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Letter from the EditorsLetter from the Editors

Nicole Ofiesh and James McAfee	                                     Nicole Ofiesh and James McAfee	

Welcome to this issue of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability. As members of the Association on Higher Education and Disability, we can be proud that we are part of an organization that is dedicated to providing the most professional and effective programs and services to postsecondary students with disabilities. This is demonstrated in the first two articles of this issue which report the outcome of AHEAD’s most recent research and developments on the Postsecondary Disability Program Standards and Performance Indicators. These Program Standards and Performance Indicators provide us with important tools with which to evaluate our programs and grow professionally as a field.  However, our field would not be without the growing number of students with disabilities who attend our postsecondary institutions. Thus we are pleased to provide a wide variety of research articles that give voice to the college experiences of students with disabilities, and one that examines the legal terrain for students with disabilities in experiential education.
Moreover, this collection of articles addresses many  timely issues for a diverse group of individuals with disabilities. Following a thorough look at the process of the development of the revised AHEAD Program Standards (Duke) and a presentation of the Program Standards and Performance Indicators (Shaw & Dukes), we present a study by Richardson, who compared the experiences of three samples of students in distance education in terms of academic quality and approaches to studying through a survey titled, the Course Experience Questionnaire. This study is unique and valuable to our profession in that the samples differed in terms of type and presence of disability, but also in the nature of their text format. While some differences among the groups existed, one interesting technological finding was that no significant differences existed between the experiences of the students with print disabilities who used a software based system and those who used audiocassettes. This article is followed by a critical look at the legal terrain for students who engage in career-focused experiential education, such as internships, and cooperative- or service-learning (Nott & Zafft). This article is one of three in this issue that investigate aspects of careers and students with disabilities.  Issues related to experiential education are likely to increase as many private and liberal arts colleges more often require summer learning and service learning components. 
In the next article which is dedicated to the career concerns of postsecondary students with disabilities, Hennessey, Roessler, Cook, Unger, and Rumrill  first evaluate students’ perceptions of the career preparation and employment. These results are then used to recommend service and policy directions in order to ensure that students successfully gain meaningful employment, post graduation. In an article by Kurth and Mellard, we depart from career issues momentarily to examine a thoughtful article on the accommodation experience of students with disabilities. While this topic has received a great deal of attention over the years, these researchers evaluate this process with a new lens, exploring the accommodation process both as meeting the immediate needs of the students as well as system-wide access. Moreover, the accommodation process is discussed in terms of meeting the legal requirements of current legislation and the “spirit of the law”. One finding that many disability service providers may recognize anecdotally is that students tend to be satisfied with access to immediate accommodations (e.g. assistive technology, extended time), but dissatisfied with access to activities on a larger scale (e.g., social events, group activities). This finding provides important and useful data that can be used to support access initiatives on campuses.
As we continue with research on the perspectives of students with disabilities Perry and Franklin question ten undergraduate students with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) about their college experiences. In this qualitative study, which employed grounded theory, the researchers glean important information about students’ perceived abilities to remain in college. The findings support previous research in terms of transition needs, and provide new research support for institutions that provide outreach programs for students, parents, and staff in order to improve retention for students with ADHD.  In our last and third article on career related concerns of students with disabilities, Madaus looks at how we can improve the transition to successful careers for students with learning disabilities who have graduated from postsecondary settings. These findings are interesting in contrast to the study by Hennessey et al., which questioned students who were undergraduates. While the studies differ in terms of the research questions, the outcomes taken together provide immense support for broadening career support for students with disabilities before and after graduation. Robin Cook closes our issues with a very appropriate book review, Rights of inclusion: Law and identity in the life stories of Americans with disabilities by Engel and Munger (2003). We say appropriate because once again we hear the voices of individuals with disabilities. Dr. Cook articulately describes a summary of the book as well as suggestions on how the text might be used to foster an understanding of persons with disabilities at a variety of levels. We hope you find this collection of research articles useful as you continue your professional activities.
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Abstract

In 1999, AHEAD formally approved its first set of Program Standards. The Standards spelled out the services considered essential for ensuring equal access to education for students with disabilities. In addition, the Standards were intended to establish the parameters of what practitioners do as well as assert the credibility and uniqueness of the Office For Students With Disabilities (Jarrow, 1997). The Standard’s utility diminished due to a number of factors, but especially the changing nature of disability services. Thus, a survey consisting of 30 service components and 147 performance indicators was completed by a group of postsecondary disability services experts to get a current look at today’s services. This survey led to the updated AHEAD Program Standards and Performance Indicators, which were formally approved in November 2004.

Postsecondary institutions have rapidly expanded their programs and services for students with disabilities during the past 30 years. The Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD), established in the 1970s as the professional organization representing postsecondary disability service providers, had more than 1,900 members by the end of the 1990’s (Dukes & Shaw, 1999). Though services for college-level students with disabilities expanded throughout the eighties and nineties, there were no empirical data upon which to develop model programs until the late 1990s, leaving disability service providers to develop services based upon intuition or best guess (Gajar, 1992). Similarly, Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD) personnel have had to make judgments in the absence of firm guidelines or best practice (Dukes & Shaw, 2004). Not surprisingly, there have been many calls in the literature for services that are better planned and organized (Brinckerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2002; Bursuck, Rose, Cowen, & Yahaya, 1989; Dukes & Shaw, 2004; Sergent, Carter, Sedlacek, & Scales, 1988).
In response, AHEAD, in 1994, convened a set of task forces to develop a code of ethics, professional standards, and program standards for the profession. In 1996, the AHEAD Professional Standards and Code of Ethics were approved by the organization’s Board, and in 1999 the AHEAD Program Standards were formally approved.   A revision of the original Program Standards is now warranted for a number of reasons. First, the field has changed dramatically since the first Standards were approved.  For example, OSD administrators are now encouraged to rely more upon a collaborative decision-making model and have become keenly aware of the importance of faculty members in the service-delivery process. Second, college administrators are requesting that OSD directors specify criteria to evaluate their programs. Third, the original Standards used a research method that yielded data that were merely the conventional wisdom of the study participants. Finally, the original Standards did not specify how to meet criteria spelled out in the Standards. That is, service providers were saying they appreciated having Standards but they did not necessarily know how to apply them to their daily professional duties. The research method in the current study was specifically chosen to address these concerns.

CAS Standards
In 1986, the Council for the Advancement of Standards in Higher Education (CAS) published its first set of standards entitled The CAS Standards and Guidelines for Student/Development Programs. The publication included general statements that were intended to apply to all student affairs programs and standards and guidelines specifically applicable to each functional area, including standards and guidelines for offices for students with disabilities. According to Miller (1997), these standards represent the minimum criteria an institution and its programs should satisfactorily meet over time. The standards and guidelines “were established for institutions and their student support service programs to use for program development, program self-study, and staff development purposes” (Miller, p. 3). In a more recent publication, CAS has set forth standards and guidelines for the OSD that consist of 13 parts, including area such as ethics, legal responsibilities, campus and community relations, and mission (Miller).
Though the Council has published standards for the OSD, they are not widely recognized. In fact, some in the disability services profession consider the standards too general to be of use to practitioners and their programs (L.S. Block, personal communication, July 18, 1997; D. Korbel, personal communication, November 19, 1997). Thus, Madaus (1996) stated that “while the publication of these standards was intended to ‘establish criteria and guidelines for the field’ (CAS, 1988, p. 113), there was little follow-up or discussion of the standards in the professional literature” (p. 38). Blosser (1997) echoed this position stating, “we do not really know how much the CAS Standards … are used by disability service programs, but it is this writer’s impression that its availability is not widely known” (p. 49). Moreover, the standards and guidelines for disability support service programs, though developed by experts within the student affairs profession, were not identified using empirical methods.

AHEAD Program Standards
As is true of an emerging profession, OSD personnel were interested in establishing an identity apart from other student affairs programs. Just as other student affairs program personnel have developed and maintained their own standards and ethics (e.g., counseling centers), disability student services personnel were steadfast in their desire to form a distinctive identity. A separate identity is intended to establish the parameters of what practitioners do as well as assert the credibility and uniqueness of the office for students with disabilities (Jarrow, 1997). Blosser (1997), when discussing program standards stated, “to a large degree, program standards should help define what we as professionals do in our programs” (p. 49).
Based upon research completed in 1997, program standards were developed that spelled out which service components were essential to ensure equal educational access (Dukes, 2001). The original AHEAD Program Standards specified that the OSD provide services under the following nine function categories: (a) consultation/collaboration/awareness, (b) information dissemination, (c) faculty/staff awareness, (d) academic adjustments, (e) instructional interventions, (f) program development and evaluation, (g) policies and procedures, (h) program development and evaluation, and (i) training and professional development (Shaw & Dukes, 2001). The nine categories collectively contained 27 standards. These standards were the first benchmarks derived using empirical methods available to postsecondary disability service providers.

Methodology

The current study was designed to identify essential service components that should be available to ensure equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities. In addition, the study sought to identify the indicators for each standard that would lead to appropriate performance on that standard. AHEAD, the sole professional organization that represents postsecondary disability service providers, sponsored the study. A cadre of postsecondary disability experts, rated the importance of 30 service components and 147 performance indicators across 9 categories using a 5-point Likert scale (1 – Not Important, 2 – Slightly Important, 3 – Moderately Important, 4 – Very Important, 5 – Essential).

Research Design
The Delphi technique is a “method for the systematic solicitation and collection of judgments on a particular topic through a set of carefully designed sequential questionnaires interspersed with summarized information and feedback of opinions derived from earlier responses” (Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gustafson, 1975, p. 10, as cited in Friend, 2000). The Delphi method was chosen for the present study for a number of reasons (Anderson, 1998). First, it allows for both quantitative and qualitative measures. That is, participants provided both a numerical ranking of each service component and indicator and also had the opportunity to provide written comments regarding items. Comments regarding items had the potential to impact the language, location, and even the inclusion of an item in subsequent rounds of the survey. Second, the method allowed for group discussion among participants geographically dispersed throughout a wide region of North America. Third, results achieved through the use of the Delphi method are considered more accurate than an average rating achieved through a participant ranking. In addition, Anderson (1998) noted that the Delphi process concludes with a “sense of closure and accomplishment” that is, perhaps, valuable following a lengthy study process such as the Delphi.
Expert panelists were asked to rank service components for students with disabilities according to their importance and to provide comments regarding their rankings. In addition, they were given the occasion to reconsider their rankings (i.e., Rounds 2 and 3) after having the opportunity to examine average item rankings and comments provided by the entire panel. Throughout the process, participants remained anonymous; thus, each responded to group feedback without the influence potentially present in a face-to-face gathering.

Questionnaire Development
A modified Delphi technique was used to identify which service components are considered essential in order to ensure equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities in North America. Expert panelists participated in three rounds of a survey, which involved rating a list of service components organized by category and providing written responses to those items. Rounds 2 and 3 involved re-rating items based upon panel feedback (i.e., written responses). An initial questionnaire was prepared based on a broad literature review and by compiling a list of service components founded, to a large degree, upon the previous AHEAD Program Standards. 

Questionnaire Validation
The design of the survey followed specifications identified in the survey development literature (Gable & Wolf, 1993). A review of the original Program Standards and an extensive literature review yielded 31 service components and 129 performance indicators across 9 categories. The literature review investigated publications spanning the past four decades, which included the discussion of services for students with disabilities from the inception of Gallaudet College (now Gallaudet University) in the 1800s to the CAS in Higher Education program standards for disability services publication in 1997 to the original AHEAD Program Standards. An initial panel of 12 postsecondary disability experts, identified by the AHEAD leadership based on their expert knowledge of service provision for college students with disabilities, participated in content validation of the survey. The initial panel adequately spanned the diversity of postsecondary institutions in the United States. and Canada (e.g., two- vs. four-year, public vs. private, open enrollment vs. competitive enrollment), and all were members of AHEAD. The content experts were asked to comment on item clarity, relevance, and potential repetition. Specifically, panelists provided feedback about the (a) wording of the service components and indicators, (b) whether there were any missing components or indicators,  (c) the goodness-of-fit of an item with its category, and the elimination of any components or indicators that were repetitive. Further, the panel was asked to provide feedback about the clarity of directions, the length of time required to complete the instrument, and the ease of use of the website used to deliver the instrument. Lastly, the panel each nominated 10-20 other postsecondary disability experts for participation in the Delphi process. 
The comments of the panel of 12 content experts were reviewed using a focus group format. Members of the focus group also had extensive experience in the postsecondary disability services profession. Based upon the described levels of review, adjustments were made to the survey. Upon deployment, it consisted of 30 service components and 147 performance indicators representing 9 categories.

Website
All rounds of the survey were conducted via a website developed and maintained by the researcher. Adobe Go Live software was used to develop both the website and survey instrument. Feedback about site accessibility was provided by the initial panel of 12 experts.. In addition, AHEAD’s Information Technology specialist provided feedback about both the website and the questionnaire prior to deployment. Lastly, the website and questionnaire were subject to analysis to ensure each met Web Content Accessibility Guidelines criteria.

Panel Selection
Participants in a Delphi study are required to have knowledge and expertise to share regarding the research topic (Friend, 2000). In the present inquiry, 55 disability service professionals in North America agreed to serve as expert panelists in the study (see list of experts in Table 1). As mentioned, the initial panel of 12 postsecondary disability service experts was nominated by the Board of Directors of AHEAD. These 12 experts each provided a list of 10 to 20 disability service practitioners they considered to be experts in the profession. These individuals were contacted in order to determine their interest in participation in the project and whether they met the criteria for involvement.
Criteria for participation were as follows: Panel participants must have at least five years of recent experience in postsecondary disability services. In addition, participants must have one or more of the following: (a) a reputation developed through publications regarding disability services, (b) a reputation established through presentations related to disability services, or (c) experience providing training related to services for college students with disabilities. Panelist selection was also impacted by the need to ensure that a diverse array of service providers (e.g., two-/four-year, public/private institutions, U.S./Canadian programs, open enrollment / competitive entrance criteria) was represented.
Expert panelists responded to the questionnaire across three rounds. During round 1 demographic data were collected in addition to item ratings and comments. Participants were asked to respond to what students with disabilities require in order to facilitate equal educational access, not what is currently available to students at particular institutions. Respondent names and their respective institutional affiliation are listed in Table 1. The request for participation was prepared by both the researcher and AHEAD leaders. Respondents were assured that results would be analyzed and reported at the group level only. Two weeks following each an electronic request to complete the survey, electronic reminder mail message was sent to non-respondents. A total of 85% of expert panelists responded to Round 1 of the survey, 82% responded during Round 2, and 71% during Round 3.

Results

The research question guiding the determination of essential service components was: “What service components do practicing OSD administrators perceive as essential in order to ensure equal educational access for students with disabilities?” In order for an item to be considered an “essential service component,” it must have had a mean rating of 4.2 or greater on a 5.0 scale. In addition, 80% or more of the expert panel must have rated each service component in either the same or an adjacent category (e.g., rating of 5, or in the adjacent category, 4). Prior studies of comparable information using the Delphi method have employed similar rating criteria (e.g., Anderson, 1998; Friend, 2000). In sum, 28 of 30 proposed standards were rated essential and 90 of 147 proposed performance indicators were rated essential. Results related to each category and its proposed standards and indicators may be found in Table 2 (Standards and Indicators not rated essential) and in Shaw and Dukes (this issue) (Standards and Indicators rated essential). 

Round 1
During Round 1, in addition to responding to the survey questionnaire items, participants also completed a section used to collect demographic data. Descriptive analyses (i.e., mean, percentages) were used to determine whether an item met the criteria to be considered “essential.” Following Round 1, the expert panel had identified 27 service components and 80 performance indicators as being essential. Participants also provided comments that influenced both the wording and the inclusion of items in Round 2. A total of 85% of the expert panel submitted responses that were included in the analysis of Round 1 data.
Round 2
The Round 2 electronic survey was identical to the Round 1 survey; however, items where consensus had been reached were noted as such and did not require further rating. Additionally, panelists received an individualized feedback form concerning items on which consensus had not been reached. Also in the document were the panelists’ rating of each item and group panel statistics, including the item mean rating, consensus level, and panel comments regarding each item. All participants were asked to re-rate items on which consensus had not been reached during Round 1. Furthermore, if an expert chose not to agree with the mean rating of the group during the re-rating process, she/he was asked to provide a written justification. The experts identified one additional service component and 10 performance indicators as essential during this round. Eighty two percent of the survey participants provided responses during this round of the study.

Round 3
The Round 3 format was identical to that used in the previous two rounds. Only items on which consensus had not been reached required re-rating, while those service components and indicators that had reached consensus were noted as such. Once again, panelists received an individualized feedback form concerning items that had not reached consensus during Round 2. The document contained the panelists’ ratings of each item and a summary of group statistics, including the mean rating of the item, its current level of consensus, and comments provided by the group regarding each item. As in the previous round, participants were asked to re-rate items on which consensus had not been reached. In instructions for this round, panelists were oriented to the study goal of consensus; however, if they chose to rate an item outside the current group mean rating, they were free to do so. The culmination of Round 3 determined which service components and indicators reached consensus and which did not.
The experts did not identify any additional service components or performance indicators as essential during this round. Seventy one percent of the survey participants provided responses during Round 3. In total, consensus was reached on 28 service components and 90 performance indicators representing 8 categories (see Shaw & Dukes, this issue).

Limitations

The implications of the findings of the study must be considered in light of its limitations. The results of a study employing the Delphi technique are dependent upon the expert panel participants (Anderson, 1998; Friend, 2000). Participants for the current study were nominated by a nationally recognized body of 12 postsecondary disability service professionals who themselves had been identified by the AHEAD Board of Directors. Expert panelists all met specific criteria in order to be involved in the study (see criteria above). The panel also represented a wide array of postsecondary institutions across North America (e.g., two-/four-year, competitive/open enrollment).
Concerns regarding the considerable time required to participate in a Delphi study may have an impact upon the commitment of the study participants (Anderson). The average response rate for all rounds of the survey was 79%, which suggests that the panel understood the importance of its charge and significance of its commitment. Also noteworthy is the fact that it took less time to complete the questionnaire with each successive round. Thus, the most significant obligation was during Round 1. 
Another possible limitation of the study is the likelihood that the survey instrument did not wholly represent all services available to students with disabilities at postsecondary institutions. The survey was predicated upon an extensive literature review, and prior to deployment, it was examined for comprehensiveness by a group of 12 postsecondary disability experts and a focus group. Thus, all efforts were made to ensure the questionnaire adequately spanned the universe of content.  
Finally, the clarity of survey items must be considered as a possible limitation. The survey was examined by an initial group of 12 postsecondary disability professionals prior to Round 1.  These participants also examined the instrument directions and the website used to collect survey data. In addition, the Delphi method allows participants to examine and receive any necessary clarification regarding survey items.

Conclusion

The principal purpose of this article was to describe the research process used to determine what service components disability service professionals consider essential for ensuring equal educational access for postsecondary level students with disabilities. In addition, service providers identified performance indicators for each service component rated essential. Performance indicators are intended to serve as examples of how a service component looks in practice. Shaw and Dukes (this issue) describe the implications of the results, as well as the value of program standards for the disability services profession. 
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Table 1
	
Expert Panelists and Institutional Affiliation

Expert Panelist				Institutional Affiliation 
	
Jennifer Aitken					New Jersey City University

Richard Allegra					AHEAD

Cheryl Ashcroft					Lehigh University

Jean Ashmore						Rice University  

Patricia Bailey						University of North Carolina Greensboro 

Joan Bisagno						Stanford University 

G. Ruth Bork						Northeastern University

Randy Borst						Buffalo University

Patricia Carlton					Ohio State University 

Beth Case						North Harris College

Gene Chelberg  					San Francisco State University

Wayne Cocchi						Columbus State Community College

Rosemary Coffman					Lee College

Catalina Colaci					Yukon College

Wendy Cole						Muhlenberg College

Kathy Cook						Everett Community College

Sue Cunningham					New England Community College

Julie Edwards						Ozarks Community College

Joanie Friend						KC Metro Community College

Susan Gjolmesli					Bellevue Community College

Sam Goodin 						University of Michigan

Duraese' Hall						University of Houston – Downtown

Dyane Haynes						University of Washington

JoAnne Hill						Willamette University

Laurie Keenan						University of Victoria

Donna Korbel						University of Connecticut 

Pierre Laliberte					University of Victoria

Carol Lamb						Paul Smith’s College
 
Grady Landrum					Wichita State University

Jim Marks						University of Montana

Bonnie Martin						University of Clemson

JoAnne Martin					Greenriver Community College

Marylou Massey-Henderson				City College of San Francisco

Suelaine Matthews					St. Louis Community College

Kathy McGillivray					Bethel College

Marshall Mitchell					Washington State University

Linda Nissenbaum					St. Louis Community College

Kathy Patus						University of Louisville

Rodney Pennamon					North Georgia College 

Ross Pollack						Manhattan College, New York 

Bruce Pomeroy					State University of New York Broome

Anne Reber						Texas A&M University

Maureen Reustle					Ocean County Community College

Barbara Roberts					Queens University

Anita Stockbauer					University of Nevada

David Sweeney					Texas A&M University

Tom Thompson					Harper College 

Lynnette Van Slyke					University of Pittsburgh

Vinnie Varrassi					Farleigh Dickenson University

Linda Walter						Seton Hall University

Ruth Warick						University of British Columbia

RoseMary Watkins					Oglethorpe University 

Ben Webinger						Spokane Falls Community College

Christy Willis						George Washington University 

Joan Wolforth						McGill University

Table 2

Service Components and Performance Indicators NOT RATED ESSENTIAL

To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should …

1. Consultation / Collaboration

1.1 Serve as an advocate for issues regarding students with disabilities to ensure equal access.					
	Promote and celebrate disability awareness (3.7, 85%).
	Work collaboratively with human resources regarding accessibility and equal access information for prospective/new staff (indicator deleted).

