three topics with the lowest level of interest in legal mandates.

Discussion

This exploratory study was undertaken to determine if faculty in a private university, state university, and community college differed in knowledge, attitudes, and practices regarding students with disabilities and if they differed by institution in topics of interest for future staff development strategies and activities. The goal of the study was to be able to recommend professional development strategies and activities matched to institution type in an effort to increase faculty knowledge and thereby retention and graduation rates of students with disabilities. 
Faculty at all three IHEs had an equal degree of self-reported knowledge about providing accommodations. One of the most positive findings across the three IHEs was a high degree of willingness to provide accommodations. This finding coupled with the fact that self-reported knowledge about Section 504 was low overall, particularly in the SU and the CC, suggests that detailed information about Section 504 is not a prerequisite for faculty to be willing to accommodate students with disabilities and to be knowledgeable about and communicate frequently with the ODS (West, et al.,1993). The differences in demographics of the three IHEs did not result in different degrees of willingness to provide accommodations, in contrast to some earlier studies that have shown differences in age, teaching experience, faculty status, and academic rank to be reflected in different levels of willingness to make accommodations (e.g., Fichten et al., 1998; Leyser et al., 2003; Satcher, 1992; Bourke, Strehorn, Silver, 2000; Vogel et al., 1999).
Faculty in the PU reported being more knowledgeable about disabilities, relevant legislation, accommodations, and the ODS than faculty in the other two IHEs, and the CC faculty reported being more knowledgeable in these areas than the SU faculty. The large number of women faculty at the PU may, at least in part, explain why the PU faculty reported, overall, greater knowledge of issues presented; this is consistent with earlier work that found female faculty to express more knowledge than male faculty regarding disability-related issues (e.g., Bigaj et al., 1997; Leyser et al., 2003). 
The CC faculty were much more likely than other faculty to include a statement in their syllabi and to make an announcement in class encouraging students with disabilities to speak to them about their accommodation needs. In discussion with the ODS director at the CC, we learned that the CC administration provided many staff development opportunities (often mandatory) and incentives to attend training sessions (e.g., those in attendance earned credit toward salary increments). Moreover, these workshops are offered each term, which is extremely important since part-time instructors can begin teaching in any term. The training includes the presentation of a paragraph pertaining to students with disabilities that faculty were strongly encouraged to include in their syllabi which helped us understand why the CC faculty were more than twice as likely as faculty in the other two IHEs to include such a statement. Students with disabilities have reported that such a statement sends a positive message about the willingness of faculty to provide or facilitate provision of accommodations and helps students overcome the fear of disclosure (Wilson, et al., 2000). As another strategy to encourage faculty to incorporate the recommended paragraph and facilitate accommodations, at a convocation that all faculty must attend, the CC presents an award to a faculty member who demonstrated outstanding work in accommodating students with disabilities. These findings suggest that ongoing training efforts can lead to institutional change regarding faculty practices.
The SU faculty expressed the greatest interest in the ODS, teaching accommodations, disabilities, legal mandates, and examination accommodations. This finding is consistent with other research suggesting that community colleges are more service-oriented than other institutions of higher education (Burgstahler, et al., 2001; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000a).Thus, it might be easier to draw an audience for professional development at community colleges than at the other types of institutions, where more recruiting efforts and incentives may be required. However, the high level of interest at the specific CC in this study may reflect the institution’s extraordinary efforts discussed earlier. SU faculty had the lowest level of interest in training in all topics. The lowest interest of all faculty was in the topic of testing accommodations; previous studies have found faculty to be least ready to make several types of testing accommodations (see Leyser et al., 2003).
Overall, faculty ranked information about the ODS and teaching accommodations as the topics of greatest interest for professional development. Even more informative for a specific IHE would be information provided from a poll of its own faculty and consideration of the experiences of past workshops as well as specifics about the student population. For example, some institutions may have a large contingent of students with hearing impairments/deafness, while others may have a large proportion of students with learning disabilities, pointing to a need for more information about these types of disabilities. In order to get input from the largest possible number of instructors, the administration could distribute an abbreviated version of this questionnaire (see Bring Enhancing Success to Your Campus at www.niu.edu/success) at the first departmental meeting of each semester. Sessions/strategies addressing the topics of greatest interest could then be incorporated into courses/workshops already required of new faculty in some universities. General orientation courses as well as those in the use of information technology for developing course material are already offered on some campuses. Yet to be included routinely is the topic of universal design of instruction (Burgstahler, 2001). These courses could be expanded to include universal design, the topics of interest identified in this study, as well as strategies to make educational materials, distance education, and Web Sites accessible (Burgstahler, Corrigan, & McCarter, 2004; Hoffman, Hartley, & Boone, 2005). 
A factor that could have influenced the findings regarding interest in specific topics was that the proportion of students with documented disabilities enrolled at the CC (2.0%) was twice that of the SU (1.0%), and the enrollment at the PU (1.8%) was almost twice that of the SU. As a result, faculty at the CC may have more opportunities to accommodate students with disabilities than faculty at the other two IHEs. If more CC faculty had experience in teaching students with disabilities, yet overall had less teaching experience, perhaps they recognized the need to learn more about disability-related topics and, therefore, expressed the highest level of interest in all five topics. 
In order to provide information and training to faculty with diverse schedules, and in particular to part-time instructors who may be employed full-time elsewhere and unavailable when workshops are held, IHEs should consider delivering information and training on the Internet. Web-based instruction can include information about the ODS so that if a specific question arises, instructors know whom to telephone or e-mail (Scott & Gregg, 2000). Two Internet-based examples are The Faculty Room Web Site for campuses nationwide hosted by DO-IT (Disabilities, Opportunities, Internetworking and Technology) at the University of Washington (http://www.washington.edu/doit/Faculty) and the Enhancing Success campus resource (http://www.niu.edu/success) at Northern Illinois University. Further, short publications and brochures with examples of accommodations by type of disability have been developed and are available online (e.g., DO-IT, 2001, 2003). Such brochures could be periodically distributed campus-wide to inform senior faculty as well as new faculty and instructors, both full-time and part-time, teaching assistants, administration, and staff. 
Many IHEs employ graduate students as instructors, often called teaching assistants. It is important to include them as part of the target population for training and publications (e.g., DO-IT, 2003). Although presenting in-depth information regarding the legal mandates may not be critical, since many teaching assistants are foreign students, it is important to introduce them to requirements of Section 504 and ADA. Specifically, they need to know that providing reasonable accommodations for students with disabilities is mandated by law, and not optional. 
The specific characteristics of IHEs should be taken into account when determining participation incentives for attending workshops or completing online training. For example, on-site training on disability-related topics should be offered within other appropriate workshops. One such workshop is the mandatory training session on non-discrimination practices provided at many universities. In addition, existing orientation meetings and stand-alone presentations should be tailored to faculty interests and scheduled at convenient times. Credit toward salary increments as well as recognition toward meritorious performance and/or promotion are other incentives that could be used for participation in workshops or Internet-based learning and should be explored. 

Limitations

One limitation of the current study is a result of the low survey response rate (27.7%). In addition, findings were based on responses of faculty in only three IHEs, all in the same geographical area. Another limitation is that although full-time and part-time faculty were invited to participate, teaching assistants, administrators, and staff were not, even though they also play significant roles in creating an environment that enhances the academic success of students with disabilities. In addition, the information collected is based on self-report and therefore needs to be validated. One way to do so is to ask students with disabilities and support services staff to assess faculty knowledge, practices, and attitudes. 

Future Research

It is recommended that future research regarding faculty knowledge, practices, and attitudes related to students with disabilities incorporate into the study design and methodology the type of institution to which the faculty belong since these characteristics appear to play a role in many factors measured in the current study. It is also recommended that this study be replicated with a much larger sample of IHEs of each type (and other types including professional schools) to determine if the research findings were more reflective of these three specific institutions rather than these three types of institutions. Aggregated data using an a-priori method of categorizing IHEs such as the Carnegie classification system developed by the American Council on Education could provide the opportunity to extend these findings. 
To increase response rates when distributing a similar survey, future researchers might consider such strategies as speaking briefly at departmental, department chairs’, and deans’ meetings about the questionnaire. Administrators should explain the need for faculty and teaching assistant input and stress the importance of a high response rate in order to provide future workshops and other strategies on topics of interest, to provide a valid picture of the campus climate and changes over time, and to achieve the goal of improved retention and graduation rates. Allowing respondents to complete the questionnaire online or by phone as options to using paper-and-pencil may also induce more individuals to participate. Finally, high-level visibility via e-mail and an article in staff and graduate student newsletters might also yield a more robust response rate. 
Asking similar questions of service providers, administrators, supportive professional staff, and students with disabilities would enrich our understanding of the needs of the postsecondary community as a whole and serve to validate self-reported information provided by the faculty. Students with disabilities could respond to a similar questionnaire assessing faculty knowledge, practices, and willingness to provide accommodations, and in this way validate the findings from the important consumer point of view. Students with disabilities could be involved in focus groups to provide input into the academic climate. Individual semi-structured interviews could also provide valuable information. It would also be useful to know how support service providers would assess faculty and administrators who are often involved in developing, disseminating, and/or implementing policies related to students with disabilities. As the number of students with disabilities continues to increase, knowledgeable faculty will be better prepared to enhance the academic success of this important segment of the student population.
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Table 1 
Age and Gender of Respondents
					Comm. Coll.		Private Univ.		State Univ.
			(N=81)			(N=116)		(N=1136)
___________________________________________________________________________

Category		 n	%		n	%		n	% 

Gender 

 Female		43	53.1		68	58.6		493     43.5 
 Male			38	46.9		48	41.4		641     56.5

Age Group 

25-35			10	12.7		11          9.7		142      12.5
36-45			17	21.5		15	13.3		296      26.1
46-55			 33	41.8		46	40.7		421      37.1
56+			19	24.1		41	36.3		277      24.4
_________________________________________________________________________




Table 2 
Respondents’ Teaching Experience and Load
					Comm. Coll.		Private Univ.		State Univ.
			(N=81)			(N=116)		(N=1136)
___________________________________________________________________________

Category			 n	%		n	%		n	%

Teaching Experience

1-5 yrs.		26	33.3		17	15.5		270      24.4 
	6-10 yrs.		12	15.4		21	19.1		220      19.9
	11-15 yrs.		 9         11.5		24	21.8		169	 15.3	
       16+ yrs.		31	39.7		48	43.6		449       40.5

Teaching Load

Full-time		34	 44.7		76        87.4		561       79.7
Part-time		42	 55.3		11	12.6		143       20.3

___________________________________________________________________________

 

Table 3
 Overview of Knowledge and Practices of Faculty 

				Comm. Coll.  Private Univ.	State Univ.	F 
				(CC)		(PU)		(SU)		

Variable			M (SD	)	M (SD)	M (SD	)	
Knowledge about disabilities	2.21(1.32)	2.61(1.51)	1.91(1.50)   F(2,1296)=12.21***
										PU<SU***

Knowledge about Sec. 504	1.86(1.31)	2.45(1.65)	1.80(1.45)    F(2,1308)=10.20***
										PU<CC*
										PU<SU***

Knowledge about ADA	3.26(1.59)	3.36(1.67)	2.81(1.66)    F(2,1306)=7.99**
										PU>SU**
 
Knowledge about 		3.74(1.24)	3.86(1.18)	3.60(1.39)	Not Significant
accommodations

Knowledge about 		4.26(1.52)	4.52(1.45)	3.48(1.65)   F(2,1294)=27.28***
ODS					   				          PU>SU***
									          CC>SU***
 
Communication with 		2.91(1.72)	2.96(1.60)	1.78(1.32)    F(2,1276)=59.10***
ODS										  PU>SU***
										  CC>SU***

Statement in syllabus         		5.15(1.65) 	2.24(1.87)	2.17(1.88     F(2,1262)=96.23***
										CC>PU***
										CC>SU***

Oral Statement in class 	4.56(1.83)	2.94(1.93)	2.58(1.84)   F(2,1261)=44.74***
										CC>PU***
										CC>SU***
										

*     p < .05.
**   p < .01.
*** p < .0001.


Table 4  
 
Topics of Interest  
					Comm. Coll.	 	Private Univ.		State Univ.
			(N=81)			(N=116)		(N=1136)
________________________________________________________________________

Topics		 	n	%		n	%		n	%


	ODS			56     65.9		62     53.5	           601     50.8

	Teaching		55     64.7		68     58.6		565     47.8
accommodations	

Disabilities		49     57.7		63     54.3		489     41.3

Legal mandates	46     54.1		52     44.8		433     36.6

Examination 		44      48.2		50     43.1		495     41.8
accommodations	
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Abstract

Recent changes in the labor market have shown the importance of postsecondary education for students with disabilities. With limited access to higher education, some students with disabilities cannot compete successfully. Because understanding the necessary educational supports and accommodations in postsecondary institutions appears to be critical to employment and quality adult life, the National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (NCSPES) at the University of Hawai‘i at Manoa recently completed a national survey of educational support provision programs. A comparison of institutions whose disability support coordinators (DSCs) are members of the Association of Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) and DSCs at non-affiliated institutions suggests that affiliated institutions provide significantly more supports for these students in many of the areas surveyed than do non-AHEAD postsecondary programs.

All Americans recognize the power of education. Individuals with disabilities have long dreamed of attending institutions of higher education (Harris Survey, 2000; HEATH, 1998). This dream is now an increasingly frequent reality. Federal legislation, including the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (PL 101-336) and the reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities in Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA 20 USC 1400 et seq.), has increased accessibility to postsecondary education for students with disabilities. As a result, the number of postsecondary students reporting a disability has increased dramatically (Digest of Educational Statistics, 1996). For example, the proportion of first-time, full-time students with disabilities attending U.S. colleges and universities tripled between 1978 and 1994, increasing from 2.6% to 9.2% (Henderson, 1999; Lehman, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; National Council on Disability, 2000; Petty & Kolvitz, 1996; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999). By 1998, the full range of students with disabilities (i.e., part-time students and students enrolled in graduate programs) had risen to 10.5% of the postsecondary student population (Gajar, 1998). In their 2000 report, the National Council on Disability revealed that as many as 17% of all students attending higher education programs in the United States had a disability.
Disability Support Coordinators
	Accompanying the increased enrollment of students with disabilities in postsecondary education has been an expansion of the field of disability supports in postsecondary education and an expansion of the workforce of disability support. To date, there is little agreement on and even less data regarding the appropriateness of various support models, the utility of different approaches to diagnosis, and the effectiveness of instructional techniques (Dukes & Shaw, 1998; Shaw, 1994; Stodden, Jones, & Chang, 2002). This lack of consistency in the area of postsecondary support development may be attributed to the implementation structure of ADA 1990 (Stodden et al., 2002), financial restraints of institutions of higher education (National Council on Disability, 2003), or the divergent backgrounds and training of the support staff (Madaus, 1997).  Given that ADA is a mandate dependent upon the self-advocacy of students with disabilities, the response of postsecondary institutions to all students with disabilities is uneven. Additionally, postsecondary institutions of higher education typically are funded from a variety of sources, often grant dependent (National Council on Disability, 2003). Personnel from an array of professional fields are involved in developing postsecondary supports and accommodations. Special educators, counselors, higher education administrators, social workers, psychologists, speech pathologists, and remedial educators typically have been given primary responsibility for this area (Madaus, 1997). 
Given the array of professional perspectives represented in the delivery of services, concerns are raised about the inconsistent experience and training of those who implement disability supports, and the lack of standards or criteria to be met within this emerging field. In response to the growth of postsecondary disability support, the AHEAD established a set of Professional Standards (Shaw, McGuire, & Madaus, 1997) and a Code of Ethics (Price, 1997) for disability support personnel (Dukes & Shaw, 1999). These standards apply to five areas: (a) Administration, (b) Direct Service, (c) Consultation/Collaboration, (d) Institutional Awareness and (e) Professional Development (Dukes & Shaw, 1999). The standards contribute to consistency in the delivery of disability support provision in postsecondary education. 
About AHEAD
In response to the need for consistency and formation of standards within the field of postsecondary program development, AHEAD has provided leadership. AHEAD is a professional organization, and like many others in education and business, its goals are to contribute to the field through collegial activities, trainings, and information sharing. AHEAD membership is open to individuals involved in the development of policy and in the provision of quality support services to serve the needs of persons with disabilities involved in all areas of higher education. As an international, multicultural organization of professionals committed to full participation in higher education for persons with disabilities (AHEAD, 2001), it is assumed that AHEAD members are more aware of issues and that member institutions of higher education are better informed about the field than non-member institutions. 
   AHEAD was created to address the need to upgrade the quality of services and support available to persons with disabilities in higher education and promote excellence through education, communication and training. The vision statements are listed below (AHEAD, 2001): 
1.	Primary higher education consultant on disabilities
2.	AHEAD as a valued investment 
3.	Professional higher education career path establishment 
4.	Proactive governmental advocacy
5.	Training mission formalized
6.	Comprehensive response to membership needs
7.	Broadened professional opportunities for training 
8.	New century organization 
9.	Rapid information access in place
With this history and vision statement, AHEAD has become a well-defined and effective organization able to render services and information to its membership.
Purpose of Study
The National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (NCSPES) at the University of  Hawai‘i  at Manoa conducted a survey of educational support provisions across a nationally representative sample of two- and four-year postsecondary educational institutions that were either AHEAD or non-AHEAD members. The purpose was to determine the current status of educational support provisions within postsecondary institutions for students with disabilities. The specific research questions were as follows: 
1.	What educational supports are available to students with disabilities in a range of postsecondary educational settings? What is the nature and range of these supports? 
2.	What technical supports and assistive devices are available to students with disabilities in postsecondary educational settings? 
3.	What impact does organizational dissemination of information and advocacy for supports for students with disabilities have on an institution’s offering of supports? 
With regard to Question 3, there is little information available to determine whether or not institutions differ in this respect, or if their disability support coordinators are members of an organization like AHEAD, which advocates supports for students with disabilities. The implications of such membership could reflect the standards of the disability support coordinators, their commitment to the field and how that may contribute to the standards of the provision of disability support in their institution of higher education. Further, parents and students may use this information to make an informed decision as to their choice of institution of postsecondary education. We addressed Question 3 by asking the following specific questions: Does AHEAD membership have significant meaning regarding offering educational supports to students with disabilities? and,  How do AHEAD institutions compare to non-AHEAD institutions in offering supports and accommodations for students with disabilities? 

Method

A survey instrument was developed, piloted, and distributed to a national sample of more than 1,500 disability support coordinators in a range of postsecondary educational institutions. The survey was administered in a voluntary manner, and individual responses were treated with strict confidentiality. Respondents were informed that their participation could have an impact on future national policy and practice decisions. Six hundred and fifty (43%) respondents completed and returned the survey.
Survey Content and Development
Content for the survey questions was generated through a national working group of researchers who are members of a consortium of five organizations comprising the National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (i.e., the University of  Hawai‘i  at Manoa, the University of Minnesota, Virginia Commonwealth University, the University of Massachusetts/Boston and the AHEAD organization). The work groups consisted of a representative mix of research personnel, including persons with disabilities, persons in rehabilitation services, postsecondary educational support personnel, and individuals with expertise in the development of national surveys. 
The questions generated in the preliminary step of survey development were constructed into a pilot study conducted with a sample of  20 disability support coordinators at both two- and four-year  institutions of higher education throughout  Hawai‘i . The pilot study provided feedback regarding question content and wording clarification, as well as suggestions for item addition and removal. 
Based on the pilot study feedback, an eight-page survey was developed that took approximately 45 minutes to complete. Survey content was structured around clusters of the following topics:
·	Institution’s capacity to offer supports or accommodations
·	Number of students who receive support and disability type
·	Availability of technological assistance
·	Outreach institutions
·	Funding and specialized staff issues that affect students with disabilities
·	Written policies
·	Information about the respondent
Survey Sample and Distribution
The survey was distributed nationally using two methods. The first method involved partnering with AHEAD.  The AHEAD membership list was composed of Disability Service coordinators from both public and private postsecondary institutions, as well as two- and four-year institutions. In total, 750 paper copies of the survey were mailed to randomly selected AHEAD members across the nation. A second institutional list of non-AHEAD participants was generated from a randomized, regionally stratified list of postsecondary institutions selected from the 1995 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) CD ROM database, maintained by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of Education. The IPEDS sampling framework included data on some 3,000 primary providers (institutions) of postsecondary education.
Following the first two rounds of sample selection, a subsample of minority institutions was added to ensure their inclusion within the survey sample (i.e., 15 historically African American institutions and 15 Native American institutions), for a total of 780 institutions within the IPEDS sampling framework. Paper copies of the survey were mailed to these institutions.
Respondents from the sampling process consisted of 465 AHEAD members and 184 non-AHEAD members. AHEAD was a partner in the study as an affiliate of the National Center of Postsecondary Educational Supports, which may have motivated their members’ participation. Statistical inference can be drawn from unequal Ns and the numbers are high enough so that there is no real implication of the unequal number of respondents in each group, AHEAD and non-AHEAD. The respondents within the sample were further profiled as follows: 422 were from public schools vs. 193 from private schools; 246 were from two-year or less than two-year schools vs. 369 from four-year schools. 
Data Analysis
The results presented in this paper were calculated using the SPSS Data Analysis System. First, each survey question was summarized using frequency counts. Further quantitative analysis was conducted to determine statistical significance between groups of items. These analyses were conducted using chi-square and analysis of variance (ANOVA). For example, the chi-square test was performed for questions with categorical data (Yes/No). For questions with scale data (i.e., Likert-type scale ranging from 0-4), a one-way ANOVA was used. 
    In order to ascertain whether the differences between the AHEAD and non-AHEAD groups were due to a confounding of the differences within the two-year vs. four-year distinction or the public school vs. private school distinction, the effect of the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable on the various items after the effects of two- vs. four-year  and public vs. private variables were removed and then assessed. This was accomplished by conducting what amounts to an analysis of covariance with each of the questionnaire variables taken in turn as the dependent variable, the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable as the independent variable, and the two-year vs. four-year  and the public vs. private variables used as covariates. Thus, in order for the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable to be regarded as having a statistically significant effect on a dependent variable, it had to have an effect above and beyond that which could be attributable to either of the covariates (two- vs. four-year  and public vs. private). The actual computations for this procedure were accomplished using the REG (regression) procedure in the SAS statistical package.

Results

Frequency and Types of Educational Support Offerings in Postsecondary Institutions
Since little was previously known regarding the practice of offering or providing educational supports and accommodations for students with disabilities at the postsecondary level, our research team sought to establish a national baseline. Therefore, to answer the first research question – What are the types of educational supports and accommodations provided to students with disabilities in postsecondary institutions? – respondents were asked in Question 1, “What is the capacity of your institution to offer the following supports or accommodations as needed by students with disabilities?” Question 1 consisted of 34 subitems referencing a specific type of support, and was structured as an ordinal-scale type question, where respondents were to indicate how often, indicated by the percentage of time, that their institution offered each of the 34 different supports or accommodations. The response options were as follows: 
Types of Supports Frequency Count
0 = not offered
1 = offered less than 25% of time
2 = offered 25-50% of time
3 = offered 51-75% of time
4 = offered more than 75% of time

Table 1 provides a frequency count of how all respondents answered the question.
Among the many findings apparent in Table 1 are:
·	The support or service offered to students with disabilities most often in postsecondary educational settings is test accommodation; 88.6% of the AHEAD membership responded that their institution offered that support or service more than 75% of the time, while 73.4 % of the non-AHEAD membership institutions provided test accommodations.
·	The more commonly offered educational supports are (a) notetakers-75.5% of the AHEAD membership and 46.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that notetaking was a support offered more than 75% of the time; (b) advocacy assistance-73.2% of the AHEAD membership and 56% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that advocacy was offered more than 75% of the time; and (c) priority registration-60% of the AHEAD membership and 37.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that priority registration was offered more than 75% of the time. In contrast, students with disabilities indicated through a national focus group project that the type and timing of advocacy assistance was problematic; a request was made for more of a focus upon the development of self-advocacy skills rather than having others provide advocacy and information (NCSPE, 2002).
·	Related types of supports were fairly common across all types of postsecondary institutions, including: (a) organization skill assistance-54.9% of the AHEAD membership and 46.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that organizational skill development activities were offered more than 75% of the time; and (b) study skills-60.9% of the AHEAD membership and 53.8% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that study skill assistance or training was offered more than 75% of the time. Students with disabilities indicated through national focus groups that organization, time management, and coordination of supports within and across their personal, educational, and social lives, was a major concern often not addressed by related agencies or postsecondary institutions (NCSPE, 2002). This was often given as a reason for dropping out of school or for not progressing at a pace comparable with students without disabilities.
·	The offering of career-related supports was fairly common (it is not known whether such supports were part of generic student services or provided by disability support staff) in postsecondary institutions. Specifically, 60.9% of AHEAD membership institutions and 60.9 of non-membership groups offered career assessment services more than 75% of the time; 44.2% of AHEAD membership participant and 44% of non-AHEAD membership groups offered work experience or work-study opportunities; and 45.1% of AHEAD membership participants and 48.4% of non-AHEAD groups offered job placement services more than 75% of the time). 
·	One area of concern to students with disabilities was the extent to which supports that were provided during their educational years would transfer to subsequent work or employment settings. Few disability support personnel indicated that their institution offered such assistance; most striking is the low prevalence of the transition of supports to the workplace. Only 12% of AHEAD membership participants and 15.8% of the non-AHEAD members provide for the transition of supports to the workplace.
·	Disability-specific scholarships were rarely offered to students with disabilities in postsecondary institutions.
·	More than 50% of the responding institutions did not offer disability specific assessments or evaluations.
·	Supports for study abroad were rarely offered to students with disabilities.
·	Over 50% of the responding institutions (i.e., 54.9% of the AHEAD membership surveyed and 63.9% of the non-AHEAD group) did not offer accessible transportation on campus for students with disabilities. This was viewed as a necessary support by groups of students with disability participating in a national focus group study (NCSPES, 2002).
AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD Institutions
Researchers wanted to know how AHEAD institutions compared to non-AHEAD institutions in offering supports and accommodations for students with disabilities. Thus, the data collected about the AHEAD institutions were compared to the data collected on the non-AHEAD institutions. Table 2 presents a statistical analysis of the differences in supports offered by the two groups of institutions.	
In specific areas, AHEAD institutions were statistically more likely than non-AHEAD institutions to offer supports or accommodations for students with disabilities. Specifically,
1.	Overall assistive technology supports showed a marked difference in AHEAD versus non-AHEAD institutions. AHEAD institutions were rated significantly higher than non-AHEAD institutions in four of the six areas of AT supports:  AT supports across campus, equipment or software provision, adaptive furniture and document conversion.
2.	Overall skills development for students showed a marked difference in AHEAD versus non-AHEAD institutions. Thus, AHEAD institutions were rated significantly higher than non-AHEAD institutions in five of the six areas of student skills development, including study skills, memory skills, metacognitive strategies, organization and time management skills and self-advocacy skills.
3.	In certain areas, AHEAD institutions more frequently offered accommodations to students with disabilities than non-AHEAD institutions. The items included summer orientation institutions for students with disabilities, priority registration, class relocation, testing accommodations, advocacy, supports for study abroad, special learning strategies, accessible transportation on campus interpreters, note-takers, and real-time captioning.
In summary, the AHEAD group reported statistically higher offering of the supports and accommodations than the non-AHEAD groups in all three of these groups of survey items. 
Discussion

Based on the data gathered from this national survey, AHEAD institutions offer more services than non-AHEAD institutions in specific areas. Membership in an organization like AHEAD, which promotes organizational dissemination of information and advocacy for supports for students with disabilities, may have had an impact on the findings of this study (i.e., increased provision of services and supports in certain areas). AHEAD’s numerous training programs and information dissemination may well have contributed to the effects of increased service provision of services to AHEAD member institution’s students. On the other hand, it is also possible that organizations may join AHEAD because of a stronger commitment to students with disabilities.
In the critical areas of assistive technology, student skill development, and accommodations, AHEAD members provided more services than non-AHEAD members. The increased dissemination of information through AHEAD may increase knowledge on the part of consumers (i.e., students and parents who then expect or demand such services). This is important information for consumers of postsecondary education, as it allows them to make educated and informed choices as to which institution they will attend. Secondary guidance counselors and parents need to be made aware of the effects of membership in this organization in order to advise students effectively. Additionally, students and parents who make informed choices about postsecondary education may receive a better quality of education. With appropriate supports, students may progress more readily in their curriculum. There is an expected better “fit’ socially as students gain independence. 
Membership in the AHEAD organization enables DSCs at a given institution to stay informed of current policy, research, educational methods, and technological developments, thereby enabling them to integrate this information into the available supports to students with disabilities. Conversely, DSCs who are not members of such an organization are less likely to be aware of the current status of the field from peer-reviewed journals, professional participation, and networking at conferences. As a result, non-member institutions, as well as the students with disabilities that they serve, are left at a disadvantage.
Limitations of this study include methodological problems with the statistical data analysis. Multiple chi-square and ANOVAs were employed in the data analysis, and this can result in high probability of experiment-wise error rate, indicating that there is a high probability that one or more of the differences are actually chance occurrence. 
 In summary, membership in an organization such as AHEAD allows DSCs to share ideas with colleagues and receive feedback on how better to utilize limited funding for support programs, thereby maximizing their institution’s capacity to aid students with disabilities. Membership also contributes to the institution of higher education in its information access and best practices of the profession.
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Abstract

Recent changes in the labor market have shown the importance of postsecondary education for students with disabilities. With limited access to higher education, some students with disabilities cannot compete successfully. Because understanding the necessary educational supports and accommodations in postsecondary institutions appears to be critical to employment and quality adult life, the National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (NCSPES) at the University of Hawai‘i at Manoa recently completed a national survey of educational support provision programs. A comparison of institutions whose disability support coordinators (DSCs) are members of the Association of Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) and DSCs at non-affiliated institutions suggests that affiliated institutions provide significantly more supports for these students in many of the areas surveyed than do non-AHEAD postsecondary programs.

All Americans recognize the power of education. Individuals with disabilities have long dreamed of attending institutions of higher education (Harris Survey, 2000; HEATH, 1998). This dream is now an increasingly frequent reality. Federal legislation, including the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (PL 101-336) and the reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities in Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA 20 USC 1400 et seq.), has increased accessibility to postsecondary education for students with disabilities. As a result, the number of postsecondary students reporting a disability has increased dramatically (Digest of Educational Statistics, 1996). For example, the proportion of first-time, full-time students with disabilities attending U.S. colleges and universities tripled between 1978 and 1994, increasing from 2.6% to 9.2% (Henderson, 1999; Lehman, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; National Council on Disability, 2000; Petty & Kolvitz, 1996; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999). By 1998, the full range of students with disabilities (i.e., part-time students and students enrolled in graduate programs) had risen to 10.5% of the postsecondary student population (Gajar, 1998). In their 2000 report, the National Council on Disability revealed that as many as 17% of all students attending higher education programs in the United States had a disability.
Disability Support Coordinators
	Accompanying the increased enrollment of students with disabilities in postsecondary education has been an expansion of the field of disability supports in postsecondary education and an expansion of the workforce of disability support. To date, there is little agreement on and even less data regarding the appropriateness of various support models, the utility of different approaches to diagnosis, and the effectiveness of instructional techniques (Dukes & Shaw, 1998; Shaw, 1994; Stodden, Jones, & Chang, 2002). This lack of consistency in the area of postsecondary support development may be attributed to the implementation structure of ADA 1990 (Stodden et al., 2002), financial restraints of institutions of higher education (National Council on Disability, 2003), or the divergent backgrounds and training of the support staff (Madaus, 1997).  Given that ADA is a mandate dependent upon the self-advocacy of students with disabilities, the response of postsecondary institutions to all students with disabilities is uneven. Additionally, postsecondary institutions of higher education typically are funded from a variety of sources, often grant dependent (National Council on Disability, 2003). Personnel from an array of professional fields are involved in developing postsecondary supports and accommodations. Special educators, counselors, higher education administrators, social workers, psychologists, speech pathologists, and remedial educators typically have been given primary responsibility for this area (Madaus, 1997). 
Given the array of professional perspectives represented in the delivery of services, concerns are raised about the inconsistent experience and training of those who implement disability supports, and the lack of standards or criteria to be met within this emerging field. In response to the growth of postsecondary disability support, the AHEAD established a set of Professional Standards (Shaw, McGuire, & Madaus, 1997) and a Code of Ethics (Price, 1997) for disability support personnel (Dukes & Shaw, 1999). These standards apply to five areas: (a) Administration, (b) Direct Service, (c) Consultation/Collaboration, (d) Institutional Awareness and (e) Professional Development (Dukes & Shaw, 1999). The standards contribute to consistency in the delivery of disability support provision in postsecondary education. 
About AHEAD
In response to the need for consistency and formation of standards within the field of postsecondary program development, AHEAD has provided leadership. AHEAD is a professional organization, and like many others in education and business, its goals are to contribute to the field through collegial activities, trainings, and information sharing. AHEAD membership is open to individuals involved in the development of policy and in the provision of quality support services to serve the needs of persons with disabilities involved in all areas of higher education. As an international, multicultural organization of professionals committed to full participation in higher education for persons with disabilities (AHEAD, 2001), it is assumed that AHEAD members are more aware of issues and that member institutions of higher education are better informed about the field than non-member institutions. 
   AHEAD was created to address the need to upgrade the quality of services and support available to persons with disabilities in higher education and promote excellence through education, communication and training. The vision statements are listed below (AHEAD, 2001): 
1.	Primary higher education consultant on disabilities
2.	AHEAD as a valued investment 
3.	Professional higher education career path establishment 
4.	Proactive governmental advocacy
5.	Training mission formalized
6.	Comprehensive response to membership needs
7.	Broadened professional opportunities for training 
8.	New century organization 
9.	Rapid information access in place
With this history and vision statement, AHEAD has become a well-defined and effective organization able to render services and information to its membership.
Purpose of Study
The National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (NCSPES) at the University of  Hawai‘i  at Manoa conducted a survey of educational support provisions across a nationally representative sample of two- and four-year postsecondary educational institutions that were either AHEAD or non-AHEAD members. The purpose was to determine the current status of educational support provisions within postsecondary institutions for students with disabilities. The specific research questions were as follows: 
1.	What educational supports are available to students with disabilities in a range of postsecondary educational settings? What is the nature and range of these supports? 
2.	What technical supports and assistive devices are available to students with disabilities in postsecondary educational settings? 
3.	What impact does organizational dissemination of information and advocacy for supports for students with disabilities have on an institution’s offering of supports? 
With regard to Question 3, there is little information available to determine whether or not institutions differ in this respect, or if their disability support coordinators are members of an organization like AHEAD, which advocates supports for students with disabilities. The implications of such membership could reflect the standards of the disability support coordinators, their commitment to the field and how that may contribute to the standards of the provision of disability support in their institution of higher education. Further, parents and students may use this information to make an informed decision as to their choice of institution of postsecondary education. We addressed Question 3 by asking the following specific questions: Does AHEAD membership have significant meaning regarding offering educational supports to students with disabilities? and,  How do AHEAD institutions compare to non-AHEAD institutions in offering supports and accommodations for students with disabilities? 