	Network with community disability personnel to elicit support in meeting student needs (3.6, 84%).

Participate on a team of service providers and faculty for the purposes of dispute 
resolution regarding documentation, academic adjustments, or program 
accommodations for students with disabilities (3.9, 73%).
1.2 Provide disability representation on relevant campus committees.
	Participate on relevant campus academic committees (4.1, 84%).

	Participate on campus administrative committees such as renovations / physical 

plant advisory or transportation (3.6, 71%).
	Participate on campus administrative committees such as technology / IT 

committees (4.1, 80%).
	Participate on campus administrative committees such as the campus diversity 

committee (4.1, 80%).

2. Information Dissemination

2.1 Disseminate information through institutional electronic and printed publications regarding disability services and how to access them.
	Promote availability of institutional publications in alternate formats (4.0, 84%).

2.2 Provide services that promote access to the campus community.
	Assist campus facilities to assess the need to post signs near campus telephones and maps indicating the location of telecommunications devices for individuals 

who are deaf or hearing-impaired (3.7, 81%).
	Collaborate with other campus departments to clearly identify accessible entrances and handicapped parking (3.8, 78%).

Collaborate with other departments to assure availability of accessible signs to individuals with sight impairments (3.7, 79%).
Consult with other departments regarding online course delivery and classroom 
technology (e.g., WebCT, Blackboard) accessible (4.0, 92%).
	Consult with other departments regarding university website accessibility (4.0, 82%).

Collaborate with other departments to make online applications accessible (3.8, 76%).
2.3 Disseminate information to students with disabilities regarding available campus and community disability resources.
	Collaborate with the admissions office on outreach to local secondary schools (3.6, 76%).

Conduct on-going assessments of community resources (3.0, 81%).
Assemble a resource guide (e.g., online or printed publication) identifying services designed for students with disabilities and available on campus (4.1, 89%).
Assemble a resource guide (e.g., online or printed publication) identifying services designed for students with disabilities and available off campus (3.0, 78%).
Create an information and referral function to assist students in navigating community resources (2.9, 81%).

3. Faculty / Staff Awareness

3.1 Inform faculty regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, and curriculum modifications.
	Encourage faculty implementation of Universal Design to enhance access to 

instruction for all (3.9, 86%).
3.2 Provide consultation with administrators regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.
	Present information on the impact of college policies and procedures on students with disabilities (4.1, 80%).
	Disseminate information on court decisions to administrators (3.4, 83%).

3.3 Provide disability awareness training for campus constituencies such as faculty, staff, and administrators.
	All indicators rated essential.

3.4 Provide information to faculty about services available to students with disabilities.
	Provide information to faculty (e.g., web-based workshops) to increase 

understanding of the availability and type of support services on campus (4.1, 83%).

4. Academic Adjustments

4.1 Maintain records that document the student's plan for the provision of selected accommodations.
	All indicators rated essential.

4.2 Determine with students, appropriate academic accommodations and services.
	Participates with other institutional faculty/staff to determine if the 

student is (otherwise) qualified (3.8, 73%).
	Coordinate assessment services for potential students with disabilities (2.6, 68%).

4.3 Collaborate with faculty to ensure that reasonable academic accommodations do not fundamentally alter the program of study.
	All indicators rated essential.


5. Instructional Interventions

NOTE: The Service Components noted under instructional interventions (5.1 and 5.2) did not meet criteria to be identified as essential. Therefore the entire instructional interventions category was rated as “Not Essential” and is not included in the Program Standards and Performance Indicators (see Shaw & Dukes, this issue).

5.1 Advocate for the availability of instruction in learning strategies (e.g., attention and memory strategies, time management, organization) for students with disabilities (3.9, 81%).
	Encourage students with disabilities to articulate learning strengths and weaknesses in understandable terms (4.4, 88%).

Identify resources (e.g., learning center, writing center, math center) that will train students in strategies and skills for effective learning (4.4, 88%).
Refer students to centers and workshops for instructional support to foster strategic learning (4.3, 91%). 
Provide students with training on the effective use of individualized accommodations (i.e., tape recorders, calculators, assistive technologies) (4.1, 80%).
Assist students in determining when to self-disclose disability (3.9, 78%).
5.2 Advocate for Universal Design in instruction to reduce need for accommodations and enhance learning for all (3.7, 89%).
	Collaborate with campus offices such as the faculty development center to foster inclusive teaching (4.0, 88%).

Collaborate with other campus units to provide training and supports for faculty to implement Universal Design in their classrooms (3.6, 86%).

6. Counseling and Self-Determination

6.1 Use a service delivery model which encourages students with disabilities to develop independence.
	Advocate for support in such forms as counseling, peer support groups, and 

self-advocacy instruction (3.8, 86%).
	Foster student knowledge of legal rights and protections under the law (4.1, 85%).

Present students with the opportunity to learn and use compensatory skills (4.0, 80%).
Assist students with disabilities to enhance their self-determination (4.0, 80%).
Provide training for students with disabilities to foster self-advocacy and self-determination (3.8, 84%).
Role-play and model approaches for identifying and requesting accommodations (3.8, 83%).
Encourage and foster participation in employment readiness activities such as 
internships, study abroad, and volunteer opportunities (3.7, 75%).
	Develop a plan that encourages students to use accommodations appropriately and

selectively (4.1, 88%).
	Prepare students to clearly articulate academic strengths and weaknesses to 

faculty as it relates to their disabilities (4.1, 82%).

7. Policies and Procedures

7.1 Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding procedures for determining and accessing "reasonable accommodations."
	Develop, review, and revise policies with respect to international students with 	

disabilities (indicator deleted).
7.2 Assist with the development, review, or revision of written policies and guidelines for institutional rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision.
	Assist with the development, review, or revision of policy and procedures regarding accessible or modified campus housing (3.7, 73%).

Participate in the development, review, and revision of policies regarding off-
campus activities (e.g., study abroad, internships, student teaching) (3.9, 83%).
7.3 Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines for student rights and responsibilities with respect to receiving services.
	All indicators rated essential.

7.4 Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding confidentiality of disability information.
	All indicators rated essential.

7.5 Assist with the development, review, or revision of policies and guidelines for settling a formal complaint regarding the determination of a "reasonable accommodation."
	All indicators rated essential.


8. Program Administration and Evaluation

8.1 Provide services that are aligned with the institution's mission or services philosophy.
	All indicators rated essential.

8.2 Coordinate services for students with disabilities through a full-time professional.
	All indicators rated essential.

8.3 Collect student feedback to measure satisfaction with disability services.
	Assess student's ability to advocate for themselves with respect to the policies of 

the institution (3.5, 80%).
	Ongoing data on student satisfaction is collected (4.1, 84%).

8.4 Collect data to monitor use of disability services.
	Assist the institution to implement an evaluation process regarding program 

access (3.9, 80%).
	Collect data to determine whether faculty and staff are satisfied with the services (4.0, 81%).

Use AHEAD Program Standards as a framework when determining the overall 
quality of the services personnel are providing their students with disabilities (3.9, 80%).
	Monitor the implementation of disability policies (4.1, 84%).

8.5 Report program evaluation data to administrators.
•    Provide an executive summary of your annual report to all key campus   
           administrators (3.9, 83%).
8.6 Provide fiscal management of the office that serves students with disabilities.
	All indicators rated essential.

8.7 Collaborate in establishing procedures for purchasing the adaptive equipment needed to assure equal access.
	Assist with identification and evaluation of currently available assistive technology and adaptive equipment (3.9, 93%).


9. Training and Professional Development

9.1 Provide disability services staff with on going opportunities for professional development.
	All indicators rated essential.

9.2 Provide services by personnel with training and experience working with college students with disabilities (e.g., student development, degree programs).
	Use the AHEAD Professional Standards as a needs assessment of training needs for disability personnel (3.2, 83%).

Use the AHEAD Professional Standards as a guideline for hiring personnel (3.6, 81%).
9.3 Assure that personnel adhere to relevant Codes of Ethics (e.g., AHEAD, APA).
	Post a relevant code of ethics in Affirmative Action, Student Affairs, Provost, and other related administrative offices (2.9, 78%).

Post a relevant professional code of ethics in the disability services office (3.7, 78%).
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Abstract

The development and dissemination of Program Standards and Performance Indicators for disability services in higher education provides research-based direction for postsecondary institutions, consumers and governmental agencies with respect to the services necessary to provide equal access for college students with disabilities.  Twenty-eight Program Standards and 90 Performance Indicators are presented. The implications of the specific Performance  Indicators for services for students with disabilities in postsecondary education are discussed.

Following the process described by Dukes (this issue), the Board of Directors of the Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD), in November 2004, unanimously approved Program Standards and Performance Indicators for disability services in higher education.   These Standards supplant those approved in 1999 and published in 2001 (Shaw & Dukes).
Program Standards and Performance Indicators indicate essential expectations for all postsecondary institutions in terms of minimum supports that must be available to provide equal access for students with disabilities.  They do not limit institutions that wish to provide supports that are deemed necessary or appropriate for their population of students (e.g., remedial coursework at a community college) or unique elements that they choose to provide (e.g., summer transition program or diagnostic services).  Specifically, they provide a benchmark to review when postsecondary institutions consider availability of appropriate supports, program evaluation, staff development or program development needs.  In addition, they provide consumers a clear basis for reviewing programs and services offered by postsecondary institutions.
Why New Program Standards

In the discussion of the Program Standards developed in 1999 Shaw and Dukes, (2001) note “given that postsecondary disability services is a rapidly developing field with a relatively short history these results have a limited ‘shelf life.’  All of the Standards will, therefore, need to be monitored and revised on an on-going basis to keep them abreast of state-of-the-art practice based on current research” (p. 88). The Standards were based on a large sample of postsecondary disability practitioners across North America.  Although recognized for providing direction and support for postsecondary personnel  (Brinckerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2002), they were challenged as conventional wisdom rather than expert opinion. In addition, the field of postsecondary services for students with disabilities was evolving rapidly.  The concept of self-determination (Field, Sarver, & Shaw, 2003) was redirecting basic elements of service delivery. Further, the increased availability and use of technology, a new focus on collaboration with faculty, and changing characteristics of college students with disabilities (e.g., students with ADHD, Asperger’s Syndrome, and psychiatric disabilities) also quickly reduced the utility of the original AHEAD Program Standards.  Perhaps most noteworthy, in a recent survey of 1,353 postsecondary disability service providers (Harbour, 2004), over 80% indicated that they still need information about best practices.
In the twenty-first century, evidence-based services have become the expectation.  The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (2002) requires public schools to meet specified outcomes or face serious consequences.  In a similar vein, postsecondary institutions increasingly require that programs demonstrate accountability specified through appropriate benchmarks as a means of determining the distribution of their limited resources (Goodin, Parker, Shaw, & McGuire, 2004). 
In response to the need to demonstrate outcomes and to better define the profession, several benchmarks or principles were developed in the 1990s.  Standards that were adopted and promoted by AHEAD include Professional Standards (Shaw, McGuire, & Madaus, 1997), which identify the skills and knowledge required of service providers and define the profession as a whole; a Code of Ethics (Price, 1997), which frames guidelines for professional behavior; and Program Standards (Shaw & Dukes, 2001), which provide guidance to postsecondary disability service providers.  The rapidly developing nature of disability services warranted an update of the original AHEAD Program Standards that were based on research begun in 1997.
The new Program Standards provide updated internationally recognized benchmarks for the Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD) to use for initiatives such as program development and accountability measures and as justification for garnering additional resources.  The Performance Indicators associated with these Standards provide clear direction regarding how to implement the Program Standards and offer a basis for program evaluation.  An OSD that demonstrates that it fulfills these indicators can justifiably claim that it is state-of-the-art.  An OSD that does not meet these benchmarks will need to seek additional resources to bring its services in line with these standards.

AHEAD Program Standards and Performance Indicators

Twenty-eight Program Standards and 90 Performance Indicators (see Table 1) described below have been identified as essential regardless of type of school (two- or four-year), funding source (public or private), location (United States or Canada), or admissions policy (open enrollment or competitive).  They provide a clear benchmark for postsecondary disability personnel and their institutions to assess the efficacy of their programs, identify policies and procedures to develop or revise, and specify the resources and training to allow personnel to provide equal access for students with disabilities in higher education.

Table 1




The Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) is pleased to offer these revised Professional Standards and Performance Indicators to the field.  The standards reflect the maturation of the postsecondary disability services profession, describe the breadth of skills and knowledge required of personnel administering the Office for Students with Disabilities (OSD), and present a consensus among experts in the field regarding minimum essential services.  These standards are intended to enhance service provision for college students with disabilities by directing program evaluation and development efforts, improving personnel preparation and staff development, guiding the formulation of job descriptions for OSD personnel, informing judges and requisite court decisions regarding appropriate practice and, lastly, expanding the vision of disability services at the postsecondary level.


To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

1.1	Serve as an advocate for issues regarding students with disabilities to ensure equal access.
	Foster collaboration between disability services and administration as it relates to policy implementation.
	Ensure key administrators remain informed of emerging disability issues on campus that may warrant a new or revised policy.
	Foster a strong institutional commitment to collaboration on disability issues among key administrative personnel (e.g., deans, registrar, campus legal counsel).
	Work with facilities to foster campus awareness regarding physical access.
	Work collaboratively with academic affairs on policy regarding course substitutions.
	Foster an institutional commitment to promoting student abilities rather than a student’s disability.
	Foster meaningful inclusion of students with disabilities in campus life (e.g., residential activities, extracurricular activities).
1.2	Provide disability representation on relevant campus committees.
	Advise campus student affairs regarding disability-related issues (e.g., student discipline, student activities).
	Participate on a campus-wide disability advisory committee consisting of faculty, students, administrators, and community representatives.
	Participate on campus administrative committees such as a campus committee on individuals with disabilities.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

2.1	Disseminate information through institutional electronic and printed publications regarding disability services and how to access them.
	Distribute policy and procedures(s) on availability of services via all relevant campus publications (catalogs, programmatic materials, web sites, etc.).
	Ensure referral, documentation, and disability services information is up to date and accessible on the institution’s web site.
	Ensure that criteria and procedures for accessing accommodations are clearly delineated and disseminated to the campus community.
	Ensure access to information about disabilities to students, administration, faculty, and service professionals.
	Provide information on grievance and complaint procedures when requested.
	Include a statement in the institutional publications regarding self-disclosure for students with disabilities.
2.2	Provide services that promote access to the campus community.
	Facilitate the acquisition and availability of a wide variety of assistive technology to help students access materials in alternative formats (e.g., JAWS for Windows screen reader, Kurzweil Voice Pro, Mountbatten Brailler).
	Provide information for the acquisition of computerized communication, text telephone (TT), or telecommunications devices (TDD) for the deaf.
	Promote universal design in facilities.
	Promote universal design in communication.
	Promote universal design in instruction.
2.3	Disseminate information to students with disabilities regarding available campus and community disability resources.
	Provide information and referrals to assist students in accessing campus resources.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

3.1	Inform faculty regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, and curriculum modifications.
	Inform faculty of their rights and responsibilities to ensure equal educational access.
	Inform faculty of the procedures that students with disabilities must follow in arranging for accommodations.
	Collaborate with faculty on accommodation decisions when there is a potential for a fundamental alteration of an academic requirement.
3.2	Provide consultation with administrators regarding academic accommodations, compliance with legal responsibilities, as well as instructional, programmatic, physical, and curriculum modifications.
	Foster administrative understanding of the impact of disabilities on students.
3.3	Provide disability awareness training for campus constituencies such as faculty, staff, and administrators.
	Provide staff development regarding understanding of policies and practices that apply to students with disabilities in postsecondary settings.
	Provide staff development to enhance understanding of faculty’s responsibility to provide accommodations to students and how to provide accommodations and modifications.
	Provide administration and staff training to enhance institutional understanding of the rights of students with disabilities.
	Participate in administrative and staff training to delineate responsibilities relative to students with disabilities.
	Training for staff (e.g., residential life, maintenance, and library personnel) to facilitate and enhance the integration of students with disabilities into the college community.
3.4	Provide information to faculty about services available to students with disabilities.
	Provide staff development for faculty and staff to refer students who may need disability services.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

4.1	Maintain records that document the student’s plan for the provision of selected accommodations.
	Create a confidential file on each student including relevant information pertaining to eligibility and provision of services.
	Document the basis for accommodation decisions and recommendations.
	Develop a case management system that addresses the maintenance of careful and accurate records of each student.
4.2	Determine with students appropriate academic accommodations and services.
	Conduct a review of disability documentation.
	Incorporate a process that fosters the use of effective accommodations, taking into consideration the environment, task, and the unique needs of the individual.
	Review the diagnostic testing to determine appropriate accommodations or supports.
	Accommodation requests are handled on a case-by-case basis and relate to students’ strengths and weaknesses, which are identified in their documentation.
	Determine if the student’s documentation supports the need for the requested accommodation.
	On a case-by-case basis, consider providing time-limited, provisional accommodations pending receipt of clinical documentation, after which a determination is made.
4.3	Collaborate with faculty to ensure that reasonable academic accommodations do not fundamentally alter the program of study.
	Provide reasonable accommodations for students with disabilities to ensure program accessibility, yet do not compromise the essential elements of the course or curriculum.
	Ensure an array of supports, services and assistive technology so that student needs for modifications and accommodations can be met.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

5.1	Use a service delivery model that encourages students with disabilities to develop independence.
	Educate and assist students with disabilities to function independently.
	Develop a program mission that is committed to promoting self-determination for students with disabilities.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

6.1	Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding procedures for determining and accessing “reasonable accommodations.”

	Develop, review and revise procedures for students to follow regarding the accommodation process.
	Develop, review and revise policies describing disability documentation review.
	Develop, review and revise procedures regarding student eligibility for services.
	Develop, review and revise eligibility for services policies and procedures that delineate steps required for students to access services, including accommodations.
	Develop, review and revise procedures to determine if students receive provisional accommodations during any interim period (e.g., assessment is being updated or re-administered).
6.2	Assist with the development, review, and revision of written policies and guidelines for institutional rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision.
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies and procedures on course substitutions, including institution requirements (e.g., foreign language or writing requirements).
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of policy and procedures regarding priority registration.
	Develop, review and revise policies and procedures that maintain a balance between “reasonable accommodation” and “otherwise qualified” while “not substantially altering technical standards.”
	Develop, review, and revise policies regarding the provision of disability services (e.g., interpreter services).
	Develop, review and revise disability documentation guidelines to determine eligibility for accommodations at the postsecondary level.
	Assist the institution with the development, review, and revision of policies regarding the faculty’s responsibility for serving students with disabilities.
	Collaborate with the development, review, and revision of policies regarding IT (e.g., alternative formats).
6.3	Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines for student rights and responsibilities with respect to receiving services.
	Develop consistent practices and standards for documentation.
	Develop, review and revise policies regarding students’ responsibility to provide recent and appropriate documentation of disability.
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies regarding students’ responsibility to meet the Institution’s qualifications and essential technical, academic, and institutional standards.
	Develop, review and revise policies regarding students’ responsibility to follow specific procedures for obtaining reasonable and appropriate accommodations, academic adjustments, and/or auxiliary aids.
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of procedures a student must follow regarding program modifications (e.g., course substitutions).
	Develop, review, and revise procedures for notifying staff (e.g., interpreter, notetaker) when a student will not attend a class meeting.
6.4	Develop, review and revise written policies and guidelines regarding confidentiality of disability information.
	Develop, review and revise policy articulating students understanding of who will have access to their documentation and the assurance that it will not be shared inappropriately with other campus units.
	Develop, review and revise policies and procedures regarding privacy of records, including testing information, prior records and permission to release confidential records to other agencies or individuals.
6.5	Assist with the development, review, and revision of policies and guidelines for settling a formal complaint regarding the determination of a “reasonable accommodation.”
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of procedures for resolving disagreements regarding specific accommodation requests, including a defined process by which a review of the request can occur.
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of compliance efforts and procedures to investigate complaints.
	Assist with the development, review, and revision of a conflict resolution process with a systematic procedure to follow by both the grievant and the institutional representative.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

7.1	Provide services that are aligned with the institution’s mission or services philosophy.
	Develop a program mission statement and philosophy that is compatible with the mission of the institution.
	Program personnel and other institutional staff understand and support the mission of the office for students with disabilities.
7.2	Coordinate services for students with disabilities through a full-time professional.
	At least one full-time professional is responsible for disability services as a primary role.
7.3	Collect student feedback to measure satisfaction with disability services.
	Assess the effectiveness of accommodations and access provided to students with disabilities (e.g., timeliness of response to accommodation request).
	Student satisfaction data is included in evaluation of disability services.
7.4	Collect data to monitor use of disability services.
	Provide feedback to physical plant regarding physical access for students with disabilities.
	Collect data to assess the effectiveness of services provided.
	Collect data to identify ways the program can be improved.
	Collect data to project program growth and needed funding increases.
7.5	Report program evaluation data to administrators.
	Develop an annual evaluation report on your program using the qualitative and quantitative data you’ve collected.
7.6	Provide fiscal management of the office that serves students with disabilities.
	Develop a program budget.
	Effectively manage your program’s fiscal resources.
	Seek additional internal or external funds as needed.
	Develop political support for your program and its budget.
7.7	Collaborate in establishing procedures for purchasing the adaptive equipment needed to assure equal access.
	Assist with the determination of the needs for assistive technology and adaptive equipment at your institution.
	Advise other departments regarding the procurement of needed assistive technology and adaptive equipment.
	Provide or arrange for assistance to students to operate assistive technology and adaptive equipment.