Method

A survey instrument was developed, piloted, and distributed to a national sample of more than 1,500 disability support coordinators in a range of postsecondary educational institutions. The survey was administered in a voluntary manner, and individual responses were treated with strict confidentiality. Respondents were informed that their participation could have an impact on future national policy and practice decisions. Six hundred and fifty (43%) respondents completed and returned the survey.
Survey Content and Development
Content for the survey questions was generated through a national working group of researchers who are members of a consortium of five organizations comprising the National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports (i.e., the University of  Hawai‘i  at Manoa, the University of Minnesota, Virginia Commonwealth University, the University of Massachusetts/Boston and the AHEAD organization). The work groups consisted of a representative mix of research personnel, including persons with disabilities, persons in rehabilitation services, postsecondary educational support personnel, and individuals with expertise in the development of national surveys. 
The questions generated in the preliminary step of survey development were constructed into a pilot study conducted with a sample of  20 disability support coordinators at both two- and four-year  institutions of higher education throughout  Hawai‘i . The pilot study provided feedback regarding question content and wording clarification, as well as suggestions for item addition and removal. 
Based on the pilot study feedback, an eight-page survey was developed that took approximately 45 minutes to complete. Survey content was structured around clusters of the following topics:
·	Institution’s capacity to offer supports or accommodations
·	Number of students who receive support and disability type
·	Availability of technological assistance
·	Outreach institutions
·	Funding and specialized staff issues that affect students with disabilities
·	Written policies
·	Information about the respondent
Survey Sample and Distribution
The survey was distributed nationally using two methods. The first method involved partnering with AHEAD.  The AHEAD membership list was composed of Disability Service coordinators from both public and private postsecondary institutions, as well as two- and four-year institutions. In total, 750 paper copies of the survey were mailed to randomly selected AHEAD members across the nation. A second institutional list of non-AHEAD participants was generated from a randomized, regionally stratified list of postsecondary institutions selected from the 1995 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) CD ROM database, maintained by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), U.S. Department of Education. The IPEDS sampling framework included data on some 3,000 primary providers (institutions) of postsecondary education.
Following the first two rounds of sample selection, a subsample of minority institutions was added to ensure their inclusion within the survey sample (i.e., 15 historically African American institutions and 15 Native American institutions), for a total of 780 institutions within the IPEDS sampling framework. Paper copies of the survey were mailed to these institutions.
Respondents from the sampling process consisted of 465 AHEAD members and 184 non-AHEAD members. AHEAD was a partner in the study as an affiliate of the National Center of Postsecondary Educational Supports, which may have motivated their members’ participation. Statistical inference can be drawn from unequal Ns and the numbers are high enough so that there is no real implication of the unequal number of respondents in each group, AHEAD and non-AHEAD. The respondents within the sample were further profiled as follows: 422 were from public schools vs. 193 from private schools; 246 were from two-year or less than two-year schools vs. 369 from four-year schools. 
Data Analysis
The results presented in this paper were calculated using the SPSS Data Analysis System. First, each survey question was summarized using frequency counts. Further quantitative analysis was conducted to determine statistical significance between groups of items. These analyses were conducted using chi-square and analysis of variance (ANOVA). For example, the chi-square test was performed for questions with categorical data (Yes/No). For questions with scale data (i.e., Likert-type scale ranging from 0-4), a one-way ANOVA was used. 
    In order to ascertain whether the differences between the AHEAD and non-AHEAD groups were due to a confounding of the differences within the two-year vs. four-year distinction or the public school vs. private school distinction, the effect of the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable on the various items after the effects of two- vs. four-year  and public vs. private variables were removed and then assessed. This was accomplished by conducting what amounts to an analysis of covariance with each of the questionnaire variables taken in turn as the dependent variable, the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable as the independent variable, and the two-year vs. four-year  and the public vs. private variables used as covariates. Thus, in order for the AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD variable to be regarded as having a statistically significant effect on a dependent variable, it had to have an effect above and beyond that which could be attributable to either of the covariates (two- vs. four-year  and public vs. private). The actual computations for this procedure were accomplished using the REG (regression) procedure in the SAS statistical package.

Results

Frequency and Types of Educational Support Offerings in Postsecondary Institutions
Since little was previously known regarding the practice of offering or providing educational supports and accommodations for students with disabilities at the postsecondary level, our research team sought to establish a national baseline. Therefore, to answer the first research question – What are the types of educational supports and accommodations provided to students with disabilities in postsecondary institutions? – respondents were asked in Question 1, “What is the capacity of your institution to offer the following supports or accommodations as needed by students with disabilities?” Question 1 consisted of 34 subitems referencing a specific type of support, and was structured as an ordinal-scale type question, where respondents were to indicate how often, indicated by the percentage of time, that their institution offered each of the 34 different supports or accommodations. The response options were as follows: 
Types of Supports Frequency Count
0 = not offered
1 = offered less than 25% of time
2 = offered 25-50% of time
3 = offered 51-75% of time
4 = offered more than 75% of time

Table 1 provides a frequency count of how all respondents answered the question.
Among the many findings apparent in Table 1 are:
·	The support or service offered to students with disabilities most often in postsecondary educational settings is test accommodation; 88.6% of the AHEAD membership responded that their institution offered that support or service more than 75% of the time, while 73.4 % of the non-AHEAD membership institutions provided test accommodations.
·	The more commonly offered educational supports are (a) notetakers-75.5% of the AHEAD membership and 46.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that notetaking was a support offered more than 75% of the time; (b) advocacy assistance-73.2% of the AHEAD membership and 56% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that advocacy was offered more than 75% of the time; and (c) priority registration-60% of the AHEAD membership and 37.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that priority registration was offered more than 75% of the time. In contrast, students with disabilities indicated through a national focus group project that the type and timing of advocacy assistance was problematic; a request was made for more of a focus upon the development of self-advocacy skills rather than having others provide advocacy and information (NCSPE, 2002).
·	Related types of supports were fairly common across all types of postsecondary institutions, including: (a) organization skill assistance-54.9% of the AHEAD membership and 46.7% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that organizational skill development activities were offered more than 75% of the time; and (b) study skills-60.9% of the AHEAD membership and 53.8% of the non-AHEAD group indicated that study skill assistance or training was offered more than 75% of the time. Students with disabilities indicated through national focus groups that organization, time management, and coordination of supports within and across their personal, educational, and social lives, was a major concern often not addressed by related agencies or postsecondary institutions (NCSPE, 2002). This was often given as a reason for dropping out of school or for not progressing at a pace comparable with students without disabilities.
·	The offering of career-related supports was fairly common (it is not known whether such supports were part of generic student services or provided by disability support staff) in postsecondary institutions. Specifically, 60.9% of AHEAD membership institutions and 60.9 of non-membership groups offered career assessment services more than 75% of the time; 44.2% of AHEAD membership participant and 44% of non-AHEAD membership groups offered work experience or work-study opportunities; and 45.1% of AHEAD membership participants and 48.4% of non-AHEAD groups offered job placement services more than 75% of the time). 
·	One area of concern to students with disabilities was the extent to which supports that were provided during their educational years would transfer to subsequent work or employment settings. Few disability support personnel indicated that their institution offered such assistance; most striking is the low prevalence of the transition of supports to the workplace. Only 12% of AHEAD membership participants and 15.8% of the non-AHEAD members provide for the transition of supports to the workplace.
·	Disability-specific scholarships were rarely offered to students with disabilities in postsecondary institutions.
·	More than 50% of the responding institutions did not offer disability specific assessments or evaluations.
·	Supports for study abroad were rarely offered to students with disabilities.
·	Over 50% of the responding institutions (i.e., 54.9% of the AHEAD membership surveyed and 63.9% of the non-AHEAD group) did not offer accessible transportation on campus for students with disabilities. This was viewed as a necessary support by groups of students with disability participating in a national focus group study (NCSPES, 2002).
AHEAD vs. non-AHEAD Institutions
Researchers wanted to know how AHEAD institutions compared to non-AHEAD institutions in offering supports and accommodations for students with disabilities. Thus, the data collected about the AHEAD institutions were compared to the data collected on the non-AHEAD institutions. Table 2 presents a statistical analysis of the differences in supports offered by the two groups of institutions.	
In specific areas, AHEAD institutions were statistically more likely than non-AHEAD institutions to offer supports or accommodations for students with disabilities. Specifically,
1.	Overall assistive technology supports showed a marked difference in AHEAD versus non-AHEAD institutions. AHEAD institutions were rated significantly higher than non-AHEAD institutions in four of the six areas of AT supports:  AT supports across campus, equipment or software provision, adaptive furniture and document conversion.
2.	Overall skills development for students showed a marked difference in AHEAD versus non-AHEAD institutions. Thus, AHEAD institutions were rated significantly higher than non-AHEAD institutions in five of the six areas of student skills development, including study skills, memory skills, metacognitive strategies, organization and time management skills and self-advocacy skills.
3.	In certain areas, AHEAD institutions more frequently offered accommodations to students with disabilities than non-AHEAD institutions. The items included summer orientation institutions for students with disabilities, priority registration, class relocation, testing accommodations, advocacy, supports for study abroad, special learning strategies, accessible transportation on campus interpreters, note-takers, and real-time captioning.
In summary, the AHEAD group reported statistically higher offering of the supports and accommodations than the non-AHEAD groups in all three of these groups of survey items. 
Discussion

Based on the data gathered from this national survey, AHEAD institutions offer more services than non-AHEAD institutions in specific areas. Membership in an organization like AHEAD, which promotes organizational dissemination of information and advocacy for supports for students with disabilities, may have had an impact on the findings of this study (i.e., increased provision of services and supports in certain areas). AHEAD’s numerous training programs and information dissemination may well have contributed to the effects of increased service provision of services to AHEAD member institution’s students. On the other hand, it is also possible that organizations may join AHEAD because of a stronger commitment to students with disabilities.
In the critical areas of assistive technology, student skill development, and accommodations, AHEAD members provided more services than non-AHEAD members. The increased dissemination of information through AHEAD may increase knowledge on the part of consumers (i.e., students and parents who then expect or demand such services). This is important information for consumers of postsecondary education, as it allows them to make educated and informed choices as to which institution they will attend. Secondary guidance counselors and parents need to be made aware of the effects of membership in this organization in order to advise students effectively. Additionally, students and parents who make informed choices about postsecondary education may receive a better quality of education. With appropriate supports, students may progress more readily in their curriculum. There is an expected better “fit’ socially as students gain independence. 
Membership in the AHEAD organization enables DSCs at a given institution to stay informed of current policy, research, educational methods, and technological developments, thereby enabling them to integrate this information into the available supports to students with disabilities. Conversely, DSCs who are not members of such an organization are less likely to be aware of the current status of the field from peer-reviewed journals, professional participation, and networking at conferences. As a result, non-member institutions, as well as the students with disabilities that they serve, are left at a disadvantage.
Limitations of this study include methodological problems with the statistical data analysis. Multiple chi-square and ANOVAs were employed in the data analysis, and this can result in high probability of experiment-wise error rate, indicating that there is a high probability that one or more of the differences are actually chance occurrence. 
 In summary, membership in an organization such as AHEAD allows DSCs to share ideas with colleagues and receive feedback on how better to utilize limited funding for support programs, thereby maximizing their institution’s capacity to aid students with disabilities. Membership also contributes to the institution of higher education in its information access and best practices of the profession.
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Table 1
Frequency of Provision of Educational Supports by AHEAD and non-AHEAD Postsecondary Institutions (N = 650) 
Type of supports
Membership
Not offered
Offered less than 25% of the time
Offered 25% to 50% of the time
Offered 51% to 75% of the time
Offered more than 75% of the time
Summer orientation programs for students with disabilities
AHEAD
55.1%
9.2%
2.8%
4.1%
28.8%

Non-AHEAD
63.0%
9.2%
3.3%
3.3%
21.2%
Priority registration/course scheduling
AHEAD
19.4%
9.9%
5.2%
4.9%
60.6%

Non-AHEAD
34.2%
16.3%
4.9%
7.6%
37.0%
Class relocation
AHEAD
10.9%
14.2%
5.8%
11.2%
57.9%

Non-AHEAD
28.8%
16.3%
5.4%
10.9%
38.6%
Testing accommodations
AHEAD
3.0%
2.1%
1.3%
4.9%
88.6%

Non-AHEAD
7.6%
6.5%
3.3%
9.2%
73.4%
Disability-specific scholarships
AHEAD
55.2%
24.5%
6.9%
3.4%
10.1%

Non-AHEAD
69.6%
11.4%
6.0%
4.3%
8.7%
Disability-specific assessment/evaluation
AHEAD
53.9%
11.2%
7.5%
5.6%
21.9%

Non-AHEAD
53.3%
12.5%
3.8%
9.8%
20.7%
Advocacy
AHEAD
6.2%
4.9%
4.9%
10.7%
73.2%

Non-AHEAD
16.8%
9.2%
6.5%
11.4%
56.0%
Supports for study abroad
AHEAD
54.3%
17.8%
5.2%
5.2%
17.6%

Non-AHEAD
85.3%
7.1%
1.6%
2.2%
3.8%
Learning center laboratory
AHEAD
25.8%
4.7%
9.4%
9.0%
51.1%

Non-AHEAD
28.8%
6.0%
3.8%
11.4%
50.0%
Special learning strategies
AHEAD
10.7%
10.7%
14.2%
15.0%
49.4%

Non-AHEAD
17.9%
10.9%
17.9%
16.8%
36.4%
Developmental/remedial instruction
AHEAD
29.4%
9.0%
7.9%
9.7%
44.0%

Non-AHEAD
23.4%
11.4%
7.1%
5.4%
52.7%
Personal counseling
AHEAD
7.1%
4.9%
7.9%
11.4%
68.7%

Non-AHEAD
7.1%
5.4%
9.8%
9.8%
67.9%
Accessible transport on campus
AHEAD
54.9%
6.0%
4.9%
5.2%
29.0%

Non-AHEAD
63.6%
6.5%
3.3%
4.9%
21.7%
Interpreter/translator
AHEAD
15.0%
9.4%
5.2%
6.7%
63.7%

Non-AHEAD
31.0%
16.3%
6.5%
6.0%
40.2%
Note takers/scribes/readers
AHEAD
5.4%
3.4%
6.0%
9.7%
75.5%

Non-AHEAD
21.2%
13.0%
8.2%
10.9%
46.7%
Tutors
AHEAD
12.7%
4.3%
10.9%
15.0%
57.1%

Non-AHEAD
16.3%
6.5%
10.9%
13.0%
53.3%
Real-time captioning
AHEAD
65.2%
9.4%
3.9%
3.6%
17.8%

Non-AHEAD
84.2%
4.9%
2.2%
1.6%
7.1%
Assistive technology evaluations for students
AHEAD
56.0%
15.0%
6.9%
4.9%
17.2%

Non-AHEAD
64.7%
10.9%
6.0%
4.3%
14.1%
Skills training on equipment/software
AHEAD
25.5%
17.6%
15.0%
11.2%
30.7%

Non-AHEAD
35.9%
12.5%
13.6%
8.7%
29.3%
Equipment or software provision (loan/lease/purchase)
AHEAD
30.3%
16.7%
11.6%
13.1%
28.3%

Non-AHEAD
45.7%
12.5%
11.4%
10.3%
20.1%
AT supports across campus
AHEAD
20.4%
11.4%
14.8%
16.3%
37.1%

Non-AHEAD
34.8%
14.1%
12.0%
10.9%
28.3%
Adaptive furniture
AHEAD
19.1%
15.0%
11.4%
16.1%
38.4%

Non-AHEAD
32.6%
14.7%
9.8%
14.7%
28.3%
Document conversion
AHEAD
29.0%
12.7%
10.9%
11.2%
36.3%

Non-AHEAD
47.8%
16.8%
10.9%
6.0%
18.5%
Communication skills
AHEAD
23.8%
16.7%
13.7%
12.7%
33.0%

Non-AHEAD
31.0%
12.5%
11.4%
7.1%
38.0%
Study skills
AHEAD
7.1%
8.8%
9.7%
13.5%
60.9%

Non-AHEAD
14.7%
9.2%
9.8%
12.5%
53.8%
Memory skills
AHEAD
16.5%
16.7%
15.0%
11.8%
39.9%

Non-AHEAD
34.2%
13.6%
10.3%
10.3%
31.5%
Meta-cognitive strategies
AHEAD
22.7%
16.1%
15.7%
11.8%
33.7%

Non-AHEAD
36.4%
14.1%
17.9%
6.0%
25.5%
Organizational and time management skills
AHEAD
7.7%
10.5%
10.5%
16.3%
54.9%

Non-AHEAD
18.5%
8.2%
12.0%
14.7%
46.7%
Self-advocacy skills
AHEAD
11.2%
7.5%
13.1%
18.2%
50.0%

Non-AHEAD
26.1%
7.6%
12.0%
11.4%
42.9%
Career/vocational assessment and counseling
AHEAD
9.0%
6.2%
10.1%
13.7%
60.9%

Non-AHEAD
14.1%
4.3%
9.2%
11.4%
60.9%
Work experience or work-study opportunities
AHEAD
12.4%
13.7%
15.0%
14.6%
44.2%

Non-AHEAD
21.2%
10.9%
8.2%
15.8%
44.0%
Internships/externships
AHEAD
19.1%
15.0%
13.9%
12.0%
39.9%

Non-AHEAD
31.5%
9.8%
10.3%
12.0%
36.4%
Job placement services
AHEAD
19.7%
10.3%
11.8%
13.1%
45.1%

Non-AHEAD
24.5%
9.8%
6.0%
11.4%
48.4%
Facilitate transfer of supports to the work setting
AHEAD
53.0%
19.3%
9.4%
6.2%
12.0%

Non-AHEAD
57.6%
14.7%
9.2%
2.7%
15.8%

Note. NAHEAD = 466, Nnon-AHEAD = 184.



Table 2 Significance Table
Provision of educational supports comparing AHEAD and non-AHEAD institutions
 Type of supports
t
df
p (2-tailed)
Mean Difference
(Ahead vs. non-Ahead)
Summer orientation programs for students with disabilities
2.09*
648
.037
.32
Priority registration/course scheduling
5.52***
648
.000
.81
Class relocation
5.69***
648
.000
.77
Testing accommodations
4.66***
648
.000
.40
Advocacy
5.23***
648
.000
.59
Supports for study abroad
6.76***
648
.000
.82
Special learning strategies
3.08**
648
.002
.39
Accessible transport on campus
2.13*
648
.034
.32
Interpreter/translator
6.15***
648
.000
.87
Note takers/scribes/readers
8.74***
648
.000
.98
Real-time captioning
4.51***
648
.000
.57
Equipment or software provision (loan/lease/purchase)
3.24**
648
.001
.46
AT supports across campus
3.95***
648
.000
.55
Adaptive furniture
3.49**
648
.001
.48
Document conversion
5.76***
648
.000
.83
Study skills

2.61**
648
.009
.31
Memory skills
3.66***
648
.000
.51
Meta-cognitive strategies
3.42**
648
.001
.48
Organizational and time management skills
3.04**
648
.002
.37
Self-advocacy skills
3.96***
648
.000
.51

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. n for AHEAD is 466, and n for non-AHEAD is 184.
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Abstract

Increasing the knowledge and skills of postsecondary faculty to effectively teach learners with disabilities has the potential to improve postsecondary education and career outcomes for individuals with disabilities. The qualitative research study reported in this article involved 7 focus groups of students with disabilities (a total of 24 students) and 12 focus groups of postsecondary faculty members and administrators (a total of 41 participants) on campuses nationwide. The purpose of the research was to identify content, media, and formats for faculty development. Results suggest that campuses offer training that increases faculty knowledge regarding disabilities and legal issues, and knowledge and skills related to accommodation strategies (especially for learning disabilities and other “invisible” disabilities) that maintain academic standards, communication between students and faculty, confidentiality, resources, and service coordination. A variety of training options should be offered to address the wide range of faculty interests. These may include short presentations as part of existing meetings, longer seminars, participatory workshops with case studies, online training, searchable Web resources, video presentations, and short printed materials. The authors share how applying the principles of universal design offers a promising practice for organizing content for and delivering training to instructors and how the results of this study were applied in a nationwide faculty training program. 

Most challenging careers require a college degree, even for entry-level positions. Civil rights legislation, society’s changing attitudes about inclusion, and medical breakthroughs are among the factors that have resulted in higher expectations, better pre-college academic preparation, and greater numbers of people with disabilities pursuing higher education (Henderson, 2001; National Council on Disability, 2000). Thus, it has been estimated that 6-9% of college students have disabilities, and among these, the largest and fastest growing group are those with learning disabilities (Henderson; National Center on Education Statistics, 2000).
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 require that postsecondary institutions provide reasonable accommodations to ensure equal access to program offerings for qualified students who disclose their disabilities and present appropriate documentation (Frank & Wade, 1993; West, et al., 1993; Waddell, 1999). However, even with legislation in place, students with disabilities are less likely than their counterparts without disabilities to stay enrolled, successfully transition from two-year to four-year institutions, earn postsecondary degrees, and secure employment (Horn & Bobbitt, 1999; National Council on Disability, 2000; Wagner & Blackorby, 1996; Yelin & Katz, 1994). These facts are of particular concern because, for individuals with disabilities, the positive correlation between level of education and rate of employment is stronger than for the general population (Benz, Doren, & Yovanoff, 1998; Blackorby & Wagner, 1996;  Stodden & Dowrick, 2001; Yelin & Katz). 
The attitudes, knowledge, and skills of instructors impact the learning of all students. Unfortunately, most postsecondary instructors have little experience in teaching students with disabilities and little or no specific training in effective strategies for making their curricula accessible to students with disabilities. Although most faculty members are generally willing to provide accommodations, they are not always clear about which accommodations are appropriate, their role in making accommodations, which teaching strategies work best, and what campus resources are available (Bourke, Strehorn, & Silver, 2000; Burgstahler, 2002; Doña & Edmister, 2001; Hill, 1996; Houck, Asselin, Troutman, & Arrington, 1992; Leyser, 1989; Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, & Brulle, 1998; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000a; Thompson, Bethea, & Turner, 1997). Additionally, faculty have been found to be more willing to provide accommodations for students with physical and sensory impairments than for students with disabilities that are not obvious, such as learning disabilities and psychiatric impairments (Aksamit, Leuenberger, & Morris, 1987; Houck et al.; Lehmann, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; Leyser; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999).
Authors of published articles have identified barriers to success for postsecondary students with disabilities that may be addressed through faculty development efforts. Some instructors are concerned that accommodations might compromise the academic integrity of their courses (Nelson, Dodd, & Smith, 1990). They may not understand that appropriate accommodations are designed to ensure equal opportunity, not unfair advantage to students with disabilities. Some instructors have mistaken beliefs about the abilities of individuals with disabilities to succeed in academic studies, even if reasonable accommodations are provided. These beliefs may reflect a lack of knowledge about disabilities and of assistive technology that can overcome or reduce challenges imposed by physical, sensory, psychological, and cognitive impairments (Yuker, 1994). Prejudicial attitudes can have a negative impact on the behavior of instructors and, ultimately, on the postsecondary outcomes for students with disabilities. Faculty members report a need for information regarding legal issues, disability-related accommodations, communication with students who have disabilities, and resources (Burgstahler, 2002; Burgstahler, Corrigan, & McCarter, 2004; Doña & Edmister, 2001; Leyser et al., 1998; Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, & Brulle, 2000; Scott & Gregg, 2000; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999). 
Although students are generally pleased with their academic accommodations, some students, especially those with learning disabilities, report having difficulty acquiring accommodations and maintaining confidentiality of disability-related information (Hill, 1996; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b). Some are reluctant to disclose their disabilities because of the negative attitudes of instructors. Students with disabilities report that some faculty members are unaware of the rights and accommodation needs of students with disabilities and have difficulty communicating with them (Frank & Wade, 1993; Hill; Lehman, et al., 2000; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports).
In short, higher education faculty need to better understand their legal obligations to provide academic accommodations to students with disabilities; they need strategies for communicating with and teaching students with disabilities; and they need resources. Two of the best sources of information for developing training options for this group include (a) students with disabilities, the consumers of postsecondary education; and (b) members of the faculty and administration, the consumers of the professional development. Input from both of these stakeholder groups is useful to individuals designing professional development for faculty and administrators. 
Research Questions

To date, no single research study has been undertaken to gather relevant input from both stakeholder groups. The following research questions were established for this study.
1)	What are the experiences of students with disabilities and faculty in postsecondary courses? For what types of disabilities is it most difficult for faculty to provide accommodations?
2)	What knowledge and skills are most important for postsecondary faculty to acquire in order for them to fully include students with disabilities in their courses?
3)	What are the best media and format options for professional development of postsecondary faculty to help them effectively teach students with disabilities?

Methodology 

Focus groups were conducted to collect the opinions of key stakeholders—students with disabilities and members of the faculty and administration. Results were to be used as a needs assessment for the development of materials and methods to help faculty members teach students with disabilities in higher education environments (Buttram, 1990; Jacobi, 1991; Krueger & Casey, 2000; Mertens, 1998; Morse, 1997; Patton, 1987). Focus groups are particularly appropriate for examining this type of research question because, unlike with traditional survey methodology, the candid discussions generated can reveal both what people think and why they think the way they do. The focus group results can be used to generate a theoretical framework, to understand differences in perspectives between groups of people, and to inform policy and practice (Krueger & Casey, 2000; Krueger & King, 1998; Morgan, 1988, 1997, 1998). “Participants can qualify their responses or identify certain contingencies associated with their answers. Thus, responses have a certain ecological validity not found in traditional survey research” (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990, p. 12). Shared characteristics of participants in each homogenous group in this study—students with disabilities and faculty/administrators—helped to achieve saturation of opinions and perspectives (Morgan, 1988, 1997). 
Procedures and Participants
DO-IT (Disabilities, Opportunities, Internetwork-ing and Technology), centered at the University of Washington, was funded by the U.S. Department of Education (grant #P33A990042 and #P116D990138-01) to design and deliver professional development for faculty and administrators to increase their knowledge and skills in educating students with disabilities. As a needs assessment, focus groups of students with disabilities and faculty/ administrators at project team institutions were conducted; the moderators were administrators of services for students with disabilities. Selection for focus group participation was one of convenience. Project team members recruited participants through departmental notices, postings on electronic discussion lists, and professional contacts. 
DO-IT research staff developed moderator guidelines and distributed them to the project team moderators to ensure consistency in the group structure, the role of the moderator, and the conduct of each focus group. Given a script with specific questions, the moderators followed the principles of non-directedness as they solicited the views of group members (Debus, 1990; Morse, 1997). The moderators were not involved in data analysis or research reporting. 
Each focus group was approximately 90 minutes long. Audiotaped recordings were recommended by the research staff; however, one moderator videotaped a session and three recorded sessions using handwritten notes. Research staff transcribed all spoken utterances on the tapes. Less than 10% of the tapes had small portions of content that was unusable due to poor sound quality and/or difficulty differentiating voices.
Faculty Focus Groups
Twelve focus groups of faculty and administrators were conducted at 12 institutions. Forty-one faculty and four staff members participated. A diverse range of institution types was represented, including four two-year and eight four-year institutions and eight urban, one rural, and four suburban institutions. Disciplines represented by participants included humanities, life and physical sciences, social sciences, allied health fields, fine arts, and mathematics. Participants’ levels of effort devoted to teaching and research varied greatly. The focus groups of faculty and administrators examined (a) experiences of faculty and students with disabilities, (b) content needs of faculty, and (c) professional development delivery preferences of faculty and administrators. 
Student Focus Groups
Seven student focus groups were conducted at seven institutions, for a total of 24 students with disabilities participating. A diverse range of institution types was represented, including three suburban and five urban institutions and two two-year and four four-year institutions. Disabilities represented among focus group participants included visual, hearing, and mobility impairments; traumatic brain injury; learning disabilities; Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder; and psychiatric disabilities. The focus groups of students with disabilities examined participant experiences receiving accommodations and working with instructors, as well as their impressions of how faculty members could become better prepared to fully include students with disabilities in their courses. 
Data Analysis
Both traditional and computer-assisted methods were employed to analyze focus group data. Themes related to the research questions were identified from participant utterances (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Mertens, 1998; Morse, 1997). Several levels of analysis reflecting the recursive nature of dialogue were implemented to process the transcripts (Krueger, 1998; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990). Care was taken to avoid imposing prior assumptions when analyzing and categorizing sections of the transcripts.
The first step in the data analysis was to manipulate the large amounts of raw data into manageable sets. One researcher read through and summarized the transcripts before embarking on a more rigorous computer-assisted process. Examples of specific statements were included to substantiate the summary statements. The summary prepared from the focus group data helped researchers direct the analysis to specific topics. However, some unexpected and relevant issues emerged from reviewing raw data, and new categories were coded before the analysis was complete (Krueger, 1998). 
Computer analysis was conducted because it fosters a consistent and systematic strategy that can be verified by other parties and allows for regrouping and revisiting data sets efficiently (Krueger, 1998). Further, computer-aided analysis requires less time than conventional cutting, sorting, and pasting of interview data and facilitates the processing of large amounts of data used by multiple researchers in analytical processes (Ford, Oberski, & Higgins, 2000). NUD*IST (Non-numerical Unstructured Data: Indexing Searching Theorizing), software that supports the development of hierarchical categories of coding, was used to code the transcripts (Richards & Richards, 1995). Use of NUD*IST makes it is easy to create new categories, delete old categories, reorganize existing categories and re-index sections of transcripts (Weitzman & Miles, 1994).
A methodology of grounded theory and progressive focusing was used to analyze the raw data (LeCompte, Preissle, & Tesch, 1993; LeCompte & Schensul, 1999). At the start of the analysis process, researchers agreed on categories, and subsequently coded all utterances until the categories were saturated. At meetings, research staff compared their independent coding of transcripts and entered named categories or nodes into NUD*IST. Inter-rater agreement comparisons in coding randomly selected sections revealed a confidence level of 83% for the data categorization of three independent raters and a fourth tester. 
A codebook was developed by introducing the main themes identified when the transcripts were summarized—problems and solutions, and their origins. “Problems” were classified according to whether they were related to the student, the faculty, or the institution. “Proposed solutions” included suggested actions to be implemented by the student or the faculty, or undertaken by the institution. Types of problems and proposed solutions were categorized as “knowledge” (e.g., lack of awareness, inadequate information); “attitude” (e.g., open-mindedness, negative perspectives); “skills” (e.g., ability to communicate or offer accommodations); and “other.” For issues stemming from the institution/system, the categories were “actions” (e.g., doing what is required to meet a need); “resources” (e.g., money, time, materials, technology); and “processes” (e.g., applications, documentation). 
Second-level categories overlapped the skills, knowledge, and attitude areas and also included new categories that did not fit within these three areas. From these categories emerged specific application areas such as the provision of adaptive technology and other accommodations, development of guidelines, communications from disability-related student services, and application of instructional strategies. Finally, the researchers used codes to identify specific speakers, disabilities of students, and academic disciplines of faculty to capture themes more completely. 

Results and Discussion

The following presentation of results and discussion are organized around three broad areas: (a) experiences of faculty and students with disabilities, (b) content needs of faculty, and (c) professional development delivery preferences of faculty and administrators. In each of these areas, the results of the faculty/administrator and the student focus groups are reported separately and then discussed together.
Research Question 1: What are the experiences of students with disabilities and faculty in postsecondary courses? For what types of disabilities is it most difficult for faculty to provide accommodations?
Focus group faculty, administrators, and students shared their experiences.
Results of faculty/administrator focus groups. Faculty members had especially positive stories to tell about students who were open about their disabilities, knew what accommodations they needed, and were motivated to achieve academic success. They reported that negative experiences were rare, but, when asked about difficulties, many could cite examples. They reported being willing to make minor accommodations but more resistant to make accommodations that required more extensive efforts. Further, faculty reported less difficulty working with students who had “obvious” disabilities (e.g., sensory and mobility impairments) with straightforward accommodations and more challenges in accommodating students with learning disabilities, psychiatric disabilities, health problems, and other “invisible” disabilities. They were more comfortable with accommodations such as sign language interpreters for deaf students and audiotapes for blind students than extended exam time and other accommodations for students with learning disabilities. Several faculty members expressed dissatisfaction with documentation regarding learning disabilities provided by the service office for students with disabilities. Specifically, they reported that they were not always able to translate the information provided into implementation strategies. 
Faculty participants also noted that they were not always in agreement with students and campus support services about what is “reasonable.” One faculty member said, “… I know that we are legally obligated to provide accommodation ‘within reason’. I think it is the ‘within reason’ that is ambiguous.”
Some faculty members expressed frustration when students who clearly need disability-related supports do not identify themselves as having disabilities. Participants also reported frustration when students who identify themselves as having disabilities are unable to describe accommodations that work well for them. Students who display an “entitled” or otherwise negative attitude were described as especially difficult to work with; some faculty participants resisted providing accommodations for students who, they believe, misuse their diagnoses. It was also frustrating for faculty members to continue to provide support and flexibility when a student was not achieving. One faculty member stated, “The only really negative experience I’ve had was with a student with Attention Deficit Disorder who, even when given accommodations, never finished anything … he really couldn’t complete anything in any given period of time.”
Concerns regarding accommodations for students with hearing or speech impairments were not mentioned often. However, some faculty members reported difficulties in teaching when a sign language interpreter could not keep up and when communication technology was out of service. 
A few faculty members expressed dissatisfaction with campus services for students with disabilities; their complaints included unreliable interpreters, poor notetakers, and inaccurate film captioning. The slow process of putting books on tape was noted as a frustration. Faculty members also reported concern about lack of available specialized software and laboratory equipment for students with disabilities. Some faculty members expressed frustration about seeing the need to remove physical barriers to lecture rooms, fieldwork, or lab work, but not being in a position to implement solutions themselves, not knowing how to arrange to have barriers removed, and/or not being able to secure a timely response from appropriate campus services. For example, a table fixed to the floor might create an obvious barrier for a specific student, an instructor did not know how to proceed in getting it removed. Some faculty reported situations where it took an entire term to complete a simple structural modification. 
Finally, some faculty members mentioned that their academic training emphasized research and content expertise. Specifically, their lack of training in pedagogy as well as in disability-related accommodations contributed to their difficulty in adapting lessons to students with a variety of learning needs.
Results of student focus groups. Some students reported a shortage of adaptive computing resources. One student summarized the importance of computer access: “It’s a great equalizer. Almost anybody can do things equally well with computers regardless of disabilities, provided they have just the right software.” Most students in the focus groups reported positive experiences with instructors regarding disability accommodations. Most reported being willing to take an active role in advocating for their own needs, but felt frustrated when the student support system was not as responsive as they thought it should be. In particular, they expressed the need for better coordination between instructors, teaching assistants, disability-related services staff, and themselves. Some also stated that, besides faculty, other students as well as student support staff need more education in disabilities and accommodations.
Although few students reported negative experiences, those that were reported were troubling. The most common complaints were about instructors’ lack of understanding of learning disabilities, insensitivity to accommodation needs and rights, and breaches of confidentiality. One student said, “If you try to get extra time on quizzes, you miss lecture[s].” Another said, “A lot of these courses deal with writing, and the grading is very subjective. So, if you make too much noise, what kind of grade [will] you get at the end of it?” Students told about instructors accusing them of “abusing” their disability, questioning their ability to be successful in school, and blaming them for problems they encountered as a result of their disabilities. Students expressed fear of disclosing both their disabilities and their accommodation needs. One said, “A lot of profs think it [learning disability] is an excuse; they don’t understand”; another said, “… when I would go up to them and ask … they would just kind of blow me off.” Several students reported breaches of confidentiality. According to one student, “I gave the letter to the professor in the hallway before class. He sat down in front of class and then read the letter out loud, looking at me, in front of this class of 35-40 people.”
Discussion. Faculty members in the current study are more willing to make some types of accommodations than others, especially those that are straightforward and easy to implement, as found in previous work (Aksamit et al., 1987; Leyser et al., 1998; Vogel et al., 1999). Faculty and student responses suggest that accommodations for students with learning disabilities are sometimes seen by instructors as arbitrary and an “unfair advantage.” This result is also consistent with previous research reporting that accommodations for learning and psychiatric disabilities are more problematic for instructors than those for physical and sensory impairments (Lehmann et al., 2000; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b; Leyser, 1989; Nelson et al., 1990; Vogel et al., 1999). This finding is of particular concern since students with learning disabilities form the largest and fastest growing group of students with disabilities on postsecondary campuses (National Center for Education Statistics, 1999).
Faculty members are frustrated when students who apparently have disabilities do not identify themselves as having disabilities and when students do not (and perhaps cannot) tell them which accommodations work well for them. For their part, students are concerned that faculty members are unaware or insensitive to the needs and rights of students with disabilities, including confidentiality regarding their disabilities. Other research has identified similar problems regarding self-disclosure (National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b; West et al., 1993), supporting the need for (a) students with disabilities to develop self-advocacy skills, (b) for faculty members to become more aware of these issues, and (c) for improved coordination overall between students, staff, and faculty. The need for high-quality, consistent implementation of notetaking, sign language interpreters, and other services has been reported by students, faculty, and administrators both in this study and in previous work (Doña & Edmister, 2001; Leyser et al., 1998; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports). Access to technology-based learning opportunities is also important for students with disabilities.
Research Question 2: What knowledge and skills are most important for postsecondary faculty to acquire in order for them to fully include students with disabilities in their courses?
Postsecondary faculty members, administrators, and students reported knowledge and skills they consider to be most important for faculty to acquire to serve students better.
Results of faculty/administrator focus groups. Faculty participants requested information about different types of disabilities, accommodation strategies with evidence of effectiveness for students with disabilities, legal rights and obligations of students with disabilities and of institutions, communication strategies, privacy issues, campus policies, and resources for students with disabilities and for faculty. They recommended that training include overviews of key content areas as well as guidance on where to get more specific information. 
Faculty participants expressed a need to understand (a) the impact of a specific disability and (b) the necessary accommodations for it. For example, a faculty member might understand what deafness is, but not understand how to accommodate students who are deaf. Participants expressed a preference for information specifically related to how a student can successfully perform in class. Faculty members requested information on accommodations for specific disabilities, particularly “invisible” disabilities, information on how to handle medical and other emergencies, and insights into student perspectives. A faculty member with some experience accommodating students noted that it is important for faculty to know that accommodating a student usually entails incremental, not comprehensive, changes to a course and teaching methods. Participants expressed discomfort in approaching students with disabilities and the need for more clarity regarding confidentiality; one faculty member said, “It would help to know more about the rules around what we can and cannot say or ask. I am worried about making mistakes.” 
Faculty participants also reported little knowledge about legislation and expressed a need for clarification on their legal obligations to provide reasonable accommodations as well as the rights and responsibilities of students with disabilities. They also reported feeling ethical tensions when providing accommodations to students with disabilities, suggesting that training should address perceptions of classroom inequity while providing accommodations to students with disabilities.
Participants suggested the use of technology to ensure that students with disabilities have full access to educational opportunities. In addition to specialized technology, there were also concerns about access to standard computers, software, and laboratory equipment.
Faculty members said that they wanted to know the basics of good pedagogy, including how to present materials in a way that would be accessible to a group of students with diverse characteristics, including those related to abilities and disabilities. They recommended that the relationship between good pedagogy and disability-related accommodations be made explicit. 
Results of student focus groups. Student participants suggested that faculty members learn a range of accommodation strategies since accommodations are not one-size-fits-all, even for students with the same disability. However, they reported that disability etiquette and a positive attitude on the part of faculty are needed more than technical information about specific accommodations. Students described instructors who accommodated positively by acting respectfully, demonstrating a willingness to be flexible, and providing individual assistance. Some students thought that when faculty did not provide reasonable accommodations, it was a result of lack of knowledge; some attributed it to inadequate enforcement of laws and/or campus policies; others considered it an unwillingness to learn. As one student summarized, “You know, the ones that want to do it are doing it (accommodating) and if they don’t want to they don’t – the real question is how do you get them to want to do it?”
Students felt that the needs of students who are blind, deaf, or have physical disabilities were clearer to faculty than less obvious disabilities and that training should cover the disabilities and accommodations faculty consider most confusing. As one student reported, “Profs should be better prepared about LD [learning disability].” Another said, “… psychiatric and learning disabilities are not well understood.” Several focus group participants stated that they preferred that instructors ask them about accommodations and not treat their disability like a “taboo” topic. Although they understood that these situations could result from an instructor’s respect for confidentiality, some students felt it was related to general awkwardness and lack of knowledge about basic disability protocol.
Discussion. Faculty members in this study and elsewhere have expressed a need for more information about legal issues, support services, disabilities, and accommodations (Aksamit et al., 1987; Leyser et al., 1998, 2000). They have also expressed a willingness to learn (Doña & Edmister, 2001). The issue of faculty attitude brought up by students in the current study has also been raised by other researchers who found that faculty willingness to be flexible was key to successful accommodations (Leyser et al., 1998; Vogel et al., 1999). Students with disabilities were especially concerned about instructors who saw disability as a personal failing or incompetence (Lehmann et al., 2000). The fact that faculty participants expressed difficulty in approaching students with disabilities and that student participants reported that faculty are uncomfortable talking with them about their disabilities suggests effective communication strategies as a potential topic for training. 
Issues raised by students, faculty and administrators in this study are consistent with previous research that found that faculty members need to learn effective teaching and communication strategies that can help all students learn, not just those with disabilities (National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b; Nelson et al., 1990). Faculty suggestions that ethical issues related to accommodations be included in professional development are also consistent with the findings of previous work (Leyser et al., 2000; Vogel et al., 1999). 
The value of assistive technology and problems in gaining adequate access to technology were highlighted in current and previous research (National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b). As the Internet becomes a more critical part of the learning experience, the accessibility of Web-based materials becomes an urgent issue to address (Burgstahler et al., 2004; Waddell, 1999). 
Research Question 3: What are the best media and format options for professional development of postsecondary faculty to help them effectively teach students with disabilities?
Focus group participants suggested media and format options for delivering professional development to faculty.
Results of faculty/administrator focus groups. Faculty and administrator participants suggested the following methods for delivery of professional development: department-specific workshops, short activities/presentations as part of larger meetings, longer seminars/workshops on specific topics, peer-to-peer training from faculty colleagues, one-to-one support from Student Services staff, training videos, online courses, printed summary documents, comprehensive reference materials, and searchable Web resources. A participant who pointed out the advantages of online materials stated, “I love the idea of a website and I think a website could include … a glossary of disabilities and accommodations.” Another focus group member added, “A very searchable website …”
Some faculty members stated a preference for in-person training. Two reported, “I think workshops and round tables in a condensed time are useful,” and “I like getting together. I like the dialog, brainstorming.” On-site activities that faculty members found particularly useful included hands-on activities, case studies, and panels of students with disabilities. Faculty participants had strong, yet diverse, opinions about the optimal length of training; they complained about training that is too long or too short. 
Participants suggested that someone in each department take a lead role and receive more advanced training than others. As one faculty member explained:
There may be some people in your division that may have a particular interest and be willing to serve as a liaison to help distribute information, to answer questions, to provide information. Sometimes faculty members may not go out of their way to go beyond their building, but to walk down the hall is easier.
Results of student focus groups. 
While student participants did not provide specific details about how best to train instructors, they were clear that the content of professional development should result in the provision of better accommodations. Some students thought that information should be given in mandatory workshops because “it’s the instructors who would be likely to not attend [a voluntary session] that are the problem.” 
Discussion. Current and previous research both support the need for a variety of media and delivery methods of disability and accommodation-related information (Burgstahler, 2002; Leyser et al., 1998). Faculty members are very busy, have varied schedules, and have different perceived needs regarding what content is most important. Workshops and publications that are short and cover specific topics are preferred. Additionally, faculty members want detailed print and searchable online reference materials to consult as needed. Longer on-site and online courses might be good options for people with specific interests or needs. Just-in-time resources when a faculty member has a specific student with a disability should be available as well. Previous and current findings support including students with disabilities in panels and other settings where they interact with faculty memberss. Instructors have more positive relationships with students with disabilities as they have more contact and their level of comfort and willingness to provide accommodations is increased (Aksamit et al., 1987; Leyser et al., 1998). 