To facilitate equal access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities, the office that provides services to students with disabilities should:

8.1	Provide disability services staff with on-going opportunities for professional development.
	Provide orientation and staff development for new disability personnel.
	Ensure that professional development funds are available for disability personnel.
	Provide opportunities for ongoing training based on a needs assessment of the knowledge and skills of disability personnel.

8.2	Provide services by personnel with training and experience working with college students with disabilities (e.g., student development, degree programs).
	Ensure staff can understand and interpret assessments/documentation.
8.3	Assure that personnel adhere to relevant Codes of Ethics (e.g., AHEAD, APA).
	Refer to and apply a relevant professional code of ethics when dealing with challenging situations.

Consultation/Collaboration
Collaboration has become increasingly important as students with disabilities in postsecondary institutions have more complex (e.g., multiple chemical sensitivity, Asperger’s Syndrome) and hidden (e.g., ADHD, psychiatric) disabilities.  Advocating for issues regarding students with disabilities (Standard 1.1) involves working with campus administrators and various campus agencies to foster understanding and inclusion of disability issues across the institution.  A critical differentiation between these and the 2001 Standards (Shaw & Dukes) is self-determination.  That is best exemplified by the current focus on advocating for issues versus the previous focus on advocating for students.   Data suggest that fostering student self-advocacy and self-determination provides for positive outcomes (Field et al., 2003).  
Providing disability representation on relevant campus committees (Standard 1.2) is clearly an essential element of services for students with disabilities.  It is important to reiterate that the Program Standards do not require that this responsibility be housed solely in the OSD.  A service may be provided through a disability access committee, the 504 or ADA office, or some other campus department(s).  The point of the Standards is that the service should be provided and that both the institution and the individual or department responsible should be aware of that role. 

Information Dissemination
The focus of this category is communication across the institution regarding disability access.  The three elements of communication related to institutional publications (Standard 2.1), access to communication for individuals with disabilities (Standard 2.2), and providing information to students about available resources (Standard 2.3) are essentially the same as the 2001 Standards.  However, Reviewing the Performance Indicators demonstrates how much has changed.  The changes specified by the Performance Indicators include a focus on electronic communication and assistive technology.  Indicators for Standard 2.2 discuss universal design in communication, facilities, and instruction that were not considerations just five years ago.  Universal design changes the content of communication from merely accommodating students with disabilities to creating physical, curricular, and instructional environments that are accessible to all, including individuals with disabilities (Getzel, Briel, & McManus, 2003; Scott, McGuire, & Shaw, 2003). 

Faculty/Staff Awareness
Shaw and Scott (2003) have noted that college faculty is pivotal players in ensuring equal educational access for students with disabilities.  Faculty members’ roles have changed as the expectations for and demands on faculty have evolved over time (Salzberg et al., 2002). While faculty were once merely expected to acknowledge that accommodations must be permitted for students with disabilities, typical activities and expectations now reflect a much broader ownership of disability issues on campus. 
In spite of the major changes that have recently occurred regarding the perceived role of college faculty, the four Standards in this section are virtually identical to the previous Standards.  They focus on understanding the needs of students with disabilities and being aware of the services available from the OSD.  Based on the deliberations of the expert panel, OSD personnel would seem to be reticent to broaden their responsibilities beyond providing accommodations to include involvement in instructional issues that they perceive primarily as the purview of faculty. This is an appropriate reminder that these Standards are reflective of what is minimally essential for the OSD, not a listing of all the activities that disability services personnel might decide to provide.

Academic Adjustments
This category addresses the determination and provision of appropriate academic adjustments in order to provide equal access for students with disabilities.  It includes having a plan to document the provision of accommodations (Standard 4.1) and determining appropriate academic adjustments (Standard 4.2).  Standard 4.3 is an update of a similar standard from the 2001 Standards.  In the discussion at that time we commented that the idea of OSD having the “final responsibility for determining effective academic accommodations” (Shaw & Dukes, 2001, p. 84) was already out-of-date. This study led to the modification of this Standard, which now indicates that collaboration to determine reasonable accommodations is considered best practice.  The Performance Indicators for these Standards, which deal with issues of confidentiality, case management, documentation review, and provisional accommodations, provide productive direction for how to fulfill these expectations.

Counseling and Self-Determination
Use of a service delivery model that encourages students with disabilities to develop independence (Standard 5.1) is the sole service component in this category.  Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, and Wehmeyer (1998) provide a clear and compelling definition of self-determination:
Self-determination is a combination of skills, knowledge and beliefs that enable a person to engage in goal-directed, self-regulated, autonomous behavior. An understanding of one’s strengths and limitations together with a belief in oneself as capable and effective are essential to self-determination. When acting on the basis of these skills and attitudes, individuals have greater ability to take control of their lives and assume the role of successful adults in our society.  (p. 2)
The focus of this Standard on self-determination is broader than “advocacy,” which was used in the 2001 Standards.  The Performance Indicators relate to fostering independence in students and developing a program mission that promotes self-determination.  Research on self-determination for students with disabilities demonstrates that it fosters successful outcomes in terms of grade-point average, graduation, and self-efficacy (Field et al., 2003; Parker, 2004).

Policies and Procedures
Five Standards in the Policies and Procedures category (6.1-6.5) deal with critical issues regarding “reasonable accommodations,” student rights and responsibilities and institutional rights and responsibilities.  These cover topics such as disability documentation, course substitutions and appeal procedures.  In essence, the Standards are the same as those from 2001.  However, there are 23 Performance Indicators that specify the activities necessary to fulfill the standards. For example, Standard 6.2, which deals with institutional rights and responsibilities with respect to service provision has seven indicators, including the need to specify requirements for foreign language or writing, priority registration, balancing “otherwise qualified” while “not altering technical standards,” identifying documentation guidelines, specifying faculty responsibilities as they relate to students with disabilities, and information technology needs.  Brinckerhoff et al. (2002) stated that policy is not static; rather, it is a dynamic process.  They go on to note that OSD professionals must regularly review their policies and procedures to ensure that they evolve as the field responds to new developments and emerging “best practices.”

Program Administration and Evaluation
The first five Standards in this category are very similar to the 2001 Standards.  They involve providing services consistent with the institution’s mission and monitoring the effectiveness of disability services and supports.  However, there are two new Standards of note.  Standard 7.6 states that the OSD should “provide fiscal management of the office that serves students with disabilities.”  This is the first Standard to specifically indicate that the OSD should have a program budget and that the OSD administrator has a fiscal management role.  This is an acknowledgment of the reality that the average OSD budget is over $230,000 (Harbour, 2004).
Performance Indicators include the need to effectively manage program fiscal resources, the need to seek additional external and internal funds, and the need to develop political support for the OSD program and budget.  The fact that 92% of postsecondary disability service providers specified a need for “more resources or money for resources” (Harbour, 2004, p. 48) underscores the relevance of this indicator.  Standard 7.7 indicates that OSD personnel should collaborate in establishing procedures for purchasing adaptive equipment needed to assure equal access.  Consensus could only be reached on the idea of “collaboration” while suggestions that OSD personnel select or buy adaptive equipment were not seen as necessarily within the expertise or purview of disability personnel.
Standards 7.3-7.5 all relate to data collection and evaluation. These Standards reinforce the reality that our limited research base, the consistent threat of litigation, and the constant struggle for access to limited institutional resources, all make it critical that evaluation data be collected, organized, and disseminated to all relevant constituencies.  Goodin et al. (2004) in their recent AHEAD publication provide extensive information and examples of program evaluation methodology for disability services that can be used by professionals to enhance their ability to implement the Performance Indicators for program evaluation purposes.
Training and Professional Development
This last category of the Program Standards shares content with both the AHEAD Professional Standards and the AHEAD Code of Ethics.  Performance Indicators related to professional development indicate that the OSD should have a staff development budget so that a personnel needs assessment can be conducted and orientation and staff development for disability personnel can be conducted.  In addition, there is a specific Performance Indicator related to understanding and interpreting assessments and documentation.  This may have been influenced by the intense scrutiny disability documentation is undergoing at this time. For example, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA) now specifies that a Performance Summary, not a comprehensive psycho educational evaluation, will be provided to students graduating from high school. This will require new efforts to collaborate on transition documentation guidelines between secondary and postsecondary personnel, which will eventually require new Performance Indicators to be developed in this area (Shaw, Parker, & Madaus, 2005).
The final Standard (8.3) specifies that programs and related personnel must adhere to relevant codes of ethics.  Given the challenging ethical and professional dilemmas faced by disability professionals on a regular basis, this formally puts them and their supervisors on notice that ethics are a necessary criterion of program efficacy. As noted, the “many challenging decisions regarding eligibility, service delivery and confidentiality must be dealt with in an ethical manner.  In addition, this category has linked the trinity of standards (i.e., program, professional, ethics) into one comprehensive presentation of the role and responsibility of postsecondary disability services” (Shaw & Dukes, 2001, p. 88). 

Conclusion

The AHEAD Program Standards and Performance Indicators represent service components that are fundamental for ensuring equal educational access for postsecondary students with disabilities.  They establish parameters for essential services that institutions of higher education must provide to meet the needs of students with disabilities. The Standards help postsecondary disability professionals evaluate the effectiveness of their programs and services and shift planning from a reactive (i.e., court ruling, administrative decision) to a proactive approach based on data that provide evidence-based services and supports.  This will result in enhancing the status of both disability programs and personnel in the higher education disability community.
The Standards also provide consumers with a baseline regarding what to expect from postsecondary disability services, a format for evaluating potential colleges, and a clear expectation of what may or may not be available at specific institutions (i.e., special classes, preferential treatment).  In addition, governmental agencies (e.g., Office for Civil Rights, state and provincial higher education agencies) now have a standard that can be used for program development.  The Performance Indicators will be particularly helpful in directing judicial proceedings regarding appropriate practice. Thus, it is our hope that judges and other court officers will be able to apply these acknowledged “best practices” rather than making those determinations without input from experts in the field.  
These Program Standards and Performance Indicators, in conjunction with the previously developed Professional Standards (Shaw et al., 1997) and Code of Ethics (Price, 1997), give the field a firm professional base for what it should do, and informs personnel who they should be and how they should act. Postsecondary disability personnel are encouraged to compare their policies and procedures to these Performance Indicators by implementing a formal needs assessment and then developing a process, budget, and timeline for program and staff development. 
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Abstract

While experiential education has been part of higher education for a long time, access for students with disabilities is an emerging topic, broadening the scope of work for disability service providers. Participation in career-focused experiential education, such as internships and cooperative education, is an especially important learning experience for students with disabilities as a way of preparing them for the challenges of employment after graduation.  To further understanding of the intersection of career-focused experiential education and disability service provision, this paper outlines the U.S. statutes, regulations, and a small number of key court and agency cases that impact students with disabilities who participate in career-focused experiential education at U.S. institutions of higher education.

Individuals with disabilities exiting college still face unemployment, underemployment, and low pay compared to their nondisabled peers (Aune & Kroeger, 1997; Getzel, Briel, & Kregel, 2000).  According to the 2004 National Organization on Disability (NOD) Harris Survey, only 35% of 18 to 64-year-old individuals with disabilities are employed, compared with 78% of 18 to 64-year-old individuals without disabilities (American Association of People with Disabilities, 2004).  And, while postsecondary education increases the likelihood of employment for individuals with disabilities, many employment connections are made through internships and cooperative education (National Association of Colleges and Employers, 2004), to which students with disabilities traditionally have not had access. This makes career-focused experiential education an important opportunity for students with disabilities.  
While experiential education has been part of higher education for a long time, participation by students with disabilities in higher education is relatively recent, opening up new areas of service provision for higher education professionals.  Disability service providers are in a unique position to encourage and support student participation and to increase campus awareness regarding programmatic access to internships and cooperative education (or Co-Op).  Several gray areas exist, however, particularly around how students with disabilities access academic adjustments, auxiliary aids or work accommodations at internship or Co-Op sites, and who is responsible for supervising and paying for these services.
To enhance the understanding of disability service providers, this paper provides a snapshot of U.S. statutes, regulations, and key court and agency cases that impact students with disabilities in career-related experiential education at U.S. institutions of higher education.  This includes general guidance and a review of the small number of cases that have begun to define the area.  The information does not apply to other countries, and disability service providers should be aware that state and local laws may present additional requirements and direction.  It should be noted that there is a very small but growing number of cases involving requests by student for modifications and/or accommodations abroad.  This article is not meant to take the place of careful discussion with key college personnel and legal counsel but to highlight some areas for consideration by disability service professionals.
Rulings cited here reflect the language of their time, - using words like handicap, and, perhaps, a limited understanding of academic adjustments and auxiliary aids and services.  The reader will also note that reasonable accommodation is a term reserved for situations where an employment relationship exists with the term academic adjustments or modification used in all other situations.  This is in keeping with the language used in the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  Within some of the direct quotations provided, the term, reasonable accommodations, is used to cover both academic and employment situations because the term has taken on an informal, generic use.

About Experiential Education
Experiential education may be defined as a “philosophy and methodology in which educators purposefully engage with learners in direct experience and focused reflection in order to increase knowledge, develop skills, and clarify values” (Association for Experiential Education [AEE], 2004, What is EE section, para. 2).   In the American educational system, Dewey’s work is considered to be the root of experiential education.  Dewey (1938) was concerned that the “traditional” educational system devalued experience in favor of deductive, abstracted, and dualistic thinking.  Along with making learning more enjoyable, he found experience to be critical to the formation of knowledge that could be transferred to other situations. 
In practice, experiential education is an umbrella term that links a diverse array of learning activities serving widely divergent purposes. For example, the National Society for Experiential Education (NSEE, 2004) includes internships, service learning, cross-cultural education, School-To-Work, cooperative education, field study, leadership development, and active learning under this general heading.  Other organizations, such as the AEE (AEE, 2004), include outdoor/adventure education.  Disability service providers must be aware of the types of experiential education available on their campuses and enter into the dialogue regarding access for students with disabilities in these programs. 
Most colleges and universities provide some type of career-related experiential education.  Pettit (1998) reports that 250,000 students participate in co-op programs each year.  More than 80% of the top 100 companies in the Fortune 500 employ students through college co-op programs (National Commission for Cooperative Education, 2003).  The NACE added experiential education to their survey instrument in 1999 and surveyed 1,717 employer members.  Of the 365 employers who did offer experiential education, 58.1 percent had cooperative education, 87.7% offered internships, and 52.1% had summer employment programs.  Slightly more than 30%, or 110 employers, offered all three types of programs (Nagel & Collins, 1999, p. 39).  In their 2004 survey, NACE found that employers rated internship programs as the most effective recruiting method they use for hiring new college graduates (NACE, 2004).

Students with Disabilities in Experiential Education
Students with disabilities encounter reduced access to and participation in experiential education (Briel & Getzel, 2001; Conyers & Szymanski, 1998; Hitchings et al., 2001).  College personnel that oversee various aspects of experiential education are often unfamiliar with access-related issues and/or the concerns of students with disabilities (Burgstahler, 2001; Friehe, Aune, & Leuenberger, 1996; Getzel et al., 2000).  Therefore, students with disabilities lose out on the traditional advantages attributed to experiential education, such as improved academic performance, higher rates of retention, and career exploration (Cantor, 1995; Carter & Franta, 1994; Knouse, Tanner, & Harris, 1999; Rolston & Herrera, 2000) as well as the opportunities to increase their disability-related knowledge around such key issues as disclosure of a disability and job accommodations (Friehe et al., 1996).  
Students with disabilities are less likely than nondisabled students to persist and complete a postsecondary education and have a harder time finding employment after graduation. Yet, students who graduate from a baccalaureate program and find work have similar outcomes as their nondisabled peers in terms of salaries, degree of relatedness of job to degree, and rate of enrollment in graduate school within one year after earning their degree (Horn & Berktold, 1999).

The Institution’s Fundamental Obligations

The 5th and 14th Amendments to the U.S. Constitution require states to provide equal protection to persons within their jurisdictions and due process any time state action could adversely affect life, liberty, or property.  However, these statutes do not provide specific protections to persons with disabilities (Latham, 1995; Thomas, 2000).  In 1973, Congress enacted Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (Section 504), which prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability by programs receiving federal financial assistance (e.g., student financial aid) and therefore applies to most institutions of higher education, both public and private.  Its provisions include students, staff, faculty, and events and programs provided to the public (Rothstein, 2000). Section 504’s statutory language is not well defined and the details regarding a school’s requirements under the statute were initially stated in its implementing regulations and subsequently clarified in case law on the issues. 
The ADA, passed in 1990, applies to a broader scope of society and comprehensively includes private employers and private providers of public accommodations, such as private colleges and universities, requiring they comply with its antidiscrimination mandates (ADA).  The ADA was derived from the body of administrative and judicial history regarding Section 504 and includes significantly more detailed statutory language.  The ADA has also been interpreted in subsequent case law and agency regulations.  Historically, Section 504 and the ADA were designed to be interpreted consistently in most circumstances (Guckenberger v. Boston University, 1997).

Structure of the Statutes
The ADA consists of five major sections, three of which impact colleges and universities (see Table 1).  Title I of the ADA apply to employers with 15 or more employees and would include a university’s staff and faculty.1   Title II applies to state and local government programs, including public universities, colleges, and community and technical colleges. Title III applies to private providers of public accommodations, and specifically includes undergraduate or postgraduate private schools or other places of education. The provisions of Titles II and III are mutually exclusive, “but taken together encompass nearly every public and private entity in the country” (Bowden v. Redwood Institute for Designed Education, Inc., U.S. Dist. LEXIS 2881, *7 (N.D. Cal. Mar. 9, 1999)).   In sum, federal law prohibits private and public higher education institutions from discriminating against students with disabilities.  
There is a great deal of overlapping in coverage by Section 504 and the ADA.  As a result, these laws are often “read in sync” (Guckenberger v. Boston University, 1997, 974 F.Supp. 106, 133 (D. Mass. 1997)) and considered “applicable and interchangeable” (Stern v. University of Osteopathic Medical and Health Sciences, 220 F.3d 906, 908 (8th Cir. 2000)).  For example, a private college would be subject to Title III of the ADA and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act for student issues and programs provided to the public.  For employment issues, the private college would be subject to both Title I of the ADA and Sections 503 and 504.  A public college or public university is subject to Sections 503 and 504 and Title I and II of the ADA for employment issues.  The public institution is further subject to Section 504 and Title II of the ADA in its relations with its students.  In cooperative education (and in work study, which is mentioned briefly in this paper), the employer typically recognizes the student as an employee (National Commission for Cooperative Education, 2003) and, therefore, the employer’s responsibility under Title I is included in this discussion.
While this paper focuses on concerns around issues related to disability, an initial question might be, is an intern or Co-Op student an employee?  “Generally speaking, the various employment laws do not use the term ‘intern,’ nor do they provide a detailed definition of the term ‘employee’” (Kaplan, 2002, p. 6).  The U.S. Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) notes that “trainees or students may also be employees, depending on the circumstances of their activities for the employer,” including the degree of control the employer has over the student’s work, duration of the relationship, method of payment and benefits, etc. (U.S. Department of Labor, 2004, Typical Problems section, para. 1).  Kaplan (2003) notes that “whether the intern is considered a temporary employee, trainee, or student in a school-sponsored internship program, the ADA requirements would be applicable” (p. 7).
Both Section 504 and the ADA define individuals with disabilities as those with “physical or mental impairments which substantially limit one or more … major life activities, [those with] a record of such an impairment, or [those who are] regarded as having such an impairment.” (29 U.S.C. § 705(20) (B); 42 U.S.C. § 12102(2)).  Major life activities are defined to include “caring for one’s self, performing manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, and working”  (34 C.F.R. § 104.3(j)(2)(ii).  It is important to note that only students who are otherwise qualified and able to meet either the academic or technical requirements for admission and programmatic participation are protected by the statutes (Rothstein, 2000).
 
Nondiscrimination
The ADA defines discrimination to include (a) the use of criteria that unnecessarily screen out or tend to screen out individuals with disabilities from the use and enjoyment of goods and services; (b) the failure to make non-fundamental reasonable modifications of policies, practices and procedures when the modification is necessary to accommodate an individual with a disability; and (c) the failure to take necessary steps “to ensure that no individual with a disability is excluded, denied services, segregated or otherwise treated differently than other individuals” (Guckenberger v. Boston University, 974 F.Supp. 106, 134 (D. Mass. 1997)).
Within employment arrangements, the disability discrimination laws forbid an employer to discriminate against a qualified individual with a disability.  A qualified individual includes an individual with a disability who, with or without reasonable accommodation, can perform the essential function of the relevant employment position.  An employer discriminates based on disability when it fails to make reasonable accommodations to the known physical or mental limitations of an otherwise qualified employee, unless the employer can demonstrate an undue burden on the operation of its business (Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990; U.S. Airways, Inc. v. Barnett, 2002). According to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) guidelines, an accommodation is any change in the work environment or in the way things are customarily done that enables an individual with a disability to enjoy employment opportunities.