Recommendations and Applications

Analysis of focus group data suggests that, besides programs for faculty, campuses should consider training options for students with disabilities, other students, and student service staff. For faculty development, content should include:
•	General information about pedagogy and assessment.
•	Information on alternative access to learning and assessment activities that ensure that academic standards are maintained and all students are treated fairly.
•	Evidence-based information on disabilities and accommodations, especially regarding learning disabilities, psychiatric impairments, and other invisible disabilities.
•	Clarification of legal issues—rights and responsibilities of both students with disabilities and postsecondary institutions.
•	Effective ways to communicate with students while maintaining appropriate confidentiality.
•	Emergency and safety procedures relative to students with disabilities.
•	Methods to ensure that technology-based activities are accessible to students with disabilities.
•	Information about campus services for students with disabilities.
•	Strategies to help students with disabilities, faculty, and campus services work effectively together.
•	Guidance on how to voice concerns about disability-related support services.
Following are recommendations for the delivery of professional development to faculty.
•	Make available multiple delivery options (e.g., on-site training, online instruction, videos, printed materials, Web resources). 
•	Incorporate short training sessions into departmental and other regular meetings; longer on-site and online training should be made available for those with an interest or need for more in-depth training.
•	Incorporate panels of students with disabilities into training when possible.
•	Provide short publications with overviews of key content areas, such as legal requirements, typical accommodations, and campus services and procedures.
•	Make available comprehensive content in a searchable format for reference.
The DO-IT project team designed professional development for faculty and administrators based on findings of both the current study and previous research (Burgstahler, 2002). Universal design of instruction was used as an approach for helping faculty effectively teach students with a wide range of abilities and disabilities as well as other characteristics. It was also applied in the professional development strategies recommended in comprehensive train-the-trainer materials developed in this project. In universal design, rather than focusing on the average student, the instructor considers the wide range of characteristics of potential students relative to areas that include age, gender, ability, disability, and race/ethnicity. Instruction developed in this way maximizes inclusion while minimizing the need for accommodations for students with disabilities. Project materials give examples of how universal design can be applied to all aspects of instruction, including physical access, delivery methods, information access, interaction, feedback, and assessment (Burgstahler, 2000). Instructors are encouraged to apply universal design in all of these areas and be responsive to the additional accommodations a specific student might need. Further, they are encouraged to include a statement in each syllabus inviting students with disabilities who need accommodations to meet with them, thereby letting students know of their willingness to provide reasonable accommodations.
To meet the diverse content and scheduling needs of faculty and administrators, six models of professional development were created by DO-IT project staff.
Model 1: A 20-30-minute presentation on legislation, accommodations, and resources.
Model 2: A 1-2-hour presentation on legal issues, universal design of instruction, accommodations for students with a variety of disabilities, and resources.
Model 3: Tailored workshops for in-depth training on the accommodation of students with learning or psychiatric disabilities, universal design of instruction, design of accessible distance learning courses and accessible websites, and other topics. 
Model 4: Video-based instruction delivered on public television and on the Web.
Model 5: Distance learning delivered via email and available at http://www.washington.edu/doit/Faculty/Presentations/Distance/.
Model 6: Web-based training and a searchable knowledge base in The Faculty Room at http://www.washington.edu/doit/Faculty/.
In addition, short handouts, videos, and comprehensive train-the-trainer materials were created for use at postsecondary institutions nationwide. Evaluative data gathered by project team members suggests a positive impact on improving the knowledge and skills of participants (Burgstahler, 2004). All of these materials can be found in The Faculty Room at http://www.washington.edu/doit/Faculty/. 

Limitations of the Study

Sample selection for focus group participation was one of convenience. Project team members recruited participants through departmental notices, postings on electronic discussion lists, and professional contacts. Participants were often people known to the moderators. Although all participants were assured that their responses would be aggregated with others in a non-identifiable form, some participants may have refrained from disclosing some opinions for fear of repercussion or identification within the institution (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999). Further, since participants were not randomly selected, their responses may not be representative of students with disabilities, faculty, and administrators on any given campus. Students, faculty, and staff who were positively motivated to do something about perceived problems may have been more likely to participate, resulting in biased responses (Kirk & Miller, 1986). Other threats to the validity and reliability of the findings were introduced by differences in recording techniques—videotapes, audiotapes, and handwritten notes—used by moderators and by the involvement of a co-author in coding. These limitations suggest that caution should be exercised in interpreting the results of this study.

Questions for Further Research

The results of this study suggest the following questions for future research.
•	How can faculty effectively instruct and evaluate students with learning disabilities?
•	How can professional development of faculty be institutionalized on postsecondary campuses? 
•	How can technology-based learning be made accessible to students with disabilities? 
•	What training could be provided to students with disabilities, to the overall student body, and to student service staff to support the success of postsecondary students with disabilities?

Conclusions

	Focus groups of students and faculty/administrators, respectively, were conducted to identify what faculty need to know to effectively teach students with disabilities, and preferred media and formats for professional development on this topic. Faculty participants expressed concerns about maintaining academic standards, ensuring fairness to all students, and securing high-quality support services in a timely manner. Both groups reported concerns regarding accommodations for students with learning and other “invisible” disabilities, communication between students and faculty, confidentiality, and service coordination. 
	Results suggest that campuses should offer training that increases faculty knowledge and skills regarding legal issues, disabilities, accommodation strategies (especially those related to “invisible” disabilities) that maintain academic standards and assure fairness to all students, communication between students and faculty, confidentiality, resources, and service coordination. Since faculty members’ preferences vary widely, campuses are encouraged to offer a variety of training options. These may include short presentations as part of existing meetings, longer seminars, participatory workshops with case studies and panels of students with disabilities, online training, searchable Web resources, video presentations, and short printed materials. Applying the principles of universal design offers a promising practice for organizing content for and delivering professional development to faculty.
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Abstract

Postsecondary students with disabilities who are of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) heritage often face additional barriers to success compared to their non-CLD peers with disabilities, in many cases due to the effects of simultaneous membership in two minority groups (CLD and disability).  Given that the proportion of CLD students is increasing across all levels of the education system, postsecondary education personnel involved in supporting students with disabilities must become aware of the issues that are particularly relevant for those of CLD heritage.  This article provides a synthesis of key issues and effective practices identified through an extensive search of the literature.  Topics include cultural competency; social support networks; mentors and role models; attitudes, skills, and knowledge needed for postsecondary education success; assistive technology; and financing postsecondary attendance.
Persons with disabilities must often overcome a variety of challenges not faced by their peers without disabilities in order to gain entry to and succeed in postsecondary education.  These challenges are likely to be especially difficult for persons with disabilities of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) heritage.  That is, compared to White students with disabilities, CLD students with disabilities are more likely to face social barriers, experience negative effects of having grown up in poverty, and have difficulty processing oral and written “Standard English,” all of which may raise their risk of school failure (Greene & Nefsky, 1999).  Further, it has been argued that persons with disabilities comprise a minority group whose members, like members of other minority groups, are often stereotyped and subjected to negative perceptions and low expectations (Shakespeare, 1996; Williams, 2001).  From this perspective, many CLD persons with disabilities face “double bias” due to their simultaneous membership in two minority groups (Alston & Mngadi, 1992; Ball-Brown & Frank, 1993; Baxter, Poonia, Ward, & Nadirshaw, 1990; Fine & Asch, 1988; Orange, 1995).
In view of the multiple challenges faced by many CLD youth with disabilities, it is not surprising that the first National Longitudinal Transition Study (concluded in 1990) found that compared to White youth with disabilities, they achieve significantly poorer transition outcomes, including lower employment rates, lower average wages, and lower postsecondary education participation rates (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996).  Blackorby and Wagner (1996) conclude “that minority status may present further obstacles to successful transitions beyond those that youth experience because of disability alone” (p. 410).  Low postsecondary education participation rates are reflected in Table 1, which shows that the proportion of college students reporting a disability is considerably lower for each of the CLD groups (with the exception of American Indians/Alaskan Natives) than for Whites.  In addition, compared to their White counterparts, CLD college students with disabilities are more likely to abandon their studies or to take longer to complete academic programs (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996).
Discussions of what is needed for individuals or groups to achieve postsecondary education success are often framed in terms of three phases:  (a) preparation (beginning as early as the preschool years), (b) access (a function of such factors as admissions policies and affordability), and (c) retention and graduation (Ruppert et al., 1997).  This article focuses on the retention and graduation phase for CLD students with disabilities.  We discuss challenges commonly faced by CLD postsecondary students with disabilities as well as strategies and practices that can promote educational success.  The importance of this issue is underscored by (a) economic trends that make it increasingly critical to have a postsecondary education in order to compete in the job market and meet the nation’s need for a well-educated workforce (Yelin & Katz, 1994), and (b) demographic trends that are projected to increase the CLD proportion of the US population to almost half by 2050 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).
The information summarized in this article was obtained through an extensive search of the published literature and of the world wide web (see http://www.cld.hawaii.edu/CLD_lit_review/_notes/Lit%20Review.htm for an annotated bibliography with nearly 350 references, and http://www.cld.hawaii.edu/resource_links/resource.htm for descriptions of, and links to, more than 200 websites where relevant resources were found).  Very few resources were found that address all three topics of interest (disabilities, cultural and linguistic diversity, and postsecondary education).  However, it is possible to extrapolate from many of the resources that address just one or two of these topics.  For example, one barrier to postsecondary education success faced by many CLD students is that they are more likely than their White peers to experience the postsecondary cultural climate as alien or unwelcoming (Kotori & Malaney, 2003; Person & Christensen, 1996).  Although this literature concerns CLD students in general, it can be assumed that CLD students with disabilities are also more likely than their White peers with disabilities to feel culturally isolated on many postsecondary campuses.
CLD Characteristics
The U.S. Census Bureau’s racial/ethnic categories are as follows (in descending order of proportion of the US population): White (non-Hispanic), Hispanic, Black (non-Hispanic), Asian/Pacific Islander, and American Indian/Alaskan Native (non-Hispanic).  Each of these groups consists of numerous distinct subgroups. Further, individuals within subgroups demonstrate much variability on a wide range of attributes, such as degree of identification with their traditional culture versus American mainstream culture and their facility with Standard English (an estimated 18% of the U.S. population speak a language other than English at home [U.S. Census Bureau, 2002a].  Nevertheless, the literature relevant to the intersection of disabilities, diversity, and postsecondary education contains a number of common themes that need to be addressed if CLD students with disabilities are to be truly supported to succeed in postsecondary education programs.
Perhaps the most commonly cited cultural issue is the contrast between what has been called the “individualistic” values of mainstream White culture and the “collectivistic” values characteristic of many other cultures.  Individualism is associated with being independent and self-reliant, pursuing personal interests, setting and achieving personal goals, expressing oneself, and being true to one’s own values and beliefs, whereas collectivism is associated with being an interdependent member of a group (family, neighborhood, tribe, etc.), respecting authority, working with others to achieve group success, and adhering to the group’s traditional values (Lynch & Hanson, 1998; Niles, 1998; Yamauchi, 1998).  Hispanic culture, for example, has been characterized as being rooted in “familism,” with the extended family being the primary source of supports for individual members (Yates, Ortiz, & Anderson, 1998; Zuniga, 1998).
For many CLD students with disabilities from collectivistic backgrounds, the procedures typically used for goal-setting and planning for the transition from high school may need to be modified to support their postsecondary education success (Black, Mrasek, & Ballinger, 2003; Greene, 1996; Leake, Black, & Roberts, 2004; Luft, 2001).  For example, self-determination (having the attitudes, skills, and opportunities necessary to make one’s own decisions) is widely considered an important ingredient of transition success, and a number of programs and strategies for imparting self-determination skills have been developed (e.g., Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, & Wehmeyer, 1998; Izzo, Hertzfeld, & Aaron, 2001; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 1998).  However, self-determination is typically defined from an individualistic perspective, stressing personal control and freedom to choose, which require skills such as decision-making, problem solving, goal setting, self-observation, self-evaluation, self-reinforcement, self-awareness, self-knowledge, self-advocacy, and so on (Black et al., 2003).  In contrast, from the interdependent collectivist standpoint, many of the most highly valued skills are likely to be other-oriented rather than self-oriented, such as understanding one’s roles in the group, perceiving and responding appropriately to the emotional status of others, and being able to work as part of a team.  Self-determination and maturity from a collectivistic perspective are therefore likely to include giving priority to the group’s well-being (Ewalt & Mokuau, 1995; Leake et al., 2004).
Table 2 provides a statistical snapshot of America’s main ethnic/racial groups on a variety of population, disability, and education indicators. As illustrated, with the exception of Asians/Pacific Islanders, CLD groups have much higher rates of poverty than Whites, and poverty has a pervasive negative impact on a host of factors relevant to academic achievement (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002).  For example, poverty is associated with higher disability rates due to such factors as limited availability or accessibility of medical care (including prenatal care) and health insurance, higher likelihood of employment in physically dangerous jobs, and greater exposure to environmental toxins (Smart & Smart, 1997; Thornhill & Hosang, 1988).  
The poverty rate for students with disabilities has been estimated as 28% compared to only 8% for those without disabilities (U.S. Census Bureau, 2001).  The National Academy of Science (2002) conducted a comprehensive analysis of the literature on special and gifted education placements during the elementary and secondary school years.  The authors concluded that overrepresentation of some CLD groups in certain special education categories and underrepresentation in gifted education programs is primarily related to higher poverty rates.  At the postsecondary level, it likewise appears that many significant barriers to postsecondary education success for CLD persons with disabilities are related more to the effects of poverty than to cultural or linguistic factors.  For example, Geenen, Powers, Vasquez, and Bersani (2003) found lack of money to be the greatest “contextual barrier” faced by CLD families seeking access to postsecondary education for their children.  Another example of a poverty-related barrier is that residents of high-poverty neighborhoods are the least likely to have computers and Internet access at home (Wilhelm, Carmen, & Reynolds, 2002).

Major Themes in the Literature

A number of challenges emerged in the literature review as tending to be accentuated for students with disabilities who also come from CLD backgrounds.  These challenges are summarized below, along with strategies for addressing them that can be used by faculty, administrators, and especially Disability Support Services (DSS) personnel.
Cultural Competence in Instruction, Services, and Supports
Postsecondary faculty, administrators, and support personnel often lack the awareness, attitudes, skills, and knowledge necessary to effectively support students with disabilities (Ball-Brown & Frank, 1993; Burgstahler, 2002; Wilson & Getzel, 2001).  This problem may be magnified for students with disabilities who are also of CLD heritage, due to lack of cultural competence.  Cultural competence has been defined as a set of congruent behaviors, attitudes, and policies that come together in a system, in an agency, or among professionals and enable effective services and supports in cross-cultural situations (Cross, Bazron, Dennis, & Isaacs, 1989).  Factors contributing to the overall lack of cultural competence at many postsecondary institutions include poor understanding of CLD issues on the part of faculty and staff (Ebbers & Henry, 1990) and underrepresentation of various CLD groups among them (Stodden, Stodden, Kim-Rupnow, Thai, & Galloway, 2003).  Cultural competence in the classroom requires that instructional faculty possess skills and commitment to provide culturally responsive instruction (Ladson-Billings, 1995) and make use of curricula that are sensitive to students’ varied cultural backgrounds (Comer, 1988; Gay, 1994).  Many CLD students are best able to reach their academic potential in an environment of “equity pedagogy” that involves them in the construction of knowledge consistent with their sociocultural understandings (Banks, 1996).
A common recommendation for enhancing cultural competence is to increase the proportion of CLD faculty and staff (Ladson-Billings, 1995; Stodden et al., 2003).  However, this is a long-term solution in view of the relatively slow progress made by most postsecondary institutions in increasing faculty and staff diversity despite intensive efforts in some cases (Aguirre, 2000; American Council on Education, 2004).  Furthermore, a more diverse faculty and staff does not necessarily enhance cultural competence for all students on a campus, since faculty and staff from one CLD group may lack cultural competence with regard to other CLD groups (Ebbers & Henry, 1990).  Therefore, it is important that existing faculty and staff be supported to gain greater capacity for effectively serving CLD students (Gordon & Bonner, 1998).  
Awareness and training activities may lack impact if they are only conducted occasionally on a voluntary basis; conversely, their effectiveness is likely to be enhanced if they are infused within programs and initiatives across all levels of the institution and professions (Oltjenbruns & Love, 1998).  For example, diversity issues may be addressed in orientations for new faculty and staff, in workshops and retreats for existing faculty and staff, on campus websites, and in short publications distributed campus-wide, as well as in the publications, on the websites, and at the conferences and workshops of professional organizations.  Relevant information may be found at DiversityWeb (http://www.diversityweb.org/), a collaborative project of the University of Maryland and the Association of American Colleges and Universities, billed as “the most comprehensive compendium of campus practices and resources about diversity in higher education.”
Although campus-wide diversity initiatives can benefit CLD students both with and without disabilities, an additional special focus on enhancing the cultural competence of faculty and staff serving those with disabilities is warranted.  This is because services are likely to be most effective when personnel are aware of the issues likely to be faced by CLD students with disabilities and are able to build on cultural sensitivity to establish collaborative relationships with them.  For some CLD students with disabilities, cultural differences may stem not only from different ethnic traditions, but also from participation in disability-based cultures (Barnes & Mercer, 2001), such as the “Deaf culture” of signing communities (Wu & Grant, 1997).
Given the great variability within CLD groups, training and technical assistance should stress the importance of not using general information about specific CLD groups to make assumptions about the beliefs, values, goals, and other characteristics of individual students (Atkins, 1992).  Rather, faculty and student support personnel need strategies for the culturally sensitive individualization of services and supports.  One such strategy is cultural reciprocity, in which professionals develop cultural self-awareness (meaning they recognize and understand the cultural underpinnings of their own views and practices) and take the lead in establishing a two-way process of cultural learning that results in adapting professional interpretations and recommendations to the value systems of students (Warger, 2001).  Cogent explanations of cultural reciprocity and steps for implementing it may be found in the work of Beth Harry, Maya Kalyanpur, and colleagues (Harry, Kalyanpur, & Day, 1999; Harry, Rueda, & Kalyanpur, 1999; Kalyanpur & Harry, 1997, 1999).  Although their work is focused on enhancing relationships between professionals and CLD families of children with disabilities, the same principles apply to relationships between postsecondary personnel and CLD students.
English Proficiency
English proficiency is essential for postsecondary educational success in the United States.  This is a critical requirement, considering that the proportion of the U.S. population speaking English as a second language has rapidly increased.  For example, according to U.S. Census data summarized by Wirt et al. (2003), the number of 5- to 24-year-olds who speak a language other than English at home more than doubled between 1979 and 1999, from 8% to 17%; and the percentage reported to speak English with difficulty increased from 3% to 8%, primarily as the result of increasing immigration of Hispanic peoples.  Spanish is most frequently spoken by 5- to 24-year-olds who speak a language other than English at home (72%) and by those who speak English with difficulty (78%).  It is notable in Table 1 that among Hispanic postsecondary students with disabilities, 16.3% report having a “speech impairment” compared to fewer than 2% for Whites or Blacks, a finding that may be related to the high proportion of Hispanic students for whom English is a second language.  There are also many CLD students who have difficulty with English at the college level because they grew up speaking a form of non-Standard English, such as Ebonics in urban Black neighborhoods (Baugh, 2000) or Pidgin in Hawaii (Sato, 1985).  Students with disabilities who tend to face the most difficult challenges in mastering English are those who are deaf or hard of hearing (Schirmer, 1994), and these challenges are likely to be even greater for such students who are also of CLD heritage.
Most postsecondary institutions (especially two-year colleges) offer courses and programs for students with limited English proficiency, whether for learners of English as a second language or for English speakers who need remediation (Kuo, 2000).  Other English learning resources are often available in the community, such as adult literacy and immigrant support programs.  We recommend that Disability Student Services (DSS) personnel maintain a list of and promote available on- and off-campus English language instruction resources.
Social Inclusion and Natural Supports
Postsecondary students typically know few people when they first arrive on campus, but gradually develop social support networks with peers, faculty, and others.  Students with disabilities may have difficulty with this process and may end up feeling socially isolated, especially if they have not been provided with ample opportunities for developing social skills in inclusive settings in the past (Bailey, 1994; Dooley-Dickey, 1991; Hawken, Duran, & Kelly, 1991; Wilson & Getzel, 2001).  Students with disabilities who also come from CLD backgrounds may be at even greater risk of social isolation, due to a mismatch between their home and community culture and that of the postsecondary institution (Feagin & Sikes, 1995; Fries-Britt & Turner, 2002; Geer, 1997; Smith et al., 1997).  Further, some CLD students arrive on campus with an “oppositional social identity” and alienation from mainstream society as the result of past experiences of discrimination (Ogbu, 1990), and tend to interact only with peers within their own CLD group, thus limiting their social network options (Clark, 1991).  Despite these needs, most support programs for postsecondary students with disabilities focus on academic needs with little attention to social and cultural needs, despite the fact that meeting these latter needs is often essential to maintaining academic progress and graduating (Gilson, 1996; Yuen & Shaughnessy, 2001).
DSS personnel should examine how available resources can be used to promote social inclusion and development of social support networks (Gilson, 1996).  Such efforts are generally most successful when conducted by people who also have disabilities (Bailey, 1994; Chelberg & Kroeger, 1995).  Understandably, students with disabilities often prefer natural or informal supports (those occurring naturally in the social environment) over formal supports that tend to reinforce feelings of being different and dependent (Gregg & Phillips, 1996).
For some students, especially those with more significant disabilities, additional efforts may be necessary to address challenges such as low self-esteem, depression, or underdeveloped social skills (Rainforth, York, & Macdonald, 1997).  DSS personnel could encourage the creation of “circles of support,” social networks consisting of friends, family members, professionals, volunteers, and others who take on a variety of support roles, from helping with activities of daily living to academic tutoring (Cotton et al., 1992).  Circles of support are often especially appropriate for students with disabilities of CLD heritage, since expertise on relevant cultural issues and linguistic challenges may be identified and included within the circles.
Ideally, support circles or teams are established during high school and follow students into their postsecondary settings, helping to ensure smooth transitions (Gartin, Rumrill, & Serebreni, 1996).  If DSS staff find that a student would benefit from a circle of support, they should strongly consider establishing and facilitating one.  Although this can initially be time-consuming, it can pay off in the long term as circle members take on support tasks and develop relationships that are likely to last beyond the student’s exit from the postsecondary program.  In this regard, a process known as person-centered planning has been shown to be an effective way to identify and organize human, cultural, and other resources already available to the student for achieving educational goals (Flannery et al., 2000).  An excellent overview of person-centered planning may be found at Cornell University’s Person-Centered Planning Education Site (http://www.ilr.cornell.edu/ped/tsal/pcp/index.html).  Person-centered planning is ideal for CLD students because it is designed to elicit and honor their own views and goals, which may differ from those of the mainstream culture.  However, those organizing and facilitating the process need to be aware of how it can be impeded by cultural differences among participants.  For example, CLD students may be reluctant to self-advocate with strangers or hierarchical superiors who may be attending a meeting, or professionals may be overly directive concerning certain goals (e.g., independent living is a strong American mainstream value but of low priority in many collectivistic cultures) (Harry et al., 1995) (Bui & Turnbull, 2003; Callicott, 2003).
Attitudes, Skills, and Knowledge for Postsecondary Success
Students need certain minimum positive attitudes, skills, and knowledge to effectively perform the various self-directed functions required for success in postsecondary education.  Such functions include planning their academic programs, arranging their daily lives to include sufficient study, and interacting with peers and faculty (Brinckerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003).  Students with disabilities often experience barriers to effective student functioning – barriers that may be even greater for those of CLD heritage.  For example, CLD students with disabilities are more likely than their White peers to lack skills and knowledge to interact in mainstream social situations, due at least in part to lack of experience in such situations (Middleton, 1999).  This barrier may be even higher for those who lack command of Standard English because they grew up speaking another language, or non-Standard English, at home.
Self-advocacy has been identified in the literature as being a particularly important capacity for students with disabilities, due to changes in how services and accommodations are planned and provided as students move from high school to postsecondary settings.  According to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which covers students through grade 12, public schools are responsible for identifying students with disabilities, assessing their needs, and creating and implementing Individualized Education Programs (IEPs).  By contrast, postsecondary institutions are subject to Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), under which students themselves must inform school officials of their disabilities, provide documentation, and propose viable options for accommodations (Stodden & Dowrick, 2001).
Effective self-advocacy requires assertiveness and problem-solving skills.  For students with disabilities, additional knowledge and understandings are also required, including self-awareness of disability, self-acceptance of disability, knowledge of assistive technology and other accommodations, and knowledge of student rights and resources (Deschaps, 2001; Hicks-Coolick & Kurtz, 1997).  Effective self-advocacy is likely to be especially difficult for many CLD students with disabilities from collectivistic backgrounds, due to such culturally related factors as values against disclosing personal challenges, asking strangers for help, or being assertive, as well as lack of experience or confidence in dealing with persons perceived to be of higher status (Hampton, 2000).  For example, Joe and Malach (1992) point out that American Indian students may be very uncomfortable advocating for themselves because this approach conflicts with how they were raised to avoid being the center of attention and to focus on the needs of the group rather than of themselves as individuals.
A number of self-advocacy programs and curricula have been developed and demonstrated with positive results, such as those described by Kim-Rupnow and Burgstahler (2004) and Roessler, Brown, and Rumrill (1998).  Many of these initiatives may need modification to effectively address CLD student needs (Taylor-Ritzler et al., 2001).  Ideally, students with disabilities are supported to gain self-advocacy and other important skills during high school.  For those who arrive on the postsecondary campus without such skills, DSS staff might help by offering non-credit workshops on this topic.  Personalized attention from mentors and peers is another avenue for supporting development of self-advocacy, social, and other critical skills, as described in the following section.
Mentors, Peer Supports, and Role Models
Compared to lectures or readings, it is often more effective for students to directly hear and observe how others with disabilities and/or of CLD backgrounds have addressed real-life challenges to achieve success in postsecondary settings (Smith et al., 1997).  Thus, what has been called “personalized attention” seems to be an essential component of successful programs serving youth with various needs (Dynarski, 2001).   Mentors – trusted guides and advisors who provide personalized attention and participate as part of the social support networks of CLD students with disabilities – can make the difference between postsecondary success and failure of a student (Gerber, Ginsberg, & Reiff, 1992; Jacobi, 1999; Spekman, Goldberg, & Herman, 1992; Werner, 1993).  Role models who have disabilities and/or are of CLD heritage and who have achieved postsecondary success can provide inspiration and examples of how to overcome barriers or build on personal strengths (Brown & Foster, 1990).  However, such mentors and role models may be rare or even absent among faculty and staff on many campuses (Alger & Carasco, 1997).  However, peer support can provide many of the benefits of mentoring (Zwart & Kallemeyn, 2001), although recruiting appropriate peers and matching them with compatible CLD students with disabilities can be difficult  (Anderson, 2000; Burgstahler & Cronheim, 2001). 
Increasing the number of faculty and other personnel of CLD and disability backgrounds enlarges the pool of potential mentors and role models (Gollnick & Chinn, 1986; Smith et al., 1997).  However, progress in increasing diversity has generally been slow.  Institutions can take fuller advantage of the available mentors and role models by using the Internet to eliminate barriers imposed by distance, schedule, and disabilities when conducting programs to link students with mentors or peers.  For example, electronic mentoring communities can be developed to allow members to use computers to interact in real time over great distances and regardless of time zones or personal schedules (Burgstahler, 1994; 1997; Burgstahler & Cronheim, 2001).
Technology Access
Assistive technology (AT) refers to equipment or systems that increase, maintain, or improve the functional capabilities of individuals with disabilities (Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 1998).  Examples include wheelchairs, telecommunications devices for the deaf (TDD), devices that “speak” when words are typed or keys touched, captioning and audio descriptions that make technology accessible to people with sensory impairments, and accessible instructional software (on disks, CDs or other media) that enables students with disabilities to keep pace with their peers in the classroom or lab (Hasselbring & Glaser, 2000).  There is also a variety of AT devices and systems that help students with learning disabilities and other challenges access information and learning opportunities, such as spelling and grammar checkers, screen readers, writing organizing software, and speech input.
Access to AT requires more than just ordering a piece of equipment; however, AT decisions should be based on a thorough evaluation of the student’s needs, capacities, interests, and possible cultural issues.  For example, members of some cultures are more likely than members of other cultures to reject use of AT that makes it obvious they have a disability (Harry, et al., 1995).  Finally, there is evidence that careful AT evaluations are not occurring for many students in K-12 settings (Tewey, Barnicle & Perr, 1994; Turner et al., 1995), leading us to speculate that postsecondary students encounter similar problems.
Another salient technology issue for many CLD students with disabilities is the “digital divide,” which refers to the great contrast between relatively high rates of computer ownership and use among higher-income compared to lower-income people (Science National Telecommunications and Information Administration, 1999).  Overall, computers and computer-based information and services are less available to CLD students, students with disabilities, students of low socioeconomic status, and students in rural areas (Burgstahler, 2003; Kaye, 2000; National Telecommunications and Information Administration, 1999).  For example, it has been estimated that among people with disabilities, 38% of Asian American/Pacific Islanders, 27% of Whites, 19% of Hispanics, and 11% of Blacks have computers in their homes (Kaye, 2000).  Therefore, students who are members of all three of these groups are therefore most likely to need support to gain the high level of computer access required for success in today’s postsecondary institutions.  A related problem for many CLD students with disabilities is that they may lack even rudimentary computer skills, often because they attended poorly funded high schools that either did not provide extensive access to and training in the use of computers or, if provided, essential AT was not available to enable access (Darling-Hammond, 2001).
The digital divide also extends to Internet access:  Only 25% of America’s poorest households are online, compared with 80% of households earning over $75,000 per year (Dickard, Honey, & Wilhelm, 2003).  It has been asserted that in our increasingly digital world, people without computer and Internet skills are illiterate (Bertelsmann Foundation & AOL Time Warner Foundation, 2002).  Internet access is increasingly required to perform research tasks for classroom assignments and participate in course activities online, and it also expands opportunities for social interaction and skills development through e-mail, online chat, and interactive games.  Distance learning courses delivered via the Internet also provide a viable option for students whose disabilities make it difficult or impossible to travel to campus for classes (Burgstahler, 2003).  Thus, without access to the Internet, CLD students with disabilities may be isolated from potential social supports and economic opportunities (Wilhelm et al., 2002).
Since postsecondary education success for many CLD students with disabilities depends on access to AT, computers, and the Internet, this issue should be addressed when assessing or consulting about accommodations and support needs.  Postsecondary institutions should ensure that AT is available and that it enables students with disabilities to work side-by-side with their nondisabled peers in computer labs.  They should also ensure that instructional and research resources on their websites or in other electronic formats are accessible to students with disabilities (e.g., text alternatives for content presented in graphic images should be provided for blind students using text-to-speech systems).  In addition, DSS programs should provide readily accessible information about resources for free or low-cost AT, computers, and software, which are sometimes available for those who meet certain criteria (e.g., the Jim Mullen Foundation provides free computers for persons with disabilities; see http://www.jimmullen.com/ZoomSeq.asp?id=7948).
DSS staff can also promote access to appropriate technology for students with disabilities by working closely with computing services organizations to ensure that computer labs are equipped with AT and prepared to order, in a timely manner, additional products requested by eligible students.  They can also encourage libraries, distance learning programs, and other campus programs to design accessible websites and purchase and develop accessible information technology.
Financing Postsecondary Attendance
In addition to the problem of being able to afford AT, the relatively large proportion of CLD students with disabilities from low-income backgrounds face the much larger problem of being able to pay for their postsecondary educational expenses.  Thus, financial problems often force low-income students to drop out of or interrupt their postsecondary educations.  Choy (2000), for example, summarizes a study on postsecondary education persistence showing that lack of money is a major explanation for why low-income students who began their postsecondary educations in 1995–1996 were less likely than their higher-income peers to have earned a degree or certificate or to still be enrolled in 1998.  A number of federal, state, and private programs offer grants, loans, scholarships, tuition waivers, and work-study assistance  targeted specifically to students from low-income backgrounds, and in some cases to students with disabilities (see http://www.washington.edu/doit/Brochures/Academics/financial-aid.html and  http://studentaid.ed.gov/PORTALSWebApp/students/english/funding.jsp?tab=funding for listings and web links), but students and their families are often unaware of these opportunities and therefore fail to take advantage of them (Horn, Chen, & Chapman, 2003).
A major potential source of financial support for low-income students with disabilities who are American citizens is the Social Security Administration (SSA), which provides Supplementary Security Income (SSI) to persons with disabilities who meet income and resource eligibility criteria, and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) to those unable to work because of disabilities.  During 1999-2000, approximately 8% of all undergraduates with disabilities were SSA program participants (Berry & Jones, 2001).  However, many eligible students with disabilities do not take advantage of these programs, in part because personnel charged with supporting them often lack expertise to provide information as well as guidance in dealing with complex application procedures (Johnson, 2002).  
Since SSI and SSDI benefits are modest, many student recipients may need to work to afford postsecondary education. However, these means-tested benefits might be reduced or terminated if students work and their earnings raise their personal worth above program thresholds (Brooke, 2002).  However, a number of SSA programs are meant to encourage beneficiaries to enter the work force, including Impairment Related Work Expenses (IRWE), Plan for Achieving Self Support (PASS), Special Payments for People Who Work, Continued Medicaid Eligibility, Study Abroad Provision, Student Earned Income Provision (for students up to age 22), Blind Work Expense, and Trial Work Period Policy (TWP) (Golden & Jones, 2002; Jensen, Silverstein, & Folkemer, 2002).  Unfortunately, many beneficiaries are confused about eligibility and the ceilings of means tests or remain uninformed about SSA work incentives, which are highly underutilized as a result (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1999).  The Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999 also offers options to persons with disabilities to overcome various employment barriers (Silverstein, 2002).  Many SSI and SSDI recipients, for example, are eligible for services and financial support from vocational rehabilitation agencies to attend postsecondary institutions (Gilmore, Bose, & Hart, 2001).
In view of the significance of financial barriers for many CLD students with disabilities, DSS personnel should be well versed in the availability of, and application procedures for, financial aid, SSA, and vocational rehabilitation programs to assist CLD students with disabilities in gaining the necessary financial supports.
Conclusion