Equal Opportunity
Section 504 and the ADA are designed to ensure equal opportunity, not merely equal treatment. Thus, programs must provide academic modifications to make opportunities accessible for students with disabilities. Further, modifications are required even though they may result in financial or administrative costs and must be provided in integrated settings (Rothstein, 2000; 42 U.S.C. 12112 (1992); 42 U.S.C. 12182 (1992)).  While the ADA and Section 504 are not designed to fundamentally alter or bankrupt institutions of higher education cost has not been found to be a compelling argument for denial of a requested academic adjustment or modification (Jarrow, 1997).
Public institutions of higher education assume a particularly high standard in providing academic adjustments and auxiliary aids and services to students with disabilities.  One of the responsibilities of public colleges and universities is to maintain the widest possible access to the benefits of a college education (Kellogg Commission, 2000).  In addition, the expense of a particular adjustment or modification is compared to the “total available resources” and, for public institutions, this is essentially the entire resources of the state (Jarrow, 1997, Undue Financial or Administrative Burden section, para. 2).
The ADA forbids schools from denying a good, service, facility, privilege, advantage or accommodation based solely on a student’s disability.  Further, schools may not provide a student with a disability with participation opportunities of unequal benefit. A key to disability discrimination policy is that the equal opportunities be provided in an integrated setting (Rothstein, 2000).
 
Self-Disclosure
Schools have no independent duty to identify a student with a disability.  It is the student’s obligation to notify the institution of his or her disability and provide documented information to the institution to assess the validity of the disability assertion.  It is also the student’s obligation to request any academic modification or auxiliary aid necessary for him or her to receive the benefits of the educational institution (U.S. Office of Civil Rights, Letter of Findings University of Montevallo, 1999).  The disclosure requirement extends to a student’s experiential education placement.  That is, the student must request any accommodation necessary to complete the experiential education placement.  (U.S. Office of Civil Rights, Letter of Findings, University of California, Los Angeles, 1996).  Disability service providers can be especially helpful by educating students about their rights and responsibilities regarding disclosure and the availability of academic adjustments needed for program participation and reasonable accommodations required in the work setting.
The school may request specific, detailed information from a student requesting modifications to an academic program and “may impose certain requirements regarding the nature of the evidence demonstrating the disability.”  Schools must take care not to employ unnecessarily burdensome proof-of-disability criteria that precludes or discourages students with disabilities from establishing that they are entitled to reasonable modifications to an academic program (Abdo v. University of Vermont, 263 F.Supp.2d 772, 777 (D. Vt. 2003)).  Likewise, students in employment arrangements may be required to provide information to employers regarding their request for reasonable accommodations.  Information requested by schools and/or employers must be tailored to only that information which is directly necessary to substantiate the student’s request.  

Maintaining Educational Standards
Under the ADA and Section 504, schools are not required to fundamentally alter educational programs or lower educational standards, nor provide students with modifications that are unduly burdensome (Darian v. University of Massachusetts Boston, 1997; McGregor v. Louisiana State University, 1993; School Board of Nassau County v. Arline, 1987; Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 1979; U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights Letter of Findings Audrey Cohen College, 1998).  
Often cases addressing the fundamental requirements of an academic program arise in the medical field and address a student’s clinical requirements.  For example, courts have found that institutions are not required to alter clinical requirements to accommodate students with a disability where the accommodations would fundamentally alter the program. Thus, a university did not violate Section 504 when it denied a deaf nursing student’s application for admission the university believed her disability made it impossible for her to participate safely in the clinical training program (Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 1979, 442 U.S. at 398).  The school was not required to waive the clinical requirements as a reasonable modification for the deaf student.
Traditionally, courts have granted substantial deference to a school’s contention that a requested modification would fundamentally alter the educational program (see, generally, Maczaczyj v. New York, 1997; Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 1979).  While granting deference, courts “must ensure that educational institutions are not ‘disguising discriminatory requirements’ as academic decisions” (Wong v. Regents of the University of California, 192 F.3d. 897, 817-18 (9th Cir. 1999)). The school is required to make an individualized inquiry into the nature of the student’s disability and the requested accommodations (School Board of Nassau County v. Arline, 1987).  Once the student has made the school aware of his or her disability, the school must (a) make itself aware of the nature of the student’s disability; (b) explore alternatives for accommodating the student; and (c) exercise professional judgment in deciding whether the modifications under consideration would give the student the opportunity to complete the program without fundamentally or substantially modifying the school’s standards (School Board of Nassau County v. Arline, 1987, quoting Wynne v. Tufts University School of Medicine, 1991; see also U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights Letter of Findings University of Montevallo, 1999).  The school must present undisputed facts showing that the relevant officials considered alternative means, their feasibility, and the cost and effect on the academic program (Wynne v. Tufts University School of Medicine, 1991, 932 F.2d at 26).   If a school rejects a student’s proposed modification, it must be prepared to explain the grounds for its rejection in substantial detail.
If the institution submits undisputed facts demonstrating that the relevant officials within the institution considered alternative means, their feasibility, cost and effect on the academic program, and came to a rationally justifiable conclusion that the available alternatives would result either in lowering academic standards or requiring substantial program alteration, … the institution [has] met its duty of seeking reasonable accommodation [for the student with a disability]. (Wilhelm, 2003, p. 217, 235).

Use of an Interactive Process
In the employment context, the ADA requires employers to engage in an interactive process to determine appropriate, reasonable accommodations for an individual with a disability.  The interactive process is designed to encourage cooperative problem solving based on open and individualized exchange in the workplace (Barnett v. U.S. Air, Inc., 2000, 535 U.S. 391, 2000; Criado v. IBM, 1998).  The EEOC views the interactive process as an obligation for employers,  it has noted that the appropriate accommodation is best determined “through a flexible, interactive process that involves both the employer and the [employee] with a disability” (29 C.F.R. pt. 1630, App. § 1630.9, 2002). Once an employee has requested an accommodation, the employer must engage in a dialogue with the employee to determine the most appropriate accommodation (Barnett v. U.S. Air, Inc., 2000).  A school employing a student in a work study position or a student in a co-op job must engage in an interactive process regarding any accommodations requested in the employment relationship.

Questions Specifically Addressing Experiential Education

Most colleges and universities offer experiential education components. However, there have been very few legal cases that help clarify the practical steps of providing access, academic adjustments or reasonable accommodations in settings where learning and employment intersect.  Qualified students with disabilities should not be excluded from experiential education opportunities that are available to other students.  The school should offer comparable experiential education opportunities at locations that can accommodate students with disabilities.  There should be a reasonable range of opportunities offered to students with disabilities.   Schools are not required to make each and every opportunity available to every student.  However,  “when viewed in its entirety” (34 C.F.R. § 104.22), a program or activity must be accessible to all students.  The student with a disability should, however, be afforded a reasonable choice and opportunity to participate in experiential education programs (Buhai, 1999).
The regulations implementing Section 504 state that an educational institution, based on disability, may not exclude an individual with a disability from any course, course of study or other part of its education programming or activities or prohibit the individual from participating in any activity associated with the school.  If a school considers participation by students in programs or activities not operated wholly by the school part of or equivalent to an educational program operated by the school, the school must assure itself that the program or activity provides an equal opportunity for qualified individuals with a disability.  And, the regulations prohibit schools from discriminating in occupational training programs (34 C.F.R § 104.43).
The regulations further state that any school providing placement services to its students cannot discriminate in the provision of those services (34 C.F.R § 104.47).  If a school assists “any agency, organization or person in providing employment opportunities to any of its students,” the school must assure itself that the employment opportunities conform to the provisions of discrimination laws addressing employment (34 C.F.R § 104.46). 

Must a School Excuse a Student from Required Experiential Learning Placements?
As noted, courts have generally granted educational institutions substantial deference in academic determinations.  The United States Supreme Court identified a university’s four essential freedoms as (a) determining for itself on academic grounds who may teach; (b) what may be taught; (c) how it may be taught; and (d) who may be permitted to study at the institution (Regents of the University of Michigan v. Ewing, 1985; Sweezy v. New Hampshire, 1957).  A school is not required to lower or substantially alter its academic requirements to accommodate a student with a disability.
Generally, courts have found that schools are not required to accommodate a student with a disability by waiving an experiential learning requirement that is considered fundamental to the academic program. (Maczaczyj v. New York, 1997; Doe v. Washington University, 1991; U.S. Department of Education, Office of Civil Rights Letter of Findings Audrey Cohen College, 1998). In a case where a student suffered from severe panic attacks and could not attend a required residency program, the school was not required to modify its program and waive the residency program to accommodate the student.  The school offered to allow the student to attend the program under modified circumstances; however, the student insisted that he could only attend the program by telephone.  The school demonstrated that it had considered the student’s requested modification, and determined for pedagogical reasons that telephonic attendance would not meet the residency program’s educational objectives.  The court found that the school did not violate disability discrimination laws by insisting that the student attend the residency program in person, holding that “[i]t is the severe nature of the [student’s] handicap rather than the [school’s] failure to offer reasonable accommodation that is limiting [the student’s] ability to achieve his educational objectives” (Maczaczyj v. New York, 856 F.Supp. 403 (W.D.N.Y. 1997)).
Additionally, a school is not required to accommodate a student with a disability when the requested modifications could pose a danger to others (Breece v. Alliance Tractor-Trailer Training II, Inc., 1993; Doe v. Washington University, 1991; Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 1979).  This situation arises most often in health-related fields. For example, in 1979, the United States Supreme Court found a nursing program did not discriminate when it denied admission to a deaf student after concluding the student could not complete her clinical requirements without endangering patients (Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 1979).2  Similarly, in 1991, a dental school found that an HIV-positive student could not perform invasive procedures in his clinical work due to the potential for transmitting the disease to patients and could not receive a degree without performing the procedures.  The court found no discrimination in the school’s refusal to allow the student to complete his clinical requirements based on the danger to patients (Doe v. Washington University, 1991, 780 F. Supp. at 634).  The court noted that nothing in the language or history of disability discrimination laws “indicates an intention to limit the ability of an educational institution from requiring reasonable physical qualifications for participation in a clinical training program” (Doe citing Southeastern Community College v. Davis, 442 U.S. 397, 414 (1979)).

Must an Institution Provide Placement Assistance?
The federal regulations state that an institution that provides placement services to its students “shall provide these services without discrimination on the basis of handicap.”  Further, an educational institution may not counsel students with a disability toward “more restrictive career objectives” than nondisabled students (34 C.F.R § 104.47(b)).  This regulation seemingly applies to placement assistance in experiential learning positions as well as to post graduation employment.  A university must assist students with disabilities in securing positions to the same extent it assists nondisabled students.
When an institution does not provide assistance to students in their pursuit of experiential learning opportunities, assistance for a student with a disability could be requested as a program modification, provided the assistance would not fundamentally alter or substantially modify the institution’s educational program.  If locating an internship is not an essential activity of participation, college personnel could offer assistance to overcome a barrier created by a disability.  For example, a staff member might place a call for a student who had difficulty communicating by telephone.

Can Institutions Provide Separate Experiential Education Programs for Students with Disabilities?
The ADA includes a general prohibition against activities by schools that may result in a “denial of participation,” “participation of unequal benefit,” or the provision of a “separate benefit” to individuals with a disability.  Additionally, schools must provide students with “integrated settings,” the “opportunity to participate,” and “administrative methods” that do not discriminate or have a discriminatory effect (42 U.S.C. 12182).  The school must justify creating an entirely separate program rather than modifying an existing one (Edwards, 1994).  Even where schools have developed special programs for students with disabilities, qualified individuals must be given the option to participate in regular programs (Coleman v. Zatechhka, 1993).
Disability discrimination policy embraces the ideal of integrating students with disabilities within the existing educational framework, recognizing that “separate but equal” is not equal and can stigmatize students.  Discrimination policy seeks to prohibit discrimination based not only on “affirmative animus” but also based on thoughtlessness, apathy and stereotypes (Alexander v. Choate, 469 U.S. 287, 295-97 (1985)).  To the extent appropriate, school programming should be provided in the most integrated setting possible (Rothstein, 2000).  It generally would not be appropriate under the ADA or Section 504 to require students with disabilities to be segregated in their experiential learning opportunities.  

Who Is Responsible for Modifications and/or Accommodations in Experiential Education Placements?
With respect to activities such as work study, the regulations are clear that if an educational institution employs a student, it must meet the standards set forth in Section 504 and the ADA (34 C.F.R. § 104.46(c)).  An employer may not discriminate against a qualified individual with a disability who could, with reasonable accommodation, perform the essential functions of the position (U.S. Airways, Inc. v. Barnett, 2002; 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et  seq. (1994)).  For students in work-study placements, the school must provide reasonable accommodations to a qualified individual so long as the requested accommodations do not constitute an undue hardship on the operation of the school (U.S. Airways, Inc. v. Barnett, 2002; 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et  seq. (1994)). 
In terms of internships and Co-Op, the regulations implementing Section 504 specifically require that educational institutions that assist “any agency, organization, or person in providing employment opportunities to any of its students shall assure itself that such employment opportunities, as a whole, are made available in a manner that would not violate” the disability discrimination laws governing employers (C.F.R. § 104.46(b)).  There is no case law defining what measures an educational institution must undertake to “assure” itself that the employer does not discriminate based on disability.  Similarly, there is no case law regarding who must bear the expense of providing reasonable accommodations for an internship student with a disability.  Disability Compliance for Higher Education (“Attorneys create accessibility guidelines to assure internship opportunities,” 1999) reported that the University of Minnesota provided the following guidance to its career advisors and potential internship employers summarized below: 
·	In a non-credit, non-paid internship, the internship site is responsible for accommodations if the university acts only as a liaison for a volunteer arrangement;
·	In a non-credit, paid internship, the employer is responsible for any accommodations based on the employment relationship;
·	In a for-credit internship, the university is responsible for any accommodations because the student’s primary role is that of a learner.

Commentators have noted that responsibility for accommodations in internships may depend on whether the internship is part of the academic curriculum and required to graduate.  When that is the case, the student may be considered to be completing required coursework in an “outside classroom” and the burden for accommodations therefore falls on the school.  Alternatively, a court might consider the accommodations a joint obligation shared by the school and the employer.  A court might consider the type of work performed by the intern, the benefit to the employer and the school’s involvement in the internship opportunity. It is “safe to say that 10 different judges may rule 10 different ways” (“Administrators debate: Who should pay for intern’s accommodations?” 1998).  These are all elements a school should consider when placing the internship student.
Two additional points should be considered.  “Consideration should be given if one entity (most likely, the college) is set up to provide the relevant modification/accommodation more efficiently.  That entity should most likely handle the logistics.  This does not need to mean that the entity must pay for them but may bill the other entity for the full or a share of the cost.”  And, “for the college, the time, effort, and good will spent when negotiating who will provide or pay may not be worth the overall cost or risk.  Indeed, many attorneys would name both entities in any lawsuit with costs that would eclipse the expense of modifications or accommodations.” 
A literal reading of the regulations suggests that if a student requests an accommodation that the employer refuses in violation of disability discrimination laws, the educational institution should no longer assist the employer in providing educational opportunities for students.  The University of Minnesota recommends that the university review the situation to determine who is responsible for accommodations and document the efforts to get the responsible party to provide the accommodations (“Attorneys create accessibility guidelines to assure internship opportunities,” 1999). However, this approach has implications for relationships between employers and educational institutions seeking internship placements for students.  That is, institutions, in a quandary, may feel pressured to provide the accommodation and maintain the relationship with the employer.  It is unclear under the current law, what a school’s obligations are in this situation.  
Commentators have noted that the “burden should not only rest with the employer … [t]he school has to bear some of the responsibility” arguing that the school will be held accountable if the student with a disability was not offered the same opportunity as non-disabled students. Others have taken the position that “schools provide reasonable accommodation on campus and employers provide reasonable accommodations at the workplace” (“Administrators debate: Who should pay for intern’s accommodations?” 1998).  There is understandable concern that this type of attitude may have a chilling effect on companies’ willingness to hire students with disabilities for internship positions.
Georgiana Jungels, a professor at the State University of New York, recommends that a contract be drafted with the employer, school and student providing input regarding the position and any accommodations that might be necessary.  The contract should also address who is responsible for the cost of any accommodations (“Questions to ask,” 1998). This is a sensible suggestion and one that should be a joint effort between the career placement and disability services personnel at a university.  Open communication between the student, school and employer are crucial for successful internship/externship placements for students who require accommodations for a disability.
Conclusion

For disability service providers, the legal considerations related to career-focused experiential education point to several key issues: staying informed about experiential education on campus, addressing policy development around access to experiential education, and counseling individual students.
As the number of students with disabilities on college campuses grows, ideally, more students will be participating in internships and Co-Op, increasing its importance in the day-to-day work of the disability service office.  Disability service providers must maintain an awareness of the many forms of experiential education that are available or emerging on campus.  Developing a working relationship with faculty members involved with internships and Co-Op as well as student development and career service offices creates two-way avenues of communication and ongoing professional development.  This, in turn, creates a foundation for policy development.
It is important that institutions develop clear, well-reasoned, and written policies and procedures around access to career-based experiential education for students with disabilities.  This must include a mechanism for students to negotiate reasonable accommodations and/or academic modifications in sites outside the classroom, an understanding of confidentiality around issues of disability, a method to decide who will take financial responsibility for those services that have a direct cost, and a system for the institution to stay informed about the adequacy of service provision.
Individual students will need additional counseling to include information on academic adjustments, job accommodations, and the gray area in between. Ways to assist students in gathering any documentation they may need and helping to consider the overall timetable of arranging a semester’s internship or Co-Op should be included in current scheduling activities and advisement.  Students with non-apparent disabilities are often concerned over whether to disclose a disability and what to disclose at work sites they might potentially approach for employment after graduation.  Helping these students weigh the options is an important activity. 
Considering the needs of students with disabilities around employment, disability service providers must forge a strong relationship with the institution’s career placement and student development offices so that students have full access to these institutional resources.  While some student service departments are well versed in serving students with disabilities, others are not.  Discussing access to the college’s on-campus services is a common starting place and there several resources for this (see Zafft, Sezun, & Jordan, 2004).
Lastly, many students forgo internships or Co-Op because they are concerned that their disability-related benefits might be disrupted.  Disability service providers must develop referrals to professional benefits counselors and other community resources students may need as they move in the direction of a new career.
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Table 1
Overview of Title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act
The Rehabilitation Act of 1973:  First passed in 1973 and amended in 1993 and 1998, it has the primary goal of fostering economic independence for people with disabilities in part by providing funding and enabling greater access to government information and services for people with disabilities.
Title V sets forth several important assurances and protections:
	Section 501 - requires affirmative action in Federal employment of persons with disabilities.
	Section 502 - provides for the removal of barriers to create a more accessible infrastructure (Access Board).
	Section 503 - covers Federal government contractors and subcontractors of $10,000 or more to include affirmative action efforts for employment of people with disabilities.
	Section 504 - covers any program or activity that either receives Federal financial assistance or is conducted by any Executive agency or the United States Postal Service. 
	Section 505 - provides for remedies and attorney’s fees.
	Section 506 - covers responsibilities of the Secretary of Education to provide financial assistance to any public or non-profit organization which would be used for removing architectural, transportation or communication barriers.
	Section 507 - provides for an Interagency Disability Coordinating Council for implementation and monitoring of Title V.
	Section 508 - requires electronic and information technology accessibility.

The Americans with Disabilities Act:  Created in 1990 and amended several times, the act provides broad civil rights protections parallel to those previously established by the federal government for women and racial, ethnic and religious minorities.
	Title I – covers employer obligations.  As of 1994, Title I covers obligations of employers with 15 or more employees.
	Title II Part A – applies to state and local governments.
	Title II Part B – applies to public transportation
	Title III – covers public accommodations, commercial facilities, private entities that offer examinations or courses related to licensing or certification, and transportation provided to the public by private entities
	Title IV – establishes a national telecommunications relay service and mandates that public service announcements provided or funded in whole or in part by any federal agency be closed captioned.
	Title V – miscellaneous provisions applying to all titles of the ADA, for example, requires several federal agencies to develop technical assistance plans for covered entities.

Note  Information on the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 condensed from The Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1973 available at www.access-board.gov/enforcement/Rehab-Act-test/intro.htm.  Information on the Americans with Disabilities Act from the Structure of the ADA available at www.adata.org/whatsada-structure.html.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to (a) examine the employment concerns of postsecondary students with disabilities and (b) develop strategies for improving their post-graduation employment outcomes.  Utilizing an established methodology grounded in the ideals of participatory action research, the researchers surveyed a 208 students with various disabilities in four states, representing seven colleges and universities, regarding their views on employment concerns.  Once data from the survey were collected, the researchers convened focus groups of university faculty members, student service professionals, rehabilitation professionals, and students with disabilities to assist in interpreting of results and formulating of strategies for improving career services for students with disabilities.  