Compared to their White peers, CLD postsecondary students with disabilities tend to face a variety of barriers beyond those associated with disability status alone.  Such barriers include lack of cultural competency of faculty and other personnel in the provision of instruction and services; social isolation on campus; unavailability of appropriate mentors and role models; lack of attitudes, skills, and knowledge needed for postsecondary education success; lack of access to assistive and/or computer technology; and inability to afford postsecondary attendance.  
Faculty and personnel who support CLD postsecondary students with disabilities can help these students overcome such barriers by (a) working to enhance cultural competence at the institution; (b) linking students with peers, mentors, and role models; (c) conducting programs to impart important attitudes, skills, and knowledge (such as those required for self-advocacy); and (d) providing information about obtaining AT and computer access as well as financial aid, along with support in negotiating complex application procedures.  Without concerted efforts on the part of postsecondary institutions and agencies providing related services, such as vocational rehabilitation, it is likely that CLD persons with disabilities will continue to experience barriers to postsecondary education success.
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Table 1
Percentage of 1995-96 Undergraduates Who Reported a Disability, by Race/Ethnicity*

Race-ethnicity
%  Reporting Disability
Disability Type


Visual
Hearing
Speech
Orthopedic
Learning
Other
White, non-Hispanic
6.2%
15.8%
17.1%
1.8%
22.6%
31.3%
20.6%
Hispanic
4.1%
19.1%
17.5%
16.3%
17.3%
23.7%
14.6%
Black, non-Hispanic
3.4%
11.7%
11.3%
1.7%
31.3%
18.0%
34.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander
1.9%
--**
--
--
--
--
--
American Indian/Alaskan
  13.4%
--
--
--
--
--
--
All students
5.5%
16.3%
16.3%
3.0%
22.9%
29.2%
21.2%

*Percentages do not add up to 100% because some students reported multiple disabilities.
**(--) sample size too small for a reliable estimate.
Adapted from:  Horn & Berktold (1999), Table 2, p. 8.



Table 2
Comparisons by Race/Ethnicity on Selected Indicators
Proportion of Total Population Indicators
(columns add to approx. 100% across rows)
White
Hispanic
Black
Asian/
Pacific I.
Am. Indian/
Nat. Alaskan
      % of US population, 20001
69.1%
12.5%
12.1%
3.6%
0.7%
      % of US population, projected for 20202
63.8%
17.0%
12.8%
5.7%
0.8%
      % of US population, projected for 20502
52.8%
24.3%
13.2%
8.9%
0.8%
      % of all 6-21 receiving IDEA services, 2000-013                                                                                                               
62.9%
17.5%
14.8%
3.8%
1.0%
      % of all postsecondary students, 20004
67.8%
9.5%
11.3%
6.4%
1.0%
      % of 4-year college students, 20004
71.1%
6.9%
10.6%
6.3%
0.9%
      %of 2-year college students, 20004
64.0%
14.2%
12.4%
6.8%
1.3%
      % of full-time postsecondary faculty, 19975
86.3%
2.7%
5.0%
5.7%
0.4%
      % of full-time postsec administrators, 19975
85.9%
2.8%
8.9%
1.9%
0.5%
Within-group Proportion Indicators
(columns independent of each other)
White
Hispanic
Black
Asian/
Pacific I.
Am. Indian/
Nat. Alaskan
Median age in years, 20001
 37.7
 25.8
30.2
    32.5
       28.0
      % below poverty level, 20014
9.9%
21.4%
22.7%
10.2%
24.5%
      % of 5-15 with disability, 20006
5.6%
5.4%
7.0%
3.0%
7.7%
      % of 16-64 with disability, 20006
16.8%
24.0%
26.4%
17.0%
27.0%
      % of group’s 6-21 getting IDEA services, 2000-013
8.0%
6.8%
10.9%
4.0%
11.0%
      % postsec. students reporting disability, 1995-967
6.2%
4.1%
3.4%
1.9%
13.4%
      % obtaining high school diploma, 1999-20003
62.5%
51.8%
39.7%
56.3%
48.2%
      % dropping out of high school, 1999-20003
26.5%
33.1%
37.0%
19.3%
44.0%
      % of group 18-24 (prime college age), 20001
8.9%
13.4%
11.0%
11.2%
11.6%
      % of 18-24 year-old high school completers    
      enrolled in college, 20018
64.2%
51.7%
54.6%
  not   available
not
available
      % graduating from 4-yr college within 6 yrs, 19985
59%
48%
37%
66%
37%

Nota bene:  In comparing numbers, it should be remembered that different sources may use different definitions of racial-ethnic categories and different methods of determining membership in categories.

1 US Census Bureau (2001).
2 US Census Bureau (2000).
3 US Department of Education (2002).
4 Wirt, et al. (2003)
5 Harvey (2001).
6 US Census Bureau (2003b).
7 Horn & Berktold (1999).
8 Snyder & Hoffman (2003).
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Abstract

This paper presents a qualitative study of the experiences of three transition-aged students with intellectual disabilities, their parent(s), faculty, and Disability Services Office (DSO) professionals after the students had taken at least two courses at their local community college.  The students were part of the College Career Connection (CCC) project, a cohort of 25 high school students in Massachusetts, age 18-22, who were supported in inclusive postsecondary education by their high school and the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI) at the University of Massachusetts - Boston.  The focus is on understanding academic accommodation using a semi-structured interview format of core questions and additional questions created for each specific role (student, parent, faculty, etc.).  Extensive quotes from the interviews are used to illustrate key themes.

This paper reports the results of a qualitative study of the College Career Connection project, a project that supported students with intellectual disabilities, age 18-22, as they transitioned from high school to their local community college.  The investigation emerged from an earlier quantitative study of student outcomes that included information on use of academic accommodations (Zafft, Hart, & Zimbrich, 2004).  The earlier study found that students with intellectual disabilities (referred to as cognitive disabilities at the time of the study) used a wide array of academic accommodations in college, yet relatively few accommodations in high school.  Exploring the use of academic accommodations seemed to be an important first step in clearly understanding this discrepancy.
Brief Review of the Literature
Postsecondary education has become an important step into adult life in the United States.  While 78% of high school graduates enter into some type of postsecondary education, the same is true for only 37% of students with (any) disability (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996).  A small subset of this group consists of students with significant1 disabilities, age 18-22, who participate in postsecondary education at an even lower rate, of between 4-17% (Halpern, Yovanoff, Doren, & Benz, 1995; Page & Chadsey-Rusch, 1995).  These students often remain in special education programs on their high school campus while typical peers move on.  
“Postsecondary institutions are important and influential in society.  They are part of the continuum of institutions where people not only learn skills and ideas, but also form values and attitudes.” (The Roeher Institute, 1996, p. 19).  These skills, ideas, values, and attitudes define a quality of life that most individuals with significant disabilities now forgo.  Yet, information regarding individuals with mental retardation who use the vocational rehabilitation system shows that participation in postsecondary education correlates with competitive, rather than sheltered, employment (Gilmore, Schuster, Zafft, & Hart, 2001) and higher earnings over time than for their counterparts with no such experience (Gilmore, Bose, & Hart, 2001). Thus, the completion of nearly any type of postsecondary education significantly improves the chances of individuals to secure meaningful employment (Gilson, 1996), one of the hallmarks of adult life.
Several differences between high school and postsecondary education confuse students with disabilities and their parents during the transition process.  Many stem from the differences in the laws that control the two educational settings even though both settings share some laws. In high school, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 mandates that high school personnel systematically prepare students for adult life (Lukose, 2000). That is, under IDEA, students are ensured a free and appropriate education.  Responsibilities are shared between the student, family, and educators, with the student eventually (and ideally) taking over control of decision-making as he or she reaches the age of majority. In response to the complexities of transition, amendments to IDEA (The IDEA Amendments of 1997) encouraged the study of outcomes, such as postsecondary education for students with disabilities, to develop a greater base of understanding of postschool outcomes.
IDEA does not apply to the postsecondary education environment.  Instead, Section 504 of the 1973 Rehabilitation Act (Section 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 apply.  These are broader and unfunded mandates that function as civil rights laws, protecting qualified individuals against discrimination.  Therefore, within the college environment, individuals must be qualified to attend (i.e., they must meet admission standards).  In addition, because it is an adult environment, students are expected to take on the responsibility of accessing assistance through appropriate channels within the institution.  For students with intellectual disabilities, this expectation creates a substantial barrier.
In the postsecondary environment, an accommodation system has developed based on Section 504/ADA, case law, and institutional practice.  The system assists students with disabilities in participating successfully in college.  Accommodations may include adaptations in the way specific courses are conducted, the use of auxiliary equipment and support staff, and modification of academic requirements (Association on Higher Education And Disability, Reprint 2002).  
Data on use of support services and accommodations reviewed through a national database, Postsecondary Education Quick Information System (PEQIS) (NCES, 1999), showed that almost all (98%) institutions that enrolled students with disabilities provided at least one support service or accommodation.  Most institutions (88%) provided students with alternative exam formats or additional time for testing, and 77% provided tutors to assist with ongoing coursework.  Readers, classroom notetakers, or scribes were provided by 69% of the institutions.  Priority registration, books-on-tape and other adaptive equipment, and sign language interpreters were also cited frequently.  
A list of accommodations, compiled for a study at the National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Education Supports (NCSPSES), was used in this case study to provide a sample of typical accommodations available in postsecondary education  (see Appendix A). In the previous study, these accommodations were not usually familiar to students with intellectual disabilities or their parents. (Zafft, Hart, & Zimbrich, 2004)  Studies of accommodations for individuals with intellectual disabilities are rare (McAfee & Sheeler, 1987; Page & Chadsey-Rusch, 1995; The Roeher Institute, 1996; Uditsky, Frank, Hart, & Jeffrey, 1987).  Most students with significant disabilities participate in programs that are separate from those of their peers.  For students age 18-22, such programs usually take place in resource rooms on high school campuses, in community work settings, or are “hosted” on the college campus, without full integration of students into the college environment.  Studies of students in more integrated settings note that certain college-wide services have been important, such as orientation classes, use of tutoring services, and use of natural supports (e.g., classmates as helpers), but that academic accommodations as such are not discussed (Page & Chadsey-Rusch, 1995). 
These differences between high school and college learning environments, among other factors, influence the manner in which individuals with more significant disabilities participate in postsecondary education.  This case study examined the experiences of three student participants in the College Career Connection (CCC).  The inquiry question, addressed through semi-structured interviews, asked to what extent the three college students used supports and accommodations in college, and to what effect.  This question was examined through the responses of the three students, a parent of each student, a faculty person whom the student identified, and the coordinator of Disability Support Services at the college.
Key Features of the Project
	The CCC, developed by the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI) at the University of Massachusetts at Boston, and funded through a grant from the Office of Special Education Project (OSEP) of the Department of Education (DOE), was designed to assist 25 students with intellectual disabilities, including students from diverse cultures, to choose, gain admission to, enroll in, and successfully complete an inclusive postsecondary educational experience at their local community college.  It combined with several other ICI projects to form a comprehensive model of support to students with complex transitional needs.  
In 1998, the ICI developed partnerships with five urban high schools and their local colleges.  The primary purpose behind these affiliations was to improve adult outcomes for students with significant disabilities by improving access to postsecondary education, employment opportunities, and development of social networks.  The project used promising practices, including a student-centered framework to identify students’ strengths and preferences, and a collaborative interagency team to develop individual services and supports for students who expressed an interest in pursuing a postsecondary education.
The criteria for selecting school districts to participate in the project included geographic distribution, diversity of population, and the district’s interest in developing innovative services and supports for students with disabilities preparing for adult life.  Common features across each of the five high schools included culturally diverse student populations and reliance on substantially separate life skills classes for students with more significant disabilities, including mental retardation and multiple developmental disabilities.  In all cases, postsecondary education options were not viewed as a possibility for the students, so no encouragement or supports were provided in that area. All three project participants received services through the Department of Mental Retardation during the project and continued to receive services as adults.
The model took into account the unique aspects of each of the students, including their aspirations for the future, family wishes, and cultural background.  The model was based on five guiding principles: (a) individual student vision and preferences-directed decision-making; (b) use of inclusive options and settings that reflected a natural proportion of students with and without disabilities; (c) development of services and supports that emphasized individual needs and preferences; (d) no special program (e.g., no designated classes or series of classes which segregate students with disabilities); and (e) collaboration between all parties (student, family, school and college, adult service agencies) was required.  Ongoing collaboration usually took place at a monthly Student Support Team (SST) meeting.
Establishment of a Student Support Team (SST).
  Each participating high school developed an interagency SST composed of a wide range of individuals, including college personnel (usually the Disability Services coordinator or director (DSO), sometimes including the dean for the division), high school special educators and School-to-Career staff, Department of Mental Retardation (DMR) and Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) transition service coordinators, and additional members (i.e., Independent Living Center (ILC) counselors), based on student needs and desires.  The membership of the team varied from school to school.  The role of the SST was to arrange person-centered planning for each student and to help locate resources and financing for follow-through on the student’s plan.  
Person-centered planning
 Ideally, person-centered planning should start when students are around age 14 or earlier in the transition process, because it is an especially useful vehicle to encourage students to start thinking about life after high school.  Through this facilitated process, the student (with the help of friends and family members) identifies likes and dislikes, strengths and weaknesses, preferences, and areas of potential interest for the future.  At least four postschool areas are addressed:  work, postsecondary education, social networks/recreation, and living arrangements.  The results of this planning process can be used in the individualized educational program (IEP) process to set direction regarding which courses to take, what career pathway(s) to follow, and the kinds of extracurricular activities to pursue in high school and college.  All three students participated in person-centered planning, one student at age 18 and two students at age 21.

Research Method
	
Over the course of the CCC project, academic accommodations became a focal point for students, parents, and college faculty and staff.  While students knew little about academic accommodations at the start of the project, by the end they were well aware of their need to plan for accommodations as they approached subsequent semesters.  Yet even the term, academic accommodations, drew a puzzled look from students and parents.  Faculty and Disability Services staff, while familiar with the terms, seemed to think of academic accommodations in different ways.  To understand this more clearly, semi-structured interviews were conducted about this concept.
Sample selection.  Five students were asked to participate in the interview process.   One declined, and logistic problems arose when arranging interview times with two others.  The three students who participated represented, in a modest fashion, the broad range of students participating in the project (e.g., diversity by sex, ethnicity, time in the project, two of the colleges represented).  A few details about student project participation illustrate the experiences each student brought to the case study.  
At the time of the interviews, two of the three students (James and Katie—all names in this study have been changed) had received high school diplomas.  These two students graduated from a high school that traditionally awarded standard diplomas to students who met their IEP goals.  (This is not currently true in their school system because issuance of diplomas only occurs after students pass a statewide proficiency exam.)  The third student was still in high school.  All three students took a variety of courses (often beginning with an audited class) and used academic accommodations while in college.  In fact, students in the CCC project used many accommodations for the first time when they reached college 
Students helped enlist their parents in the interviews and chose a college instructor, who was then approached by project staff to discuss the interview purpose.  The Disability Services coordinators at the colleges were also approached by college staff.  All agreed to participate, thereby creating units of analysis by role (students, parents, faculty, DSO professionals) and by connection to the student (a particular student and his/her parent, faculty member, professional). 
Semi-structured interview instrument.  
Qualitative methods are particularly suited to studying phenomena in situations where there is little understanding (Borg & Gall, 1989). Therefore, a qualitative method, semi-structured interviews, was chosen for this study.  In addition, since existing instruments did not match the unique features of the project, semi-structured interview questions were developed to focus on relevant items of interest related to the inquiry question (see Appendix B). Surveys were checked for readability level after the first interview, with several paraphrases developed for use with students and parents.  Permissions slips, directions, and survey questions were read aloud to all participants and repeated, as needed.  
Each interview format (student, parent, DSO personnel, and faculty) contained five parallel questions and one or two role-specific questions (see Table 1).  In addition, a brief survey of accommodation usage, developed by the Center on Postsecondary Education Supports at the University of Hawaii, was used as a review list for students, parents, faculty, and Disability Services personnel to consider when discussing accommodations.  All interviews were taped and transcribed, with the exception of one, which was recorded using notes due to mechanical problems.
Interview process.  The author interviewed all participants at a place of their choosing.  As mentioned, interviews were taped in all but one case, which was recorded by hand.  Written notes were taken during the interviews, primarily as a way to give respondents time to reflect.  The author also participated as an educational coach for two of the students and conducted direct classroom observations of two of the three faculty members.  The third faculty member was observed in her informal one-to-one interactions with the student in the college writing lab.  
In general, interviews were conducted with only one member of the unit present.  In an interesting turn of events, two of the students were in the room during the interviews of their parents.  During the course of the CCC project, students had been strongly encouraged to be part of all discussions, particularly meetings with their parents, because students who wandered away usually became disconnected from important information and decision-making.  In the two interviews that were conducted at students’ homes, it would not have been appropriate to this study to ask students to step out of their living room while their parents were being interviewed.  This may have impacted parent responses but that seemed unavoidable at the time.  For example, when asked about worries for the future, one parent looked to see if her son was paying attention and then quietly said, “Will he be able to get a job some day and support himself?  I’m hoping that all these classes are heading toward that …” 
Transcription and condensation process.  The author transcribed all interviews from tapes.  One tape was of poor quality but field notes enhanced the accuracy of the transcription.  Because of the poor quality of the tape, however, some errors may exist in the transcription.  Individual transcripts were highlighted for themes, which were subsequently condensed into tables of themes and quotes for each question. 
Results
In terms of effectiveness of transition to postsecondary education, all three project students were taking classes for credit and were passing with grades of C or better at the time of the interviews.  Two students were taking their most difficult coursework to date and were not sure if they would pass.  Grades are a fairly standard college “effectiveness” measure, but they do not identify why a particular student is successful. 
In addressing use of academic accommodations and supports, the following general inquiry question was used:  To what extent did the three college students use supports and accommodations in college and to what effect?  This grand tour question was broken down into four subsidiary questions:
·	How did interviewees tend to define academic accommodations and supports?
·	What academic accommodations and supports did the students identify as helpful?
·	What academic accommodations and supports did members of the student’s support system (parent, faculty, DSO specialist) identify as helpful?
·	How closely did responses compare within “units” (student-parent-faculty-DSO specialist), and between individuals with the same role (student compared to student, parent to parent, etc.)?
Students tended to find the term academic accommodations difficult to operationalize (“What are they?” and “I’m not sure what you’re talking about.”).  As soon as the example, “extended time for testing,” was given, all three students could identify the term, various forms of academic accommodations, and describe procedures for accessing accommodations.  
Like students, parents also needed an example of an accommodation before recognizing the term.  Parents tended to blur the lines between high school, college, and privately arranged supports such as the personal service of educational coaching. Parents also tended to connect many issues to accommodations, like learning how to use public transportation.  One parent noted:
Notetakers were helpful, at least at the beginning.  Help with transportation was really helpful. [The notetaker and tutor walked down to the bus stop at the same time.  They both] sort of tutored her in the beginning … helping her find the organizations there (Student Life Office at college); that was helpful.

Confusion about what is and what is not an accommodation might be expected during transition because of the interlocking nature of project activities and the boundaries set up by institutional systems that the parent does not see and the student is just beginning to know.
	Faculty members, depending on their relationship with the general college support network (e.g., DSO, general tutoring services, advising), administered accommodations differently and saw accommodations not as discrete, prescribed actions, but as the service of accommodation.  One faculty member, who teaches part-time in a college-level course rather than in developmental education, described how she addresses accommodations:
I really don’t use the college back-up.  I have never used the testing service.  I think extended time for testing is important…but I do that.  I just stay on with the students if they just need extended time.  It’s my class.  I would like to know where they are having trouble.  You can’t see that with just the results of the test.   I think extended time is important for most students.  The average student will have trouble remembering if they are under the pressure of time.  It affects their participation. 

Another faculty member, teaching fulltime in another content area, viewed academic accommodations as part of a broad network of support:
I think our college has a good structure to work with.  We have counselors. We have tutors. We have peer tutors. We have AD specialists (term the instructor uses for DSO specialists).  So, I have a group I can count on to work with.

As might be expected, the Disability Services specialists had a very carefully defined notion of accommodations – the delivery of supports and services that the student needs based on documentation of any disability, in order to level the playing field in college.  This language reflected the words used in Section 504 discussed earlier.  For students with intellectual disabilities, the definition of what is “reasonable” became the place where the definition blurred for DSO specialists, particularly when the accommodation was not required by law (for example, specialized tutoring):
If a student is struggling … due to cognitive ability and asks for 10 hours of tutoring a week … is that going beyond a reasonable accommodation, especially if the student is not successful with that level?

The next two inquiry questions are discussed together because of the similarity of the responses across all interviewees (What academic accommodations and supports did the students identify as helpful?  What academic accommodations and supports did members of the student’s support system identify as helpful?).  The academic accommodation found to be most frequently identified as helpful was personal tutoring (yet this is not a legal requirement of the college).  Indeed, students, parents, faculty, and DSO specialist identified this as the most important accommodation.  One of the community colleges provided tutoring in textbook reading and general content area tutoring in an academic learning center, using both peer and professional tutors.  The same college also relied heavily on faculty to individually tutor students from their classes.  The second college had a network of peer tutors for college-wide tutoring and several learning specialists available to tutor students with disabilities.  In addition, two of the three students used educational coaches who tutored, took notes, and helped with general study concerns (e.g., time management, adjustment of materials to make them more accessible to student).
All interviewees reported that extended time for tests was a helpful accommodation; however, one of the students did not use extended time or the testing room after the first test because she felt she did not need the accommodation.  Assistive technology was not mentioned as an accommodation used by students, yet most students were becoming computer literate as college students – writing papers, independently composing and sending emails, and overcoming the stigma attached to their poor hand-writing.  
Two of the three students did not use the notes taken for them, but their tutors and coaches needed the notes to assist the student.  One student, both Disability Services specialists, and parents mentioned that help in choosing course schedules and faculty was very important:
Student:  “Yes, I think picking a professor is important because they [DSO staff] help you get good professors…like professors that are good at teaching a certain subject.  Like, they would say, ‘This professor is good but another professor is even better because she doesn’t go fast … takes her time teaching’.”

DSO specialist:  “A lot of it gets to that course-selection level.  We are aware of faculty members who have worked successfully with students.  We know it’s going to be a good match.”

All unit members identified reviewing, tutoring, notetaking, advising, and extended time for tests, and reported them as important accommodations. In addition, all three faculty members noted that difficulties experienced by students from the project were similar to those of their classmates:  	 
Faculty member:  “I find that one of the biggest problems with the students you are speaking about is the same with all the other students … they don’t put in the time until they have to.  Like all of us.” And, “usually the problems that one person has, the majority has … they just don’t want to say it.”

The faculty members also considered these students to be important members of the learning community:

Faculty member:  “One thing that I remember from the first day … I always have them (students) write down a few things about themselves and she wrote that she was friendly and helpful and things like that.  I appreciated what she could bring to the class from that aspect, too.”

The last research question addressed consistency across role or unit in terms of academic accommodations provided to the student.  As mentioned earlier, there seemed to be a high degree of agreement on which accommodations were most helpful when examined by role (students, parents, faculty, and Disability Services specialists).  Parents tended to think that students were using more accommodations than they actually were (students, as might be typical, did not correct parental misconceptions during the interviews).  Further, parents were the most likely to blur the lines between services provided through accommodations, those provided as part of the general college support system, and those provided by the student or project funds.  Disability Services specialists were reluctant to generalize notions about accommodations, even across our small group of students. They preferred to factor in case-by-case and class-by-class aspects.
An issue that came up regarding accommodations was the perceived need for students with intellectual disabilities to have an advocate, at least at the beginning of the college process.  It was hard for most parents, faculty, and Disability Service specialists to imagine how each student would have negotiated the transition without such a person.  Students were not directly asked how they thought they would fare without an educational coach or advocate.
DSO specialist:  “Students don’t know how or don’t advocate unless they have someone like an advocate with them if they have a significant disability … they need a person to serve as their connection…needed to facilitate the transition.”

By role, interviewees identified additional and overlapping themes.  Although these themes did not all relate to academic accommodations and supports, they provided interesting insights into the issues related to transition for students with disabilities.
Reliability and Validity
The consistency of answers within and between units suggests some support of the notion that the instrument and process would obtain similar findings if repeated with different participants.  In terms of validity, the many “definitions” of academic accommodations (e.g., all college supports, the incidental support that helped with other types of activities) and the need to frequently define the term (although interviewees were holding a list of academic accommodations) raises some doubt regarding how academic accommodations and supports were understood.   
In addition, the following observations reflect areas of concern:
1.	The interviewer experienced difficulty in obtaining information from students through the interview format.  Students needed many prompts to widen their discussion, and did better when walking and talking on campus.
2.	The interviewer was the project coordinator.  This was of particular concern in parent interviews because parents were very pleased with the college experience and spent a considerable amount of time praising the project.
3.	The legal ramifications of academic accommodations and aspects of political correctness may have dampened discussion of problems with students or with accommodations, especially for faculty and professional staff.
Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Study
As can be seen from the statistics cited at the beginning of this study, it is unusual for students with significant intellectual disabilities to participate in college.  In concurrence with the warning of the Disability Services specialists, it is risky to generalize by disabilities (e.g., “students with cognitive disabilities need ….”).  Certain concepts, however, may apply beyond those of the three students in this study.  For example, there is a need for students and families to increase their understanding of accommodations and supports available in order to pinpoint where they might successfully look for help and how “deep” such help might need to be.  
It appears that some students will need to have an advocate and/or educational coach with them in order to successfully make the transition from the high school to the college environment.  Most interviewees identified specialized tutoring as being an extremely helpful “accommodation.” It seems important to further explore these types of accommodations for students with intellectual disabilities to increase the likelihood of their success.
Underlying much of this examination of academic accommodations is the notion that students with intellectual disabilities can have a successful college experience if support, skill development, and careful advising is available to them.  This is a particularly important message when thinking about the poor adult outcomes for most individuals with significant disabilities.
Several areas for continued study arose, including the need for:
·	further examination of how to support students with significant disabilities in inclusive educational settings through the use of accommodations;
·	development of mechanisms to share the cost of ongoing educational coaching for students who may need this personal service, which is now paid for by the student and family after high school;
·	augmenting the menu of accommodations available to promote success for students with more significant disabilities, perhaps by revisiting universal design concepts and computer and/or assistive technology; and
·	examining the notion that the problems of young adults with significant disabilities are in some way extensions of typical problems faced by all young adults during transition.
The following final exchange between the interviewer and a mother and her son sounds very typical, despite the “unexpectedness” of a student with a significant intellectual disability attending college:
Parent:  “I never thought he would be the one to go to college.  Yeah … so that is amazing.  I never went.  I would love to go.  My husband and I were just talking about it a week or so ago.  I’m thinking about going and taking some night classes over at the college.”

Interviewer:  “So, John, you going to take your mother over to college some time soon … show her how to register?”

Student:  (student bursts out laughing) “As long as she doesn’t sign up for a class with me!”
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Appendix A: Appendix A: 

 List of Instructional Accommodations1 List of Instructional Accommodations1

Given extra time to take tests?

Tests read to you?

Work/test in a distraction-free environment

Use of specialized software programs?

Had someone who took notes or read for you?

Instruction by a tutor?

Used a scribe?

Given priority registration and course scheduling?

Interpreters/translators

Enlarged print

Brailled materials

Reading material on tape

Auditory information printed

Recording of lecture

Class relocation

Specialized seating in class

Did not use an accommodation.
Others:_______________________



1 	List provided by The National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Education Supports, University of    Hawaii, Center for Disability Studies.

Appendix B:  Interview Instruments
Interview Questions for Students:
	Thank you for your participation in the Postsecondary Education Project at the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI).  As the project draws to a close, we would like to know about your experience with the project and recommendations for future work in this area.
·	What has been your participation in the project?  (For example, how did you hear about the project, what classes did you take?)
·	Do you remember if you had concerns or worries when you started?  If you had concerns, what were they?
·	What academic accommodations and supports did you use in college?  Were they helpful?  Were there other supports you needed but didn’t get?
·	How did you arrange supports and accommodations?  How difficult were they to arrange?
·	What has your experience been like with faculty members that you have had?
·	What advice do you have for other students regarding college?
·	Any other thoughts or suggestions?

Interview Questions for Parents:
	Thank you for your participation in the Postsecondary Education Project at the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI).  As the project draws to a close, we would like to know about your experience with the project and recommendations for future work in this area.
·	What has been your participation in the project?
·	Do you remember if you had concerns or worries when your son/daughter started?  If you had concerns, what were they?  How were those concerns taken care of?
·	What academic accommodations and supports did your son or daughter use in college?  Were they helpful?  Do you think there were other supports he or she needed but didn’t get?
·	Do you have concerns for the future?  If you have concerns, what are they and how do you think they will be addressed?
·	What advice do you have for other parents of students with disabilities regarding college?
·	Any other thoughts or suggestions?

Interview Questions for Faculty:
	Thank you for your participation in the Postsecondary Education Project at the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI).  As the project draws to a close, we would like to know about your experience with the project and recommendations for future work in this area.
·	What has been your participation in the project?
·	Do you remember if you had concerns or worries when you started working with the student(s) from the project?  If you had concerns, what were they?  How were they addressed?
·	Academic accommodations form the backbone of support for students with disabilities in college.  Thinking about the students in the project, how do you think students interfaced with this support system?  What academic accommodations seemed particularly helpful for students?  Did you find anything unexpected in that way that students did or did not use accommodations?
·	Faculty members teach complex material to a diverse audience of students.  What advice do you have for other faculty members who may teach students with similar disabilities?
·	Any other thoughts or suggestions?

Questions for DSO Coordinator:
	Thank you for your participation in the Postsecondary Education Project at the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI).  As the project draws to a close, we would like to know about your experience with the project, students assisted by the project, and recommendations for future work in this area.
·	What has been your participation in the project?
·	Do you remember if you had concerns or worries when you started working with students with significant cognitive disabilities?  If you had concerns, what were they?
·	Academic accommodations form the backbone of support for students with disabilities in college.  Thinking about the students in the project, how do you think students interfaced with this support system?  What academic accommodations seemed particularly helpful for students?  Did you find anything unexpected in the way that students did or did not use accommodations?
·	In focus groups from last summer, parents talked about their concerns regarding “accessing access” – the difficulty they expected their son or daughter would have negotiating the college environment and accessing accommodations.  Do you find that students with significant cognitive disabilities have difficulty accessing accommodations?  If so, how?  If it is a student issue, what might help?
·	Faculty members are key participants in the accommodation process.  What has your experience been with faculty members who have students from this project in their class?
·	What advice do you have for other disability services professionals regarding working with students who have significant cognitive disabilities?
·	Any other thoughts or suggestions?

Author NoteAuthor Note

Ms. Zafft is a postsecondary education specialist at the Institute for Community Inclusion (ICI) at the University of Massachusetts - Boston. Prior to this position, Ms. Zafft was the full-time learning specialist on the Wellesley campus of Massachusetts Bay Community College, where she coordinated services and accommodations for students with disabilities.  Ms. Zafft is a doctoral student in Higher Education Administration at the University of Massachusetts at Boston.
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1	The project uses the following federal definition.  An “individual with a significant disability” refers to an individual:
(i) who has a significant physical or mental impairment which seriously limits one or more functional capacities (such as mobility, communication, self-care, self-direction, work tolerance, or work skills) in terms of an employment outcome; [and] (ii) whose vocational rehabilitation can be expected to require multiple vocational rehabilitation services over an extended period of time. (Definitions, Section 6, PL 105-220, Workforce Investment Act of 1998, Title IV, Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1998)
Table 1
Interview Questions by Role
Interview Question
Student
Parent
Faculty
Disability
Services
Describe your participation in the project.
X
X
X
X
What concerns or worries did you have at the start?
X
X
X
X
What academic accommodations did you (your child, the student) use?
X
X
X
X
How did you arrange accommodations?
X



What experience did you have with faculty regarding accommodations?
X


X
What advice do you have for others (students, parents, faculty, or DSO specialists)?
X
X
X
X
Other thoughts?
X
X
X
X
What concerns do you have for the future?

X


What difficulty do students with cognitive disabilities have accessing accommodations?



X
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