American colleges and universities have made tremendous strides over the past 30 years in providing educational opportunities for students with disabilities. Thus, the number of students with disabilities enrolled in postsecondary educational programs tripled between 1978 and 1994 (Henderson, 1995). Today, an estimated 9% of the American collegiate student body has documented disabilities (American Council on Education, 1999). These students have maintained grade-point averages and completion rates comparable to those of nondisabled students (Stodden, Whelley, Chang, & Harding, 2001), which underscores the effectiveness of laws such as Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), which require postsecondary institutions to equalize opportunities for students with disabilities. 
Many colleges and universities focus their responsibility to students with disabilities on providing reasonable accommodations according to the requirements of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the ADA.  Rumrill (2001) cautioned against this narrow, minimalist emphasis on classroom accommodations, noting that the spirit of the Rehabilitation Act and the ADA implies that students with disabilities should have equal access to all amenities and benefits of life on campus—including effective career services.  Indeed, student disability services providers have a vested interest in ensuring that postsecondary students with disabilities make a successful transition to the world of work (Wehman, 2005), even if they see their primary role as providers of academic supports to meet legal mandates.
Increased enrollment and satisfactory progress in postsecondary education bodes well for the futures of many students with disabilities. Compared to individuals who never attended college, college graduates have greater lifetime earning potential (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1998) and higher levels of perceived quality of life (Rumrill, Roessler, & Fitzgerald, 2004). Furthermore, a college education makes a person with a disability three to five times more likely to be employed than a person with a disability who never attended college (Disability Institute, 2000; United States Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 2004). 
Although students with disabilities are enjoying unprecedented access and success in the postsecondary arena, and although a college degree improves their chances for employment compared to people with disabilities who have less formal education, they are not achieving the same employment and career outcomes after graduation as their nondisabled peers. Specifically, a college graduate with a disability is 8-12 times more likely to be unemployed than a college graduate without a disability (American Council on Education, 2000; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1998). Unemployment rates for college graduates with disabilities range from 33% to 45% (DeLoach, 1992; Disability Institute, 2000; Rumrill, Koch, Murphy, & Jannerone, 1999) which compares very unfavorably to the 3-4% unemployment rates of working-age college graduates without disabilities (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1998; United States Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 2004). 
Moreover, college graduates with disabilities who do obtain employment after graduation experience significant problems obtaining on-the-job accommodations (Roessler & Rumrill, 1995; Rumrill et al., 1999), planning their next career steps (Getzel, Stodden, & Briel, 2001), and maintaining employment over time (Gibbs, 1990). In addition, employed college graduates with disabilities are over-represented in jobs whose requirements fall below their qualifications (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1998; DeLoach, 1992), in jobs unrelated to their degrees (Rumrill et al., 1999), and in temporary or part-time jobs (Disability Institute, 2000).  It should be noted that career issues facing students with disabilities are sometimes differentiated according to disability type.  For example, Rumrill (2001) noted that students with learning disabilities and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (AD/HD) often place a premium on concealing their disabilities from faculty members and prospective employers.  Students with physical and sensory disabilities often raise issues related to transportation to and from work and accessibility of the workplace (Roessler & Schriner, 1991). 
Overprotectiveness on the part of parents and family members (Livneh, Martz, & Wilson, 2001) and the general lack of pre-career content in U.S. elementary education are factors contributing to the non-normative career growth experiences of many children with disabilities (Wehman, 2005). The consequence is that children with disabilities often do not form early work identities that serve to prompt and guide their subsequent career exploration and acquisition efforts (Moran, McDermott, & Butkus, 2001). Therefore, career services and supports for postsecondary students with disabilities must allow for the possibility that some students may need assistance convincing themselves that employment and career success are viable and realistic goals.
Missed opportunities for career identity formation can have a negative impact on the career exploration activities of students. Youth with disabilities are less likely than their nondisabled peers to engage in such career exploratory activities as part-time jobs after school, summer employment, and community-based vocational training (Griffin & Targett, 2001; Moran et al., 2001). Even college-bound students with disabilities are less likely to attend college fairs than nondisabled students, and they tend to select postsecondary institutions based on proximity to their homes and availability of support services rather than on the type or quality of programming at those institutions (Gartin, Rumrill, & Serebreni, 1998; Sharpe & Johnson, 2001; Stodden et al., 2001). 
Once they arrive on college and university campuses, students with disabilities continue to “under-explore” their career options. For example, they register with career services offices about one third as often as non-disabled students (Getzel et al., 2001), rarely participate in Co-Op and other internship programs (Rumrill et al., 1999), tend not to engage in part-time or work study employment (especially if they are receiving Supplemental Security Income; Burgstahler, 2001; Wehman, 2005), and infrequently join career-related student or professional organizations (Getzel et al., 2001). Compounding this limited engagement in career exploration activities are perceptions on the part of students with disabilities that faculty advisors lack knowledge of disability issues, that student disability services personnel lack expertise in employment and career development, and that career services personnel lack expertise regarding the needs of students with disabilities (Rumrill et al., 1999).  
Several developmental and environmental barriers continue to impede the career success of students, and information is needed pertaining to students’ current employment concerns and career service needs. This study examined the following questions: what do postsecondary students with disabilities regard as their most and least important employment concerns and what recommendations do key stakeholders have to preserve top-priority employment strengths and remedy top-priority employment weaknesses?

Method

This study of the employment concerns of postsecondary students with disabilities utilized a participatory action research strategy (PAR; Bellini & Rumrill, 1999; Graves, 1991). Students, faculty, and support staff at seven institutions in the northeastern, mid-western, and southern United States (University of Akron in Ohio, Keene State College in New Hampshire, Kent State University-Stark Campus in Ohio, Kent State University-Kent Campus, Northwest Arkansas Community College, the University of Arkansas, and Clarion College in Pennsylvania) participated in various phases of the study, from instrument construction and to interpretation of the results.

Participants
The total respondent sample consisted of 208 students with disabilities from seven postsecondary educational institutions in four states.  The demographic characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 1.

Instrumentation
The instrument was a 58-item questionnaire with fixed and open response sets. The procedures used to identify items for the questionnaire are delineated under Procedures.  Sections of the questionnaire included participants’ demographic characteristics and employment concerns items.  The 40 employment concerns items addressed such issues as access to information on accommodations, discrimination in hiring and retention practices of employers, employment protections under major legislation, the quality of rehabilitation and employment services, access to assistive technology, support for obtaining work, and planning for the future. In responding to these items, respondents indicated on a 4-point Likert scale how important they considered the concern to be to them (1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = important, 4 = very important) and how satisfied they were that the concern was being addressed by their colleges and universities (1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = satisfied, 4 = very satisfied).  For these items, the 4-point scale was chosen to create a forced-choice response set without a neutral option.  
This was the scaling procedure used by Schriner and Roessler (1990) in their seminal employment concerns study. The current researchers replicated their approach to facilitate comparisons between the present findings and Schriner and Roessler’s results.  Because the primary purpose of this study was to differentiate among high-and low-importance items and high-and low-satisfaction items, the 4-point scale required respondents to rate each item as either unimportant (i.e., a 1 or a 2) or important (i.e., a 3 or a 4) and as either unsatisfactory (i.e., a 1 or a 2) or satisfactory (i.e., a 3 or a 4).  The Cronbach alpha coefficient for respondents’ importance ratings on the employment concerns items was .91.  The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for satisfaction ratings was .74.  

Procedures
Items were developed following procedures recommended in the concerns report method (CRM; Fawcett et al., 2000; Nary, White, Budde, & Vo, 2004; Roessler et al., 2003; Roessler & Schriner, 1991; Schriner & Fawcett, 1988). The first CRM step involved consultation with a working group of students with disabilities who attended Kent State University (which later took part in the tri-regional survey). This group included 10 students, 2 men (20%) and 8 women (80%), 4 undergraduates and 6 graduate students, who ranged in age from 19 to 45 years (M = 26, SD = 9). 
The working group was convened twice during the first session, the researchers asked participants to rate, on a scale of 1 – 5 (1= not worth including, 3 = worth considering, 5 = absolutely must include), the relevance of a pool of 65 employment concerns and policy-related items for inclusion in the tri-regional survey.  This pool was derived from a larger bank of 143 items related to the employment of people with disabilities used in previous research (Roessler et al., 2003; Schriner & Roessler, 1990).  With input from two nationally prominent rehabilitation researchers who have extensive experience developing, implementing, and evaluating, career development programs for students with disabilities, the researchers reduced the 143 item bank to the 65-item pool, eliminating items judged to be least relevant to the employment concerns of postsecondary students with disabilities.  During the second working group meeting, participants further reduced the 65-item pool to the 40 most relevant items from their perspectives (i.e., items with the highest mean endorsement values from the first session).  The working group was encouraged to nominate other items for the survey, but they reported that the final set of 40 items, with minor editing, adequately represented their highest-priority concerns. 
Following survey development, the research team identified six additional colleges and universities to participate in the survey.  These institutions were included in an attempt to increase the number of possible respondents and the geographic representation of students with disabilities.  The selected colleges and universities had well-established service programs for students with disabilities, represented a range of campus settings (i.e., rural, urban, suburban, two and four year programs), and had an interest at the administrative level in career development issues facing postsecondary students with disabilities. The directors of each student disability services office were asked to generate a list of students registered with their offices.  The directors were then instructed to randomly choose approximately one out of every five students on each institution’s student disability services registry to participate in the study.  A total of 1,186 students with disabilities were selected using this method.  
Questionnaires were sent to all 1,186 members of the target sample.  Two weeks prior to mailing the questionnaires, student disability service directors at each institution sent a pre-notice explanatory letter (Dillman, 2000) to the target sample. This letter included the reason for pursuing the research topic, notification of approval by the Human Subjects Review Board (with contact information), and contact information for the researchers in case the participating students had any questions regarding the upcoming survey.  The actual questionnaires included another explanatory letter signed by the research team, accompanied by self-addressed, stamped return envelope. The letter from the research team informed the target sample that participation in the study was entirely voluntary.  Four weeks after the questionnaires had been mailed, the research team provided the participating institutions with “reminder/thank you” postcards (Dillman, 2000) to send to the target sample. Thus, participants received a total of three mailings: the pre-notice letter, the questionnaire and letter, and the reminder/thank-you postcard.
A total of 196 (17%) questionnaires were returned as undeliverable, reducing the available target sample to 990 college students with disabilities. Two hundred and eight members of the target sample returned questionnaires, resulting in a response rate (208/990) of 21%. 
The final step in the investigation involved a focus group phase (Bogdan & Biklin, 2003) consisting of six focus groups in three states (Ohio, Florida, and Arkansas). The six groups included faculty members (one group, N=20), students with disabilities (two groups, N = 34), student disability service providers and rehabilitation professionals (two groups, N =20), and attendees of the 2004 national conference of the Association on Higher Education and Disability (N =20). The focus groups averaged 15.7 participants, substantially exceeding Bogdan and Biklin’s (2003) recommended minimum of 6-8 participants per focus group.  During the focus group sessions, research team members elicited comments from participants regarding strategies for  preserving strengths and remeding weaknesses revealed in the survey results. 

Data Analysis
Given the descriptive nature of this investigation, the quantitative portion of this study utilized frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. Categorical variables such as gender, disability type, and employment status are expressed as frequencies and percentages. The 40 employment concerns items are described along the two dimensions of importance and satisfaction using means and standard deviations as well as a collapsed categorical scale that yields an overall “Importance Rating” and a “Satisfaction Rating” for each item. Specifically, the Importance Rating is the percentage of respondents who evaluated a given item as either “important” or “very important” (i.e., a 3 or a 4 on the 4-point scale). Similarly, the Satisfaction Rating reflects the percentage of respondents who were either “satisfied” or “very satisfied” with a particular item (i.e., a 3 or a 4 on the 4-point scale). For items that were considered “weaknesses” in employment services and policies, the researchers inverted the Satisfaction Ratings into “Dissatisfaction Ratings,” whereby a percentage was calculated for respondents who were either “very dissatisfied” or “dissatisfied” with a particular item (i.e., a 1 or a 2 on the 4-point scale). 

Results and Discussion

Global results from the tri-regional survey are presented in terms of a composite table (see Table 2) delineating both the Importance And Satisfaction Ratings on all 40 employment concerns items by survey respondents. All items were rated as important by the vast majority of the group. Specifically, 84% or more indicated that each of the items was either important or very important to college students with disabilities (i.e., a 3 or a 4 on the 4-point scale). Therefore, the Satisfaction Ratings were solely used to differentiate strengths and weaknesses. 

Employment Strengths
For the purposes of this study, an employment strength is defined as an item that at least 73% of the respondents evaluated as either satisfactory or very satisfactory (i.e., a 3 or a 4 on the 4-point scale). Results revealed nine employment strengths (see Table 3) among the 40 survey items. 
Employment Weaknesses
Employment weaknesses are items with which 40% or more of the sample were either very dissatisfied or dissatisfied (i.e., a 1 or a 2 on the 4-point scale). Using the 40% dissatisfaction standard, eight of the items qualified as relative employment weaknesses. The researchers used the term relative to qualify these weaknesses because, as shown in Table 4, only one of the eight weaknesses had a dissatisfaction rating of greater then 50%.

Comments and Recommendations from Focus Group Participants
 Twenty university faculty members, 34 students with disabilities, 20 disability service providers and rehabilitation professionals, and 20 members of AHEAD comprised the focus groups (a total of 94 participants from all focus groups). Their insights regarding strategies for preserving employment strengths and resolving employment problems are incorporated in the following paragraphs. 
Discussion of Employment Strengths
The nine employment strengths can be thematically organized into three categories: expectations, access and accommodations, and job-seeking and technical skills. The paragraphs to follow present recommendations that focus group members made to preserve strengths, illustrated with selected literature. 
Expectations. The three employment strengths that reflect the expectations of others are “students with disabilities are encouraged by their family to succeed in the world of work,” “… are expected by employers to succeed in the workplace,” and “… are encouraged to seek professional-level jobs.”  When asked to recommend strategies for preserving the strength item related to family expectations, focus group members recommended that colleges and universities incorporate self-determination and self-advocacy principles into on-campus family events so that parents can support students’ desires to make their own career decisions and advocate for themselves. The self-determination model advanced by Wehmeyer and colleagues (2003) and self-advocacy models advanced by Palmer (1998) and Roessler, Rumrill, and Brown (1998) could provide content for program planners seeking to implement this strategy. 
AHEAD members recommended that career services and disability services offices provide formal orientations for parents.  Another service provider recommended formal parent alliances like those undertaken on behalf of children with developmental disabilities (Condeluci, 1999). Finally, students with disabilities identified the need for a website for parents on disability issues in higher education. This set of recommendations, in particular, could be difficult to implement in that the college years are a time when students are expected to rely less on family members and develop independence in decision-making skills.  However, members of the focus groups reported the importance of continued family involvement and advocacy on behalf of the student.
The strength items related to employer expectations and the encouragement of students with disabilities to seek professional-level jobs prompted several valuable recommendations. For example, rehabilitation professionals recommended fact sheets for employers on how to interview people with disabilities and on tax incentives for hiring people with disabilities, which is consistent with Gilbride, Stensrud, Ehlers, Evans, and Peterson’s (2000) observations that employers have more positive attitudes toward people with disabilities when they have current knowledge regarding the ADA along with financial incentives for hiring people with disabilities. In every focus group, participants emphasized the need for formal mentoring programs that link students with disabilities and community business leaders (Boen, Brown, & Roessler, 1994). In the interests of preserving employers’ high expectations and seeking professional-level jobs, one student noted the value of conducting informational interviews with employers even before applying for jobs. Several rehabilitation professionals noted that direct services to employers such as helping them (a) identify reasonable accommodations for workers with disabilities and (b) employment provisions and protections in the ADA might entice employers to participate in on-campus programs (Gilbride et al., 2000; Jenkins & Strauser, 1999; Sumner, 1995; Unger, 2002). 
In terms of preparation for professional-level jobs, focus group members emphasized the value of professional networking (e.g., joining professional associations and attending conferences during the college years). One university faculty member, who was also the parent of a college student with a disability, recommended that public school-based transition programs for youth with disabilities allow for professional-level employment as a viable postsecondary option. One student exhorted her peers to be realistic in their career choices, and another recommended that student disability services offices establish training to prepare students with disabilities for job-related travel. Faculty members and AHEAD members suggested increased training for faculty on (a) the employment issues facing students with disabilities, (b) longitudinal research on the career advancement patterns of college graduates with disabilities (e.g., DeLoach, 1992); (c) the role of rehabilitation professionals in career planning on campus; and (d) implementation of student-centered career plans to guide students’ post-graduation job searches (see Burgstahler, 2001).
Access and accommodations. The three employment strengths that reflect access and accommodations are “students with disabilities have transportation to and from work,” “… can identify accommodations needed in the workplace,” and “… can evaluate the effectiveness of on-the-job accommodations.”  Respondents were confident that they could travel to and from work and, once at work, they believed they could participate in two important phases of the ADA’s Title I reasonable accommodation process, namely, identifying on-the-job accommodations and evaluating whether those accommodations are effective (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 2003; Feldblum, 1991). 
It is not surprising that transportation was a top-priority strength given that 33% of the respondent sample had learning disabilities and 25% had AD/HD – conditions that usually do not interfere with the ability of adults to travel independently. Because the incidence of these two conditions in the sample is roughly equivalent to the proportion of postsecondary students nationwide who identify those conditions (Brinckerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2002), these data suggest that a large number of college students with disabilities are satisfied with their ability to travel independently or with their access to transportation services. Of course, satisfaction with transportation resources is different for students with physical disabilities, and one student with a physical disability called for improved paratransit services for travel to and from internships and other career preparatory activities. A rehabilitation professional made the valuable suggestion of researching companies and cities that are user-friendly regarding accessible transportation as part of the students’ job search activities. 
Related to the issue of identifying accommodations needed in the workplace, one member of AHEAD stressed the need to train students with disabilities on requesting classroom accommodations, with a focus on how classroom accommodations may be transferred into the workplace. Roessler and Kirk (1998) described a method for assessing the technology transfer concerns of students with disabilities, that could be useful in developing training materials in this area. One rehabilitation professional noted the value of establishing linkages with the Job Accommodation Network, while faculty members called for the use of assessment tools for identifying on-the-job accommodations (e.g., the Work Experience Survey; Roessler, 1995). 
Job-seeking and technical skills. The three strengths identified by respondents that reflect job seeking and technical skills are “students with disabilities can present themselves positively in job interviews,” “… have up-to-date, marketable skills,” and “… know how to make realistic career choices.”  In terms of students’ abilities to present themselves positively in job interviews, focus group members in all of the sessions advocated mock interviews as necessary components of career planning workshops. Many focus group members saw Faculty advisors as important resources in preparing students with disabilities to interview for Co-Op experiences, internships, and jobs after graduation. As a precursor to interview skills training programs, one student disability services professional suggested offering self-awareness workshops to allow students with disabilities could examine their career goals, strengths, limitations, and relevant experiences within the context of job requirements in their chosen fields. 
In response to the strength item that students with disabilities have up-to-date, marketable job skills, one faculty member suggested providing formal measures that would enable students to compare their skills with the requirements of their chosen career fields, (i.e., transferable skills analysis) (Dunn, 2001; Sleister, 2000). Several service providers stressed the importance of encouraging students to participate in activities offered by professional organizations. Other important professional development activities noted by focus group members include job fairs, career days, and special interest groups within professional associations. Finally, faculty members and service providers emphasized the need to provide training and retraining in the use of both general and assistive technology (Wehman, Brooke, & Inge, 2001). 

Discussion of Employment Weaknesses
The eight employment weaknesses were items with dissatisfaction ratings of 40% or higher. These weaknesses can be thematically organized into three categories: health insurance coverage, ADA implementation, and Social Security. 
Health insurance coverage. The two employment weaknesses that reflect health insurance coverage are “students with disabilities understand the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act” and “… can receive adequate health insurance from employers.”  Essentially, the HIPAA provides employees who change jobs the legal right to maintain continuous health insurance coverage without being subjected to pre-existing condition exclusions (United States Department of Labor, Employment, and Training Administration, 2004). With regard to HIPAA, several service providers recommended issuing a fact sheet on the key provisions of this law that could be distributed in both hard copy and electronic formats. Several focus group members underscored the need for workshops on the HIPAA to educate employers, rehabilitation professionals, and people with disabilities. One student suggested establishing a listserv for students with disabilities providing information on their employment rights. Student service professionals discussed the possibility of establishing an “Exit Interview” program that includes information on employment laws and health insurance coverage.
With regard to the adequacy of health insurance coverage, several members of AHEAD suggested providing benefits planning services for students with disabilities either in person or through mailings. Students suggested posting information on health insurance coverage on student disability services and career services websites and developing a CD-ROM on health insurance issues. One student stressed the need for current information on Medicare and Medicaid, and another student called for programs to help uninsured students with disabilities join or create health insurance groups. Finally, faculty members urged postsecondary personnel to encourage students with disabilities to choose employment options based on the availability of health insurance and other benefits
ADA implementation. The four weaknesses related to ADA implementation are “students with disabilities know their rights regarding job-related physical examinations,” “... know what to do if they encounter discrimination at work,” “… understand the employment protections in the Americans with Disabilities Act,” and “… understand the risks and benefits of disclosing disability status to employers.”  One student recommended exit interviews as a strategy for sharing information with students on job-related physical examinations, and several service providers discussed the development of mailing lists, listservs, and website resources on the topic of job-related physical examinations. Faculty members recommended a workshop for students, employers, and examining physicians on job related medical examinations.  
In terms of the weakness associated with knowing how to redress employment discrimination, rehabilitation professionals and students called for fact sheets, brochures, resources, and legal assistance addressing the process that the EEOC uses to redress employer discrimination. Facts underscore the need for people with disabilities to better understand what to do in the event of employer discrimination. Over half of the Title I ADA complaints received by the EEOC from 1993 to 2002 were found to have no reasonable cause; another 17% were dismissed for administrative reasons after charging parties did not follow through with the EEOC’s investigative process (EEOC, 2003). One student with a disability called for attorney referral lists so that people with disabilities can obtain satisfactory legal counsel: “Employers and the EEOC already have the deck stacked against us. We need lawyers to help us fight back.”  
Concerning to students’ understanding the ADA in general, focus group members in several of the sessions recommended a credit-bearing course on ADA implementation for consumers. One student service professional described a brochure entitled “College Students’ Guide to the ADA” that could accompany the curriculum of the academic course on the same subject. Topics that should be considered in developing such a course and such a brochure include history and enactment of the ADA, definition of key terms in Title I (Employment), protected parties, covered employers, specific prohibitions, exceptions and exclusions, enforcement and compliance procedures, and recourses and remedies. Student services professionals identified ADA compliance officers as valuable resources on campus to improve student awareness of the ADA. Other recommendations to enhance awareness of the ADA in general on the part of postsecondary students with disabilities included the development of a comprehensive list of Internet resources related to the employment provisions of the ADA and offering workshops on the ADA jointly attended by employers and students with disabilities. 
In terms of the weakness item related to disclosure of disability status, student service professionals recommended written materials comparing and contrasting the disclosure requirements of the ADA and the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA; McMahon & Domer, 1997). Rehabilitation professionals suggested developing brochures regarding the role that disclosure plays in the reasonable accommodation process (EEOC, 2003). Faculty members emphasized the importance of disclosure as a topical issue in mentoring activities involving employers and students with disabilities. Rehabilitation professionals discussed providing written information on how to document disability if called upon to do so by employers. Finally, one student disability services professional advocated developing electronic and written materials on disclosure issues for students with hidden disabilities and a separate set of electronic and written materials on disclosure issues for students with obvious disabilities.
Social Security. The two weaknesses addressing Social Security include “students with disabilities have their needs considered in the development of Social Security regulations” and “… have access to adequate information about Social Security programs.”  It is somewhat surprising that Social Security issues represented a top priority weakness in this study, given that students with LD and ADHD/ADD (who collectively comprised 57.9% of the respondent sample) are infrequent recipients of Social Security disability benefits (Hennessey, 2004).  Nonetheless, several students suggested that colleges and universities provide forums for students with disabilities to express their concerns about Social Security to political leaders and government officials. Several rehabilitation professionals recommended providing information on the Ticket to Work and other work incentives and on Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) on student disability services and career services websites (Marini, 2003). Further, tudent services professionals suggested inviting Social Security representatives to speak at career preparatory functions such as job fairs and career days and encouraging students to link to the Social Security Administration’s website, www.ssa.gov.  

Limitations of the Present Study and Implications for Future Research
Limitations of the present study include the relatively small number of participating institutions; the convenience nature of the method by which institutions were selected; the lack of representation of institutions from the southwestern, northwestern, and mountain regions of the United States; the low return rate; and the overrepresentation of Caucasians in the respondent sample.  Another acknowledged limitation of the study is the relatively restricted range of respondents’ “Importance” and “Satisfaction Ratings”.
To address these limitations, research is needed to assess the employment concerns of students with disabilities from the regions mentioned above.  Ideally, a true national survey should be conducted, perhaps with a random cluster sample of institutional members of the AHEAD that represents all regions of the United States.  In that effort, care should be taken to include vocational/technical colleges, community colleges, private liberal arts colleges, large and small state colleges and universities, institutions located in urban settings, and historically Black colleges and universities.  One broad-based sampling plan used in conjunction with the concerns report method (CRM; Schriner & Fawcett, 1988) may be found in Schriner and Roessler’s (1990) survey, which included 87 postsecondary institutions in 39 states.
Even though there are many precedents of published surveys with low return rates in the field of disability studies (Clark & Crewe, 2000; Koch, 2001; Roessler, Rumrill, & Hennessey, 2002; Rumrill et al., 1999), the low return rate in this study is a major limitation.  The researchers’ response-induction techniques such as a pre-notice letter signed by the director of each institution’s student disability services office, an explanatory cover letter and a real stamp on the business reply envelope accompanying the questionnaire, as well as a reminder/thank-you postcard – all proven strategies presented by Dillman (2000) in his authoritative survey design text – failed to entice 79% of the target sample to complete and return their questionnaires.  In their text on research design in rehabilitation counseling, Bellini and Rumrill (1999) noted that, in comparison to non-respondents, survey respondents are often from higher socioeconomic strata, tend to be overrepresented by Caucasians and people with less severe disabilities, and report higher levels of quality of life.  Therefore, the 21% of the target sample who completed questionnaires may be characteristically different from the 79% who did not.
To raise return rates to more representative levels, future researchers might consider monetary compensation in the form of a small amount of cash accompanying every mailed questionnaire, a more substantial compensation only for those who complete and return questionnaires, or a lottery for all respondents that results in prizes (Dillman, 2000).  Dillman also suggested posting surveys on the Internet as a means of increasing return rates; it is possible that some students with disabilities would prefer that format over the large-print, Braille, and computer disk versions of the questionnaire that were made available in this study.  Enlisting the assistance of student advocacy groups in marketing the survey might further raise return rates over the 21% rate in this study, which relied on institutionalized student disability services offices to publicize and mail the questionnaires.
Future researchers could survey more racially and ethnically representative samples of American postsecondary students with disabilities by considering several strategies to involve traditionally underrepresented groups.  First, researchers should endeavor to include colleges and universities in urban settings, which have higher proportions of minority students than institutions located in suburban or rural settings (National Center for Education Statistics, 2004).  Including Historically Black Colleges and Universities would also likely increase representation of African Americans.  In addition, targeting postsecondary institutions located in states with large Hispanic/Latino communities (e.g., Florida, Texas, Arizona, California) would likely result in greater numbers of Hispanic/Latino respondents.  Institutions located in Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, and Seattle, to name a few metropolitan areas, would possibly result in higher percentages of Asian respondents.  
To further increase minority response, future researchers might consider coordinating survey recruitment efforts with both minority affairs offices and minority student groups, actively targeting minority students who have disabilities. Stratified sampling procedures (McMillan, 2000) could also be employed, whereby target samples would be actively sought to approximate the representation of racial and ethnic minorities that is found in the general population of American postsecondary students with disabilities.  Researchers might also consider stratifying samples according to disability type, which would reduce the likelihood of the eventuality found in this study where no respondents indicated having a psychiatric disability.  If stratification did not result in a representative sample, a future researcher could consider case weighting procedures (Hsieh, 2004), whereby information provided by underrepresented respondents is weighted in proportion to the desired representation of people with those characteristics, in affect overemphasizing the responses of underrepresented groups and underemphasizing the responses of overrepresented groups.  
Finally, future researchers may wish to consider whether and to what extent postsecondary students with different disabling conditions report different career concerns.  Such a differential analysis exceeds the scope of the present study, but it could yield useful information that could inform career-related programs on college campuses nationwide.

Conclusion

Survey respondents identified nine “strengths” in employment policies and practices clustering in the themes of employment-related expectations, access and accommodations, and job-seeking and technical skills. Eight “weaknesses” were organized in themes such as health insurance, the Americans with Disabilities Act, and Social Security. Students with disabilities, faculty members, and service providers recommended policy and practice initiatives calling for action such as information provision, research, services and curriculum, self-advocacy and self-determination, and involvement of key stakeholders. 
The career-related interventions that result from this study could take many forms, including credit-bearing coursework, written materials on employment laws and policies, self-advocacy training, group and individual career counseling, community-based internship programs, mentoring from student and business leaders, job-seeking skills training, and interview skills training. Referrals to existing community resources such as the state Vocational Rehabilitation program are also key components of career services for students with disabilities.
The recommendations presented by focus group members to preserve top-priority strengths and remedy top-priority weaknesses in employment policies and practices represent the basis for a broad-based agenda to improve the employment outcomes of postsecondary students with disabilities. In implementing this agenda, findings from this research will enable consumer-minded career service and student disability service professionals to ground their program development efforts in the stated concerns of a representative sample of postsecondary students with disabilities.
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Table 1	
Sample Demographic Characteristics
________________________________________________________________________
Characteristic
________________________________________________________________________
								%
Gender
	Male							40.4
	Female							59.1
	Transgender						0.5
Age			
	18 to 21 years						34.8
	22 to 25						26.0
	26 to 29						5.8
	30 to 33						3.9
	34 to 37						5.3
	38 to 41						3.9
	42 or older						20.2
Race/Ethnicity	
	African American					6.9
	American Indian or Alaskan Native			2.5
	Asian or Pacific Islander				0.5

_______________________________________________________________________	
Characteristic
_______________________________________________________________________
								%
Caucasian						87.2
	Hispanic						0.5
	Other							2.5
Class Standing
	Freshman						20.7
	Sophomore						22.6
Junior							23.1
	Senior							20.7
	Graduate						13.0
Enrollment Status						
	Full-time						76.4
	Part-time						23.6
Type of Institution
	Two-year						20.3
	Four-year						79.7
Classroom Accommodation Usage
	Past							72.1
	Current						69.1
Employment Status
_______________________________________________________________________
Characteristic
________________________________________________________________________
								%
Full-time						15.3
	Part-time						33.7
	Not Employed for Pay				51.0
Disability Benefits	
	Social Security Disability Insurance			14.9
	Supplemental Security Income			11.1
Long-Term Disability Insurance			1.4
	Veteran’s Benefits					4.3
Participation in State Vocational Rehabilitation Services	39.1
Disability Type
	Learning						32.3
	ADHD/ADD						25.3
	Medical/Chronic Health				8.9
	Visual Impairment/Blindness				6.3
	Heard of Hearing/Deaf				9.5
	Mobility						5.3
	Traumatic Brain Injury				3.7
	Psychiatric						0
	Physical (non-mobility; includes orthopedic)		8.4
Table 2
Employment Concerns Ranked by Importance with Satisfaction Ratings
________________________________________________________________________
Importance				Item				Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
%	M	SD							%	M	SD
94	3.65	.76	Can receive adequate health insurance	59	2.63	.99
			from employers.
94	3.64	.74	Are well prepared to enter the world 		70	2.83	.83
			of work.
94	3.60	.73	Have up-to-date, marketable job skills.	73	2.90	.81
93	3.72	.80	Are treated fairly by employers in the 	63	2.75	.92
			hiring process.
93	3.66	.81	Receive the same pay after graduation	67	2.85	.85	
			as would a person without a disability.	
93	3.59	.78	Know what to do if they encounter		57	2.61	.89
			discrimination at work.
93	3.56	.79	Understand the employment protections 	58	2.60	.95
			 in the Americans with Disabilities Act.
93	3.52	.82	Are encouraged to seek professional-level	77	2.95	.81
			jobs.
93	3.51	.77	Are expected by employers to succeed in 	78	2.97	.79
			the workplace.
________________________________________________________________________
Importance				Item				Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
%	M	SD							%	M	SD
92	3.65	.83	Are treated fairly when they apply for 	65	2.79	.89
			work.
92	3.61	.81	Can present themselves positively in job	80	3.02	.79
			interviews.
92	3.58	.81	Know how to discuss their job 		62	2.70	.88
			accommodation needs with employers.
92	3.56	.79	Know how to develop professional 		69	2.83	.82
			resumes.
92	3.53	.80	Have access to adequate job placement	63	2.76	.91
			services.
92	3.53	.78	Know how to conduct informational		63	2.74	.84
			interviews with employers.
92	3.52	.80	Know about available employment		64	2.69	.79
			and social services.
92	3.49	.80	Can identify accommodations needed in	74	2.86	.82
			the workplace.
91	3.54	.79	Understand the risks and benefits of 		60	2.68	.82
			disclosing disability status to employers.
91	3.52	.80	Obtain jobs with advancement potential.	68	2.76	.83
________________________________________________________________________
Importance				Item				Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
%	M	SD							%	M	SD
91	3.51	.78	Know how to inform employers of their	64	2.74	.82
			ongoing accommodation needs.
91	3.50	.83	Can respond appropriately to employer’s	68	2.78	.77
			criticism of job performance.
91	3.49	.81	Can choose from a wide variety of jobs.	65	2.73	.87
91	3.48	.82	Know their rights regarding job-related	56	2.59	.84
			physical examinations.
91	3.44	.85	Can negotiate with employers to 		68	2.79	.82
implement accommodations that are 
useful in classroom settings.
90	3.52	.81	Are helped to find employment for which	65	2.72	.83
they are prepared.
90	3.51	.85	Receive reasonable accommodations and	65	2.79	.84
			assistive technology in the workplace.
90	3.46	.84	Know about jobs that are in high demand.	61	2.72	.83
90	3.45	.84	Have access to good career counseling	68	2.79	.82
			services.
90	3.44	.82	Can evaluate the effectiveness of		74	2.90	.78
			on-the-job accommodations.
________________________________________________________________________
Importance				Item				Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
%	M	SD							%	M	SD
89	3.48	.87	Have transportation to and from work.	74	2.91	.87
89	3.45	.81	Participate in work-related Co-op and 	64	2.76	.85
			internship experiences.
89	3.44	.86	Know how to make realistic career		73	2.86	.83
			choices.
89	3.44	.86	Have access to adequate information	59	2.65	.89
			about Social Security programs.
89	3.41	.89	Have their needs considered in the 		59	2.63	.88	
development of Social Security regulations.
89	3.40	.84	Understand the Health Insurance 		47	2.39	.94
			Portability and Accountability Act.
88	3.41	.83	Receive accommodations during Co-op	64	2.73	.79
and internship experiences.
88	3.39	.83	Can cope with the demands of job-related	70	2.79	.82
			travel.
87	3.37	.87	Are equal partners in planning		62	2.68	.87
			vocational rehabilitation services.
87	3.34	.85	Inquire about employee benefits during	70	2.78	.75
			job interviews.
________________________________________________________________________
Importance				Item				Satisfaction
________________________________________________________________________
%	M	SD							%	M	SD
84	3.28	.87	Are expected by their family to succeed in	87	3.11	.72
			the world of work.
________________________________________________________________________



Table 3

Employment Strengths:  Items with Satisfaction Ratings ≥ 73%

________________________________________________________________________

Item								Satisfaction Rating (%)

________________________________________________________________________

Are expected by their family to succeed in the			        

world of work								        87

Can present themselves positively in job interviews			        80

Are expected by employers to succeed in the workplace		        78

Are encouraged to seek professional-level jobs			        77

Have transportation to and from work				        74

Can identify accommodations needed in the workplace		        74

Can evaluate effectiveness of on-the-job			

accommodations							        74

Have up-to-date, marketable skills					        73

Know how to make realistic career choices			        	        73



Table 4
Employment Weaknesses:  Items with Dissatisfaction Ratings ≥ 40%

________________________________________________________________________

Item								Dissatisfaction Rating (%)

Understand the Health Insurance Portability and

Accountability Act							        53

Know their rights regarding job related physical

examinations								        44		

Know what to do if they encounter discrimination

at work								        43

Understand the employment protections in the 

Americans with Disabilities Act					        42

Have their needs considered in the development of

Social Security regulations						        41

Can receive adequate health insurance from

employers								        41

Have access to adequate information about

Social Security programs						        41

Understand the risks and benefits of disclosing

disability status to employers					        	       40



EndnotesEndnotes

1 This is an example where states may have additional requirements.  For example, some states include employers with five or more employees under employment discrimination statutes..

2 Modern technology may have changed the landscape as it relates to safety for individuals with a disability in medical clinical placements.  However, concerns related to safety remain a valid defense for a school’s refusal to accommodate a student with a disability.
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Abstract

A mailed survey compared the experiences of distance-learning students with print disabilities who were supported by audio recordings of materials, the experiences of students with print disabilities who were supported by an electronic system that permitted more effective access to the same materials, and the experiences of students with no disability. Findings showed that the students with print disabilities rated their courses less favorably and were more likely to adopt a surface approach to studying than were students with no disability. However, the students with print disabilities were just as likely to adopt a deep or a strategic approach to studying as were the students with no disability, and there was no significant difference in the satisfaction ratings of the students with and without print disabilities. Finally, there were no significant differences between the experiences of the students with print disabilities who used the electronic system and the experiences of those who used audio recordings, and no significant differences between the experiences of the students with print disabilities who were visually impaired and the experiences of those with another kind of disability. 

Research based upon interviews with students in higher education in the 1970s identified three predominant approaches to studying: a deep approach based on understanding the meaning of course materials; a surface approach based on memorizing course materials for the purposes of assessment; and a strategic approach based on obtaining the highest grades. The choice of one approach over another appeared to depend upon the content, the context, and the demands of particular learning tasks (e.g., Laurillard, 1979; Marton, 1976; Ramsden, 1979). Subsequent investigations using questionnaire surveys have confirmed that the same students may adopt different approaches, depending upon the academic demands of different courses (Eley, 1992), the quality of the instruction (Vermetten, Lodewijks, & Vermunt, 1999), and the nature of the assessment (Scouller, 1998). 
These findings imply that changes in the design and delivery of specific courses should affect how students tackle those courses. In particular, they imply that the choice of appropriate course design, instructional methods, and modes of assessment will induce desirable approaches to studying. Unfortunately, there is little empirical evidence to show that educational interventions can induce positive changes in students’ approaches to studying (see Gibbs, 1992; Hambleton, Foster, & Richardson, 1998; Kember, Charlesworth, Davies, McKay, & Stott, 1997). Eley (1992) found considerable variation in how different students perceived the requirements of the same courses. If the effects of contextual factors are mediated by the students’ perceptions of their academic environment, educational interventions will not be effective in changing students’ approaches to studying unless they also bring about changes in the students’ perceptions. 
To measure variations in students’ perceptions of the quality of their programs, Ramsden (1991) developed the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ). This instrument contained 30 items in five scales: Appropriate Assessment; Appropriate Workload; Clear Goals and Standards; Emphasis on Independence; and Good Teaching. Since 1993, an adapted version of the CEQ (containing only 17 of the original 30 items) has been given annually to all new graduates from Australian universities. This includes a sixth scale concerned with the fostering of generic skills, and it is supplemented by an item concerning students’ general level of satisfaction with their programs. For research purposes, Wilson, Lizzio, and Ramsden (1997) argued that the original CEQ should be augmented with the Generic Skills scale to yield a 36-item questionnaire, and they presented evidence from Australian students to demonstrate the reliability and validity of this instrument.
Investigations have shown that the CEQ provides a reliable and valid way of monitoring the perceptions of both students and alumni across a variety of subjects and in several different countries (see Richardson, 2005a, for a review). Investigations have also shown an intimate relationship between students’ perceptions of the quality of their courses and programs and the approaches to studying that they have adopted on those courses and programs. That is, students who have positive perceptions are more likely to adopt a deep approach or a strategic approach and are less likely to adopt a surface approach than are students who have negative perceptions. This relationship has been found in face-to-face institutions (Kreber, 2003; Sadlo & Richardson, 2003), in distance education (Lawless & Richardson, 2002; Richardson, 2005b), and even when the courses are delivered wholly online (Richardson, 2003; Richardson & Price, 2003). 
These investigations have been carried out with samples from the general population of students in postsecondary education. Several recent studies have explored the experiences of students who have a hearing loss, not only in face-to-face institutions (Richardson, Barnes, & Fleming, 2004; Richardson, MacLeod-Gallinger, McKee, & Long, 2000) but also in distance education (Richardson, Long, & Foster, 2004; Richardson, Long, & Woodley, 2003; Richardson & Woodley, 1999, 2001a, 2001b). Researchers have even examined the experiences of students who have a hearing loss that they have not disclosed to their institutions (Richardson, Long, & Woodley, 2004). Nevertheless, virtually nothing is known about either perceptions of academic quality or approaches to studying in students who have other forms of disablement. 
The present investigation was concerned with the heterogeneous population of students who are print disabled. This population encompasses students who are blind or partially sighted, students who are dyslexic or have other specific learning difficulties, and students with various physical or motor difficulties. What the different groups have in common is that they find handling and using printed materials difficult or even impossible. They have traditionally been supported in higher education by the provision of recordings of materials on audiocassettes, but electronic systems are now available that enable students to search and retrieve information from the course materials in a far more effective manner. The present study compared the experiences of students with print disabilities who were using one such system with the experiences of students with print disabilities who were supported by audiocassettes and with the experiences of students taking the same courses who had no form of disablement.

Method

Context
The Open University was created in 1969 to provide degree courses by distance learning across the United Kingdom. Originally, nearly all its courses were delivered by correspondence materials, combined with television and radio broadcasts, video and audio recordings, tutorial support at a local level, and (in some courses) week-long residential schools. However, in recent years, the University has made increasing use of computer-based support, especially CD-ROMs, dedicated websites, and computer-mediated conferencing. It accepts applicants over the minimum age of 18 onto its courses without imposing any formal entrance requirements.
University courses in the United Kingdom are weighted using a system of credit points where one year’s full-time study consists of courses worth 120 credit points and a Bachelor’s degree is awarded on the basis of the satisfactory completion of courses worth 360 credit points (480 credit points for some Scottish programs lasting four years). Most of the Open University’s courses run from February to October and are weighted at either 30 or 60 credit points (equating to one quarter and one half of full-time study, respectively). Students may register for two or more courses up to a maximum of 120 credit points, but the majority of students register for only one course at a time. Courses that contribute to the undergraduate program can count towards a general degree or to a wide range of subject-based degrees. Most courses are assessed by a combination of written assignments (submitted by surface or electronic mail) and traditional unseen examinations (taken at regional assessment centers). 
The University provides extensive human and technical support for students who have disabilities. Roughly 1,800 students have identified themselves as print disabled (from a total population of more than 220,000 students). Traditionally, these students have been provided with recordings on audiocassettes, but these are difficult to access and cumbersome to store. (A course worth 60 points typically requires about 100 C90 audiocassettes.) The ReadOut software was devised to provide such students with a convenient means of accessing their course materials by means of a personal computer and an enabling interface (synthetic speech, text magnification, printed or refreshable Braille, and natural-speech audio recordings of the text). 
In the ReadOut production process, printed course material is stored in an electronic document archive, and mark-up scheme is applied in an HTML/XML format. The marked-up text is presented on an autocue system in a booth in which volunteers record the text as digital audio. The text is broken down into the smallest manageable chunks for identification, and the electronic text and digital audio versions are synchronized automatically by the readers. Any essential diagrams or other graphical images in the text are converted into text or audio descriptions. Finally, the electronic text and natural-speech audio recordings of the printed material are distributed to students on DVDs or CD-ROMs together with the navigational software. For further information, see “ReadOut Course Materials” (2003). 

Participants
The target sample for the study consisted of the 214 students who had taken a course with The Open University in 2003, who had been supported by ReadOut software, and who were available to be surveyed in December of that year under the University’s procedures (which, among other things, prohibit a student from being asked to participate in more than two research projects in any year). 
The second sample consisted of students who had been supported by audiocassettes during 2003 and who were available to be surveyed. For each student in the ReadOut sample, a student from this sample was sought who had taken the same course and who was of the same gender and similar age (within five years). It was possible to find matches for 193 of the ReadOut sample, and these students constitute the tapes sample. 
The third sample consisted of students who had not disclosed any disability to the University and who were available to be surveyed. As before, for each student in the ReadOut sample, a student was sought who had taken the same course and who was of the same gender and similar age. It was possible to find matches for 213 of the ReadOut sample, and these students constitute the nondisabled sample. 

Materials and Procedure
The 36-item version of the CEQ had been adapted by Lawless and Richardson (2002) for use at The Open University. References to “lecturers” or “teaching staff” were removed so that items referred to tutors or course materials. Lawless and Richardson confirmed the intended structure of the CEQ, except that the Good Teaching scale split into two new scales related to Good Materials and Good Tutoring. The defining items of the seven scales are shown in Table 1. A 37th item, “In general I am satisfied with the quality of OU [Open University] courses,” is often included with the CEQ to validate its use as a measure of perceived quality, and that item was used in this study. 
The Revised Approaches to Studying Inventory (RASI) was devised by Entwistle, Tait, and McCune (2000). It consists of 52 items in 13 subscales that measure different aspects of studying. A deep approach is defined by four subscales: Seeking Meaning, Relating Ideas, Use of Evidence, and Interest in Ideas. A strategic approach is defined by five subscales: Organized Studying, Time Management, Alertness to Assessment Demands, Achieving, and Monitoring Effectiveness. A surface approach is defined by four subscales: Lack of Purpose, Unrelated Memorizing, Syllabus-Boundness, and Fear of Failure. 
Richardson (2005b) modified the RASI for use in distance education and obtained responses from 2,177 students who were taking seven different courses with The Open University. The results confirmed the internal consistency of the RASI, and a factor analysis of the students’ subscale scores confirmed its intended structure. 
The CEQ and the RASI were combined in a mailed survey. For each item, the participants were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement or disagreement with the relevant statement on a 5-point scale from 5 for definitely agree to 1 for definitely disagree, where the midpoint (3) was “only to be used if the statement doesn’t apply to you or if you really find it impossible to give a definite answer.” The students who were print disabled received additional questions concerning both their disabilities and their use of different kinds of support facilities. The questionnaire was prepared in a large font (Arial 14-point). In a covering letter, the participants were offered the opportunity either to receive the questionnaire on a floppy disk or to complete the survey by telephone. (No participant chose either of these offers.) The survey was distributed in early December 2003, and a reminder was sent out later that month. 

Results

An alpha level of .05 was used for all statistical tests. The differentiation ratio η² (eta squared) was used as a measure of effect size for univariate comparisons that were based on an interval scale. This is the proportion of the variance in a dependent variable that is explained by an independent variable. Cohen (1988, pp. 285–288) suggested that a value of h² of .0099 could be regarded as a small effect, a value of .0588 as a medium effect, and a value of .1379 as a large effect.
Of the 620 participants, 214 (or 35%) returned copies of the questionnaire. The response rates for the three samples were: ReadOut, 34%; tapes, 33%; nondisabled, 37%. A chi-square test found that the difference among these response rates was not statistically significant, X²(2, N = 620) = 0.73, p = .69. The overall response rate was somewhat low for a mailed survey (cf. Babbie, 1990, p. 182; Kidder, 1981, pp. 150–151), but the students who were print disabled were not significantly less likely to return copies of the questionnaire than were the students with no disability, even though it had been administered in a print-based format.
The students with print disabilities were asked to indicate by checking yes/no boxes whether they had a visual impairment, a specific learning disability, or a disability that caused fatigue, or whether they made use of audiotapes or ReadOut software for some other reason. Of the 136 students with print disabilities, 56 indicated that they had a visual impairment, 65 that they had a specific learning difficulty, 83 that they had a disability causing fatigue, and 45 that they made use of audiotapes or ReadOut software for some other reason (79 checked two or more boxes). 
The first of these groups is likely to be more homogeneous than the others (see Simkiss, Garner, & Dryden, 1998), so it was decided to subdivide the respondents from the ReadOut and tapes samples into those who stated that they had a visual impairment and those who did not. Consequently, there were five groups of respondents in total. For the purposes of data analysis, the variation among the five groups was divided into four contrasts: the students with print disabilities versus the students with no disability; the students with visual impairment versus those with another kind of disability; the ReadOut students versus the tapes students; and the interaction between the two latter comparisons. Table 2 summarizes certain demographic characteristics of the five groups. 
Of the 214 respondents, 66 (or 31%) were men and 148 (or 69%) were women. A chi-square test showed that the gender distribution did not differ between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability, X²(1, N = 214) = 0.00, p = .99. However, the proportion of men was higher among the students with visual impairment (43%) than among the students with another kind of disability (23%), X²(1, N = 136) = 6.40, p = .01. This gender difference may reflect the differential prevalence of different kinds of disability between men and women or the differential willingness of men and women with different kinds of disability to undertake courses by distance learning. Nevertheless, the gender distribution did not differ between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, X²(1, N = 136) = 1.66, p = .20, and there was no significant interaction between the two latter comparisons, X²(1, N = 136) = 0.29, p = .59.
Information concerning educational qualifications on joining The Open University was available for 203 of the respondents. These were classified into four categories in comparison with the U.K. General Certificate of Education (GCE): “low” (less than GCE Ordinary Level, the public examination previously taken at the age of 16, or the equivalent); “lowish” (less than two passes at GCE Advanced Level, the higher school-leaving examination normally taken at the age of 18, or the equivalent); “medium” (two or more passes at GCE Advanced Level, the normal minimum entry requirement at U.K. universities, or the equivalent); and “high” (qualifications beyond GCE Advanced Level). The proportions of respondents within these four subgroups were 14%, 33%, 21%, and 32%, respectively. 
A chi-square test showed that the distribution of prior qualifications differed between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability, X²(3, N = 203) = 12.38, p < .01: 20% of the students with print disabilities had joined The Open University with low educational qualifications, but only 3% of the students with no disability had done so. This difference may reflect the impact of the students’ preexisting disabilities on their prior academic attainment. However, the distribution of prior qualifications did not differ between the students with visual impairment and the students with another kind of disability, X²(3, N = 130) = 1.85, p = .60, or between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, X²(3, N = 130) = 0.37, p = .95, and there was no interaction between the two latter comparisons, X²(3, N = 130) = 0.68, p = .88.
The ages of the respondents on December 31, 2003, varied from 18 to 81, with an overall mean of 42.7 years. An analysis of variance found no significant difference in age between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability, F(1, 209) = 0.02, p = .90, h² = .00, but the students with visual impairment tended to be significantly older than the students with another kind of disability, F(1, 209) = 14.94, p < .01, η² = .07. This may reflect the increasing prevalence of visual impairment with increasing age but the congenital nature of other disabilities, particularly certain kinds of specific learning difficulty. There was no significant difference in age between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(1, 209) = 0.33, p = .57, η² = .00, and there was no significant interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(1, 209) = .13, p = .13, η² = .00. 

CEQ Scores
On examining the responses to the CEQ, it was found that 19 students had failed to give a response to one or more of the 36 items. In most cases, these were isolated instances, and it was felt appropriate to regard them as items that did not apply to the student; accordingly, they were coded as “3” (i.e., “doesn’t apply to me”). Nevertheless, three respondents missed more than three items and were dropped from further analysis. Thus, the final sample consisted of 211 students who provided usable sets of data. The scales defined by Lawless and Richardson (2002) contain varying numbers of items. Thus, the students were assigned scores on the seven scales by computing the mean response across the relevant items, and their scores varied between 1 and 5. 
Descriptive statistics are provided in Table 3. The scores on all the scales showed a satisfactory level of internal consistency, with values of Cronbach’s (1951) coefficient alpha between .66 and .86. An exploratory factor analysis was carried out on the scale scores; the loadings of the seven scales on the single factor that emerged are shown in Table 3. All seven scales showed loadings greater than .50 in magnitude, which indicates that this factor may be interpreted as an overall measure of perceived academic quality. A second-order factor-based scale, labeled “Perceived Academic Quality,” was constructed by computing each student’s mean score across the seven CEQ scales (cf. Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991, pp. 625–626). This scale exhibited good internal consistency, as shown by a coefficient alpha of .85.
All but one of the students who had provided usable responses to the CEQ had responded to the 37th item (“In general I am satisfied with the quality of OU courses”). The overall mean on a scale from 1 to 5 was 4.42, and more than 50% of the students produced a response of 5 (definitely agree), implying a high degree of satisfaction. The correlation coefficient between their responses to this item and the second-order factor-based scale was +.73, and this provides further support for the interpretation of the latter as a measure of perceived academic quality. 
Table 4 shows the mean scores obtained by the five groups of students. A multivariate analysis of variance showed a significant difference between the scores obtained by the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability, F(7, 200) = 2.43, p = .02. However, there was no significant difference between the students with visual impairment and those with another kind of disability, F(7, 200) = 0.45, p = .87, or between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(7, 200) = 0.22, p = .98. Finally, there was no interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(7, 200) = 0.62, p = .74. 
Univariate tests showed that the students with no disability produced higher scores than did the students with print disabilities on Appropriate Assessment, F(1, 206) = 13.37, p < .01, η² = .06; Appropriate Workload, F(1, 206) = 8.06, p < .01, η² = .04; Clear Goals and Standards, F(1, 206) = 5.07, p = .03, η² = .02; Good Materials, F(1, 206) = 4.18, p = .04, η² = .02; Good Tutoring, F(1, 206) = 6.03, p = .02, η² = .03; and Student Choice, F(1, 206) = 4.98, p = .03, h² = .02. The difference on Generic Skills was in the same direction but was not statistically significant, F(1, 206) = 2.03, p = .16, η² = .01. 
To determine whether these effects resulted from differences among the groups in terms of demographic variables, this analysis was repeated with the covariates of gender, age, and prior education. (Gender was coded as 0 for men and 1 for women, and prior education was coded from 1 for low to 4 for high.) The only significant effect of the covariates was that prior education was positively correlated with scores on Appropriate Workload, β= +0.15, F(1, 193) = 4.56, p = .03. When the possible effects of the covariates had been statistically controlled, all of the differences observed between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability remained significant except for the difference on Good Materials, F(1, 193) = 3.38, p = .07, η² = .02. 
Table 4 also lists the mean scores obtained by the five groups on Perceived Academic Quality. An analysis of variance showed that the students with no disability obtained higher scores than did the students with print disabilities, F(1, 206) = 11.19, p < .01, η² = .05. However, there was no significant difference between the students with visual impairment and those with another kind of disability, F(1, 206) = 0.01, p = .91, η² = .00, or between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(1, 206) = 0.07, p = .80, η² = .00. Also, there was no interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(1, 206) = 0.76, p = .39, η² = .00. The difference between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability remained significant when the effects of gender, age, and prior education had been statistically controlled, F(1, 193) = 9.79, p < .01, η² = .05, and the covariates themselves had no significant effect, F(3, 193) = 0.08, p = .97. 
Table 4 also shows the mean ratings of general satisfaction produced by the five groups. The modal response was 5 for all five groups, again implying a high level of satisfaction. An analysis of variance found no significant difference between students with print disabilities and the students with no disability, F(1, 205) = 1.73, p = .19, η² = .01; no significant difference between the students with visual impairment and the students with another kind of disability, F(1, 205) = 1.59, p = .21, η² = .01, no significant difference between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(1, 205) = 0.56, p = .46, η² = .00, and no significant interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(1, 205) = 0.02, p = .89, η² = .00. This was also true when the effects of gender, age, and prior education had been statistically controlled, and the covariates themselves had no significant effect, F(3, 192) = 2.00, p = .12. 

RASI Scores
On examining the responses to the RASI, it was found that 17 students had not provided a response to one or more of the 52 items. In most cases, these were again isolated instances, and it was felt appropriate to regard them as items that did not apply to the student in question. Consequently, they were coded as “3” (i.e., “doesn’t apply to me”). However, five respondents had missed more than three items and were dropped from any further analysis. Accordingly, the final sample consisted of 209 students who had provided usable sets of data. Following Entwistle et al. (2000), respondents were assigned a score on each subscale by computing the total of the responses given to the four relevant items; thus, these scores varied between 4 and 20. Scale scores were similarly assigned by computing the total scores across the relevant subscales. 
Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 5. The scores on the scales and the subscales showed a satisfactory level of internal consistency, with values of Cronbach’s (1951) coefficient alpha between .55 and .85, except for Syllabus-Boundness. An exploratory factor analysis was carried out on the subscale scores, and the three factors that emerged were subjected to oblique rotation. The loadings of the 13 subscales on the three rotated factors are shown in Table 5. As illustrated, the factors represented a deep approach, a surface approach, and a strategic approach, respectively, but two of the subscales from the Surface Approach scale showed salient negative loadings on the factor associated with a deep approach. A large positive correlation was found between the first and third factors, a small negative correlation was found between the first and second factors, and essentially no relationship was found between the second and third factors. 
Of the 214 respondents, 208 provided usable sets of data on both the CEQ and the RASI. Their scores on Perceived Academic Quality according to the CEQ were positively correlated with their scores on Deep Approach, r = +.44, and their scores on Strategic Approach, r = +.39, but they were negatively correlated with their scores on Surface Approach, r = -.61. All but one of these students provided ratings of their general satisfaction. These ratings were positively correlated with their scores on Deep Approach, r = +.39, and their scores on Strategic Approach, r = +.31, but they were negatively correlated with their scores on Surface Approach, r = -.48. All of these correlation coefficients were statistically significant (p < .01 using two-tailed tests), confirming the intimate relationship between students’ perceptions and approaches to studying. 
Table 6 shows the mean scores obtained by the five groups of students on the 13 subscales of the RASI. A multivariate analysis of variance showed that there was a significant difference between the scores obtained by the students with print disabilities and those obtained by the students with no disability, F(13, 192) = 3.63, p < .01. However, there was no significant difference between the students with visual impairment and those with another kind of disability, F(13, 192) = 0.81, p = .65, or between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(13, 192) = 0.73, p = .74, and there was no interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(13, 192) = 0.68, p = .78. Univariate tests showed that the students with print disabilities produced higher scores than did the students with no disability on Time Management, F(1, 204) = 4.80, p = .03, η² = .02; Unrelated Memorizing, F(1, 204) = 21.41, p < .01, η² = .09, Syllabus-Boundness, F(1, 204) = 6.05, p = .02, η² = .03; and Fear of Failure, F(1, 204) = 11.55, p < .01, η² = .05. 
To determine whether these effects resulted from differences among the groups in terms of demographic variables, this analysis was repeated with the covariates of gender, age, and prior education. The only significant effects of the covariates were that prior education was negatively correlated with scores on Unrelated Memorizing, β = -0.26, F(1, 191) = 15.84, p < .01, and Fear of Failure, β = -.255, F(1, 191) = 13.25, p < .01. When the possible effects of the covariates had been statistically controlled, all the differences observed between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability remained significant. 
A further multivariate analysis of variance found a significant difference between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability in terms of their scores on the three major scales of the RASI, F(3, 202) = 9.23, p < .01. However, there was no significant difference between the students with visual impairment and those with another kind of disability, F(3, 202) = 1.26, p = .29, or between the ReadOut students and the tapes students, F(3, 202) = 0.22, p = .88. Also, there was no interaction between the two latter comparisons, F(3, 202) = 0.40, p = .75. Univariate tests showed that the students with print disabilities produced higher scores than did the students with no disability on Surface Approach, F(1, 204) = 19.35, p < .01, η² = .09, but not on Deep Approach, F(1, 204) = 0.28, p = .60, η² = .00, or Strategic Approach, F(1, 204) = 1.06, p = .31, η² = .01. 
This analysis, too, was repeated with the covariates of gender, age, and prior education. Age was positively correlated with scores on Strategic Approach, β = +0.19, F(1, 191) = 6.20, p = .01, and prior education was negatively correlated with scores on Surface Approach, β = -0.18, F(1, 191) = 6.99, p = .01. When the possible effects of the covariates had been statistically controlled, the students with print disabilities still produced significantly higher scores on Surface Approach than did the students with no disability, F(1, 191) = 16.25, p < .01, η² = .07. 
Discussion

This study compared the experiences of three samples of students enrolled in distance education: (a) students with print disabilities supported by the ReadOut system; (b) students with print disabilities supported by audio recordings; and (c) students with no disability. In the original research design, the three samples of students had been individually matched. Although the individual matching was lost because of the failure to achieve a 100% response rate, the three samples of respondents were still matched at the group level in terms of age and gender. Even so, they were not matched in terms of prior qualifications, and the students with visual impairment were not matched with the students who had another kind of disability in terms of gender or age. The possible effects of gender, age, and prior qualifications consequently must be taken into account when comparing the five groups in terms of their scores on the CEQ and the RASI. 
This investigation has confirmed the conclusion of Lawless and Richardson (2002) that the CEQ is a robust instrument when used in the highly distinctive context of distance education. Individually, the seven scales exhibited levels of internal consistency that would be regarded as highly satisfactory by conventional research-based criteria (Nunnally, 1974, pp. 245–246; Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991). Collectively, they defined a single higher-order construct that could be interpreted as a measure of perceived academic quality. The CEQ can thus be recommended as a useful tool for monitoring the experiences of students both with and without disabilities in both face-to-face institutions and distance education. 
The students with no disability produced more positive ratings of their courses than did the students with print disabilities. This difference occurred both on the measure of Perceived Academic Quality and on six of the seven scales that constitute the CEQ. The difference between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability remained significant on five of the seven scales when the possible effects of demographic variables had been statistically controlled. The differences that arose on the measure of Perceived Academic Quality and on the Appropriate Assessment subscale would be characterized as medium effects on Cohen’s (1988) criteria; hence they are likely to be of both theoretical and practical importance. 
In short, students with print disabilities provided less favorable evaluations of their courses than did students with no disability, particularly in terms of their assessment but also with regard to workload, tutoring, the clarity of the goals, and the amount of choice. Since the two groups of students were taking the same courses, it would appear that the lower evaluations given by the students with print disabilities were indicative of their reduced capacity to engage with those courses. It is interesting that this was not reflected in their ratings of general satisfaction: Both the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability reported high levels of satisfaction. The ratings given by the students with print disabilities tended to be lower than those given by the students with no disability (see Table 4), but the difference was both non-significant and small on Cohen’s (1988) criteria. This suggests that the students with print disabilities had calibrated their satisfaction ratings to their personal situation. 
The RASI proved to be less satisfactory. The internal consistency of certain of the 13 subscales would not be regarded as satisfactory by conventional research-based criteria, and two subscales that supposedly constituted positive indicators of a surface approach were more plausibly construed as negative indicators of a deep approach (see Table 5). However, the instrument as a whole did seem to measure the three distinct approaches to studying that were identified in previous research. Moreover, students who had positive perceptions of their courses were more likely to adopt a deep or a strategic approach and were less likely to adopt a surface approach than were students who had negative perceptions of their courses. 
A similar pattern of individual covariation was apparent at the group level in differences between the students with print disabilities and those with no disability. The students with print disabilities not only produced less positive ratings of their courses; they were also more likely to adopt a surface approach than were the students with no disability. This difference occurred on their overall scores on Surface Approach and their scores on three of its constituent subscales concerned with Unrelated Memorizing, Syllabus-Boundness, and Fear of Failure. Even on the fourth subscale (concerned with a lack of purpose), there was a nonsignificant trend in the same direction. The differences between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability remained significant when the possible effects of demographic variables had been statistically controlled. 
The differences between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability in their scores on Surface Approach and their scores on the subscales concerned with a fear of failure and unrelated memorizing would be characterized as being at least medium effects on Cohen’s (1988) criteria. Once again, they are likely to be of both theoretical and practical importance. It would appear, then, that students with print disabilities are more likely to exhibit a surface approach to studying than are students with no disability, insofar as they are more likely to engage in a strategy of rote memorization and to experience pessimism and anxiety about academic outcomes. They are also more likely to exhibit syllabus-boundness, which Ramsden and Entwistle (1981) defined as the students’ reliance upon their teachers to define their learning tasks. 
Even so, there were no significant differences between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability in terms of their scores on Deep Approach or Strategic Approach. Thus, the difficulties encountered by the students with print disabilities did not interfere with their capacity to adopt more desirable approaches to studying. Indeed, they obtained higher scores than did the students with no disability on Time Management (see Table 6). This suggests that the students with print disabilities tried to compensate for their difficulties by adopting a more structured and organized approach to their studies. It should also be noted that both the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability tended to obtain higher scores on the subscales defining a deep approach and a strategic approach than they did on the subscales defining a surface approach. In short, all of the students were likely to adopt desirable rather than undesirable approaches to studying. 
There were no differences between the students with print disabilities supported by the ReadOut software and the students with print disabilities supported by audio recordings of the course materials in terms of their scores on either the CEQ or the RASI. The ReadOut software might have been expected to provide a more interactive learning environment than conventional forms of support. Consequently, it should have encouraged students with print disabilities to adopt more active and hence more desirable approaches to studying and to provide more positive evaluations of their courses. Nevertheless, any differences between the students with print disabilities who used the ReadOut software and those who used audio recordings in terms of their scores on the CEQ and the RASI were nonsignificant and small in magnitude. While intriguing, this should not detract from the tremendous advantage of the ReadOut software in terms of its sheer practical convenience. 
There were also no significant differences between the students with visual impairment and those with another kind of disability in terms of their scores on the CEQ and the RASI, despite the very different circumstances in which these students approach the task of taking courses in distance education. It was suggested in the introduction that students with print disabilities constitute a heterogeneous population. However, the results of the present investigation suggest that they are a rather homogeneous population based on their experiences of distance learning, not only in terms of their perceptions of the academic quality of their courses but also in terms of the approaches that they adopt to studying those courses. 
A methodological point that should be considered is whether the differences between the students with print disabilities and the students with no disability were artifacts due to problems encountered by the former students in completing a printed questionnaire. Although there was no difference in their response rates, it is possible that the students with print disabilities had difficulty using the full range of response alternatives and perhaps tended to confine themselves to the middle of the 5-point scale. Nevertheless, this idea is not supported by the selective nature of the differences that were demonstrated. The students with print disabilities obtained lower scores than did the students with no disability on some of the CEQ scales but not on other scales or on their ratings of general satisfaction. Similarly, the students with print disabilities obtained higher scores than did the students with no disabilities on the Surface Approach scale of the RASI, but the two groups of students did not differ in their scores on the Deep Approach scale or the Strategic Approach scale. 
Richardson (1994) argued that a deep approach or an orientation towards the meaning of course materials was consistent across all cultures, reflecting a consensus about the fundamental aims of higher education. However, a surface approach or an orientation towards reproducing course materials was more diverse across cultures and reflected a variety of abilities and attitudes that became salient when practical circumstances (for instance, inappropriate assessment or an overloaded curriculum) served to subvert those aims. The present findings suggest that a surface approach or a reproducing orientation is also likely to be engendered when the aims of higher education (both at the institutional and the personal level) are frustrated by disabilities that make it difficult or impossible for students to make appropriate use of text-based resources. 
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Table 1 
Defining Items of the Seven Scales in the Adapted Version of the CEQ
Subscale
Defining item
Appropriate Assessment
Assessment on OU [Open University] courses seems to be more to do with testing what you’ve memorized than with testing what you’ve understood.a
Appropriate Workload
The sheer volume of work to be got through in OU courses means that you can’t comprehend it all thoroughly.a
Clear Goals and Standards
On OU courses, it is always easy to know the standard of work that is expected of you.
Generic Skills
As a result of taking OU courses, I feel more confident about tackling unfamiliar problems.
Good Materials
The teaching materials for OU courses really try to make topics interesting to students.
Good Tutoring
Tutors make a real effort to understand the difficulties that students may be having with their work.
Student Choice
Students on OU courses are given a lot of choice in the work they have to do. 
aItems to be scored in reverse.

Table 2
Demographic Characteristics of Five Groups of Students
 

No disability
Visual impairment

Other disability


ReadOut
Tapes

ReadOut
Tapes
N
78
28
28

45
35
Gender






Male
24
13
11

13
5
Female
54
15
17

32
30
Prior qualifications






Low
2
4
4

11
7
Lowish
28
8
10

12
9
Medium
19
5
6

7
6
High
24
9
7

13
12
Missing
5
2
1

2
1
Age (years)






Mean
43.0
46.1
48.0

39.2
39.6
Range
22–74
27–72
24–64

18–81
23–63


Table 3
Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Scores on the CEQ

Scale
No. of items
M
SD
Coefficient alpha
Factor loadings
Appropriate Assessment
4
3.94
0.85
.70
.53
Appropriate Workload
5
3.09
0.89
.73
.56
Clear Goals and Standards
4
3.65
0.97
.81
.78
Generic Skills
6
3.80
0.85
.85
.67
Good Materials
3
4.22
0.82
.75
.79
Good Tutoring
9
3.78
0.83
.86
.71
Student Choice
5
3.46
0.76
.66
.68
Perceived Academic Quality

3.70
0.62
.85


Table 4
Mean Scores Obtained by Five Groups of Students on the CEQ


No disability
Visual impairment

Other disability
Scale

ReadOut
Tapes

ReadOut
Tapes
N
78
27
27

44
35
Appropriate Assessment
4.22
3.77
3.73

3.72
3.92
Appropriate Workload
3.32
3.01
2.93

2.88
3.02
Clear Goals and Standards
3.85
3.54
3.51

3.52
3.56
Generic Skills
3.91
3.77
3.83

3.67
3.69
Good Materials
4.38
4.22
4.15

4.03
4.14
Good Tutoring
3.96
3.64
3.60

3.61
3.82
Student Choice
3.61
3.52
3.25

3.29
3.42
Perceived Academic Quality
3.89
3.64
3.57

3.53
3.65
General satisfaction
4.54
4.42
4.52

4.20
4.34


Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Scores on the RASI




Coefficient alpha
Factor loadings
Subscale
M
SD

1
2
3
Deep Approach






Seeking Meaning
16.69
2.68
.68
.63
.02
.23
Relating Ideas
15.82
2.76
.56
.84
.10
-.04
Use of Evidence
16.69
2.40
.59
.67
.21
.20
Interest in Ideas
17.09
2.92
.72
.69
-.09
.16
Total
66.29
8.97
.85



Strategic Approach






Organized Studying
13.92
3.39
.59
-.01
-.15
.78
Time Management
15.46
3.85
.83
-.09
-.12
.85
Alertness to Assessment Demands
14.20
3.18
.60
.04
.20
.49
Achieving
16.46
2.73
.62
.29
-.16
.57
Monitoring Effectiveness
17.38
2.41
.55
.30
.02
.55
Total
77.42
12.01
.82



Surface Approach






Lack of Purpose
7.16
3.50
.72
-.44
.40
-.04
Unrelated Memorizing
10.17
3.34
.58
-.12
.68
-.01
Syllabus-Boundness
11.72
3.03
.48
-.44
.15
.09
Fear of Failure
13.55
4.18
.76
.09
.71
-.08
Total
42.60
9.82
.64



Factor correlations






Factor 1



1.00
-.23
.49
Factor 2



-.23
1.00
-.08
Factor 3



.49
-.08
1.00
Table 6
Mean Scores Obtained by Five Groups of Students on the RASI


No disability
Visual impairment

Other disability
Scale

ReadOut
Tapes

ReadOut
Tapes
N
76
28
27

43
35
Deep Approach






Seeking Meaning
16.66
17.25
17.30

16.47
16.14
Relating Ideas
15.67
16.71
15.89

15.56
15.69
Use of Evidence
16.39
17.64
17.04

16.51
16.54
Interest in Ideas
17.30
17.11
17.48

16.53
16.97
Total
66.03
68.71
67.70

65.07
65.34
Strategic Approach






Organized Studying
13.71
14.71
13.89

13.84
13.86
Time Management
14.71
16.36
16.00

15.70
15.66
Alertness to Assessment Demands
14.01
15.25
13.78

14.09
14.20
Achieving
16.55
16.54
16.48

16.37
16.29
Monitoring Effectiveness
17.37
17.61
17.30

17.35
17.34
Total
76.36
80.46
77.44

77.35
77.34
Surface Approach






Lack of Purpose
6.64
7.18
7.85

7.81
6.91
Unrelated Memorizing
8.76
10.36
10.63

11.74
10.80
Syllabus-Boundness
11.01
11.68
11.93

12.21
12.51
Fear of Failure
12.29
13.75
14.96

13.93
14.57
Total
38.71
42.96
45.37

45.70
44.80
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Abstract

One cause of the underrepresentation of students with disabilities in postsecondary education may be a lack of appropriate and effective accommodations (e.g., West et al., 1993). This study hypothesized that ineffective and inappropriate accommodations result from an accommodation selection process that focuses on disability type rather than students’ contextual and functional needs. Quantitative and qualitative methodologies were used to obtain students’ perspectives of the accommodation process and experienced or potential barriers to their participation in postsecondary education. Students with disabilities completed surveys (n=108) and participated in focus groups (n=104). These students, who had various disability conditions, attended 15 community and technical colleges in California, Minnesota and Kansas. Participants’ responses reflected satisfaction with certain practices and procedures as well as a need for improvements in others. More individualized methods of accommodation selection that consider the context of students’ lives, individual functional needs, trade-offs between immediate and long-term costs and benefits and incorporate systemwide universal design concepts are presented as an alternative framework for consideration by Disability Support Services staff.

In the 15 years since the passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA of 1990, P.L. 101-336) more and more people with disabilities have been brought out of their homes and institutions and into the larger community.  People with disabilities have increased their employability, earnings and consequently quality of life by attending college and completing a postsecondary degree (National Council on Disability, 2003). First-time, full-time freshman with disabilities attending college increased fourfold between 1978 and 1994, from 2.6% to 9.2% (Henderson, 1995, as cited in Leyser, Vogel, Wyland & Brulle, 1998). More recent statistics report that students with disabilities make up approximately 9% of the total U.S. college population (Horn, Peter & Rooney, 2002; U.S. Department of Education [USDE], 2000, 2003). Nevertheless, people with disabilities are still underrepresented in the postsecondary student population when compared to the K-12 student and general populations, 13.4% (USDE, 2003) and 19% respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000).
Even though the ADA and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 have granted them the legal right to equal access to postsecondary education, people with disabilities do not appear to access it in equal proportion to others. One reason for this lower access may be the shift of responsibility for identifying disability and requesting disability support services from the school in the K-12 settings to the student in the postsecondary settings (Richard, 1995). This may lead to underreporting—due to various contextual reasons such as concerns about social stigma, or a universally designed campus that makes additional services, and thus self-identification, unnecessary—rather than actual underrepresentation of students with disabilities. However, the best data available to researchers indicate that people with disabilities are not participating in postsecondary education to the same degree as their nondisabled counterparts.
Researchers frequently cite a lack of appropriate and effective accommodations and knowledge of and attitudes toward disability as the barriers discouraging full participation. For example, in a survey of 761 college students with disabilities West et al. (1993) found that 86% of respondents had encountered barriers to education because of their disabilities, most of them disability-specific and directly related to the accommodations they did or did not receive. McCarthy and Campbell (1993) asserted that institutions of higher education needed to do more to increase their support services and staff development as a means of increasing programmatic access to education for students with disabilities. More recently, others (e.g., Pacifici & Elacqua, 1997; Kruse, McKinney, & Rapaport, 1998) have noted that faculty and staff exhibit a lack of knowledge and limited understanding of disability issues and their manifestations in the postsecondary setting, negatively affecting the manner in which faculty interact with students with disabilities. Finally, Mull, Sitlington, and Alper’s (2001) synthesis of the literature from 1985 to 2000 concluded with a recommendation for researching accommodations’ effectiveness and supports for students with disabilities at the postsecondary level.
Two models of accommodation for students with disabilities proposed by Smith (1993) and Dunn, Brown, and McGuigan (1994) along with our own observations led us to the following hypothesis: Ineffective and inappropriate accommodations result from an accommodation process that focuses on disabilities rather than students’ contextual and functional needs. Acknowledging that disability support services for postsecondary students vary considerably from institution to institution (Mull et al., 2001), we have observed that the accommodation process frequently consists of selecting from a list of accommodations, or a “menu of services” typically associated with a disability with little regard to other contextual factors—albeit selection is made on a case-by-case basis (Richard, 1992).
Smith (1993) drew a distinction between accommodations that are adaptive/assistive, which help compensate or substitute for a human function that has been lost (e.g., orthodics, prosthetics, and wheelchairs), and those that are rehabilitative/educational, which improve the function of an individual (e.g., biofeedback, cognitive retraining, computer software programs, and passive range of motion machines). The critical concept underlying the differentiation is the trade-offs that often must be made between immediate and long-term costs and benefits of each. For example, adaptive/assistive accommodations such as a scribe or a reader, while immediately powerful, are expensive over the long run, do not develop the individual’s skills in dealing effectively with such tasks, leave him or her dependent on someone else, and create a distinction in a social setting (Mellard, Hall & Parker, 1999). On the other hand, rehabilitative/educational interventions that enable the individual to write or read without assistance are less immediate but result in greater independence, generally at a lower overall cost. Therefore, when selecting an accommodation in the postsecondary educational environment, we believe that the students themselves should participate in these trade-off decisions. 
Dunn and her colleagues (1994) further contributed to our thinking about the accommodation process in their discussion of the ecology of human performance (EHP). These authors emphasized the need to factor context into disability evaluation and intervention processes because “ecology, or the interaction between person and the environment, affects human behavior and performance, and that performance cannot be understood outside of context” (Dunn et al., 1994, p. 598). The context for students with disabilities in postsecondary education is very individualized with each student having his or her own educational, employment and personal goals, personal circumstances, financial resources, and so on. Therefore, accommodation needs not only differ from student to student, but from one circumstance to another for each student.
This study was designed to determine student perceptions of the accommodation process and its possible effects on participation for students with disabilities in postsecondary education. Our hope is the findings will aid Disability Support Services (DSS) and other college faculty and staff in their efforts to ameliorate barriers to participation in postsecondary education for students with disabilities. 

Method

Research Design
At the time we initiated our study many community and technical colleges did not maintain comprehensive records about students with disabilities, thus limiting the opportunity for both prospective and retrospective research designs. Therefore, we selected a mixed-research design comprised of a quantitative survey methodology and a qualitative focus group interview methodology. 
Participants
Participants were selected using a two-stage process, which Bracht and Glass (1968) explicated as having external validity: (a) a target population of persons and settings was defined, and (b) samples were drawn to represent this population. We defined the target population as students with disabilities currently enrolled in postsecondary education at community and technical colleges and receiving services from the colleges’ DSS programs. DSS staff at each college identified possible participants based on the following inclusionary criteria and elicited their participation: diverse age, experiential and disability-related backgrounds (e.g., learning disabilities, emotional/behavioral, psychiatric disabilities, physical disabilities, deaf/hard of hearing, blind/low vision, chronic illnesses, cognitive disabilities and speech/language disorders).
Settings. We selected three states from which the sample would be drawn: Kansas, Minnesota, and California. These states were not randomly selected, but rather were chosen for their diversity along several dimensions: geography, number of community and technical colleges, racial and ethnic diversity, eligibility requirements for disability services, and state administrative organization. 
The states’ differing organizational frameworks were an important consideration in our attempt to gain a broad perspective on student perceptions of the accommodation process. For example, Minnesota’s community colleges, technical colleges, state colleges and universities were at the time of the study undergoing reorganization into the Minnesota State College and Universities (MNSCU) system, ending their history of operating as separate entities or tiers of 2 and 4-year programs. California community and technical colleges, on the other hand, have a long history of confederation—operating as a state-level organization—with the unique feature of state reimbursement to the colleges for the direct excess cost of providing services to students with disabilities. Finally, the Kansas colleges do not have the integrated system of either Minnesota or California; consequently, policies addressing support for students with disabilities are unique to each college.
We contacted 16 DSS administrators—seeking five from each state—requesting their participation in the study. Only one Californian college chose not to participate, citing a significant number of recent personnel changes and an upcoming accreditation review as impediments to active involvement in the study. One college in Minnesota was unique in that staff from campuses in two locations participated. Thus, while 15 colleges were included in the study, 16 different campuses were represented, increasing the numbers of participants from Minnesota in the sample. The 15 participating colleges ranged in enrollment size from 23,356 to 1,031 students (see Table 1). The number of students with disabilities, as reported by the DSS offices, ranged from less than 1% of the total student population to 8.7%, with only three of the colleges reporting the percentage of students with disabilities within the national average of 9% (USDE, 2003).
Students. DSS staff drew a sample set of 108 participants from the students they serve. We paid each student $40 for his or her participation in a group interview and survey completion.
In the sample set of students 65% (n=70) reported having one primary disability whereas 35% (n=38) reported having two or more disabilities. Students’ self-reported primary disabilities included 39% learning disabilities (n=42), 2% emotional/behavioral (including ADD, ADHD) (n=2), 2% psychiatric (n=2), 23% orthopedic/mobility (n=24), 13% deaf/hard of hearing (n= 14), 9% blind/visually impaired (n=10), 4% traumatic brain injury (n=4), 6% chronic illnesses (n=6), and 2% speech/language disorders (n=2). Students’ average age was 30 (range = 18-60, SD= 11.2). The sample consisted of 49% male (n=53) and 51% female (n=55) participants. 
The students represented racial and ethnic diversity common to the participating colleges. Of those reporting race and ethnicity, 75% were White, non-Hispanic (n=78), 9% African American (n=9), 6% non-White, Hispanic (n=6), 5% Asian (n=5), 3% White, Hispanic (n=3) and 2% Native American (n=2). Thirty-five percent (n=38) of students were enrolled full time (12 or more credit hours per semester) and 65% (n=70) were enrolled part time (less than 12 credit hours per semester). 
Fifty-three percent (n=57) of the students with disabilities in the sample reported not working while attending college, whereas 42% (n=45) worked at least two hours per week. Six students did not specify their work status. Of the 45 students who reported working while in school, only 13% (n=6) worked full time (more than 30 hours per week). The other 87% (n=39) worked part-time, mostly in a range of 10-15 hours each week. Students’ employment included both on-campus and off-campus jobs.   

Instruments
Survey instruments and interview protocols were developed to obtain relevant demographic and contextual data and to assess the perceptions of students with disabilities regarding the accommodation process and other potential barriers to participation in postsecondary education. The survey instrument queried students about the accommodation process; focus group interviews were intended to probe for specific, factual incidents that would lend a deeper understanding of the survey data and provide insight into the accommodation processes the students had faced in their postsecondary education experience.
Field tests. Four colleges participated in field tests of focus group questions and survey content and format. Two interviewers, including the second author, conducted the focus groups and administered the surveys using the protocols as described below. The survey instrument and focus group questions were revised based on the field tests in an effort to increase the questions’ clarity and shorten the overall activity. 
Survey instrument. The survey contained four parts: (a) demographic and student context information, (b) accommodation process satisfaction survey, (c) factors affecting the choice of accommodation(s) survey, and (d) open-ended question regarding accommodations the participant had used and their effectiveness.
In addition to basic demographic information, students were asked in the first part to provide their individual context, consistent with the EHP model of accommodation (Dunn, et. al., 1994): college career and future plans, disability support services, current employment, social background, and disability categories that applied to them. The survey posed four questions about how participants disability previously affected their academic experience and provided space for elaboration; this survey item was followed by a list of 29 areas of difficulty students with disabilities may experience in their education; participants were to mark each item that personally applied to them. The context portion of the survey asked participants to list one accommodation that they used in their current college setting and to briefly explain how they had obtained it.
The second part of the survey, presented in Table 2, consisted of five statements about the accommodation(s) participants had used and a Likert-type scale for indicating degree of agreement or disagreement. Statements addressed satisfaction with the accommodation selection process, the accommodation(s) provided, accommodation effectiveness, how others discuss disabilities with the student, and how confidentiality is kept regarding the student’s disability.   
The third segment of the survey presented 12 factors that may affect the selection of an accommodation and a Likert-type scale for indicating degree of importance. Factors included: amount of training required, appropriateness for various tasks, availability, cost to student, cost to school, ease of use, effectiveness, increased independence, currently or previously used by another student, student’s own previous use, disability, use across various environments or portability. The fourth and final segment of the survey directed participants to list accommodations currently and previously used and to indicate whether they were effective or not effective for the participant.
Focus group interviews. Specially designed focus group interview protocols posed a series of questions along the lines of “remembering stories of when ...” and the way in which respondents’ disabilities affected various academic and non-academic activities in college. The protocol provided interviewers with prompts for stories about recruitment, registration, financial aid, academic advising, enrollment, orientation, placement testing, course instruction, labs and fieldwork experiences, course testing, course assignments, degree requirements, graduation, transfer and employment, housing, campus transportation, recreational activities, and social opportunities. The protocols continued with questions looking for strengths, weaknesses, and priorities related to accessibility in four environments: physical, informational, programmatic/policy, and attitudinal. The final questions in the interview protocol addressed accommodation selection, training and evaluation, and the colleges’ involvement of students with disabilities in policy setting about and evaluation of disability services.

Procedures
Two interviewers conducted on-site focus group interviews and administered written surveys at each of the 15 community and technical colleges. Interviews were conducted and surveys administered in three phases over a three-year period ending in 2001. During Phase 1 (Fall 1998-Summer 1999) data were collected from nine of the participating colleges – three from each state. In Phase 2 (Fall 1999-Summer 2000), data collection activities included the six remaining colleges in addition to the initial nine. The third phase of data collection (Fall 2000- Fall 2001) included all 15 colleges in the sample.  
Focus group interviews. The colleges’ DSS staff arranged for an on-campus location where the focus group interviews could take place. With one exception, none of the DSS staff attended the interview sessions. The sessions were videotaped  to release the interviewers from the note-taking burden; however participants were free to request that the videotaping be stopped at any time; on occasion, this took place for brief segments. We also made the videotapes in anticipation of the need for video clips for inclusion in DSS staff development materials, which we intended to create as a staff development product. Interviewers obtained informed consent from all participants before the discussion groups and videotaping began. Each interview lasted approximately two hours, and included between 3-11 participants. Because the focus groups were arranged at the discretion of DSS staff, group numbers across sites varied. Furthermore, in some instances students’ class schedules prevented them from participating in focus group activities even though they had completed surveys. The number of focus group participants per state was similar. 
Survey completion. Interviewers presented participants with questionnaires to be completed at the end of the focus group interviews. Students with scheduling conflicts and prior commitments (e.g., class, transportation, childcare, work) were permitted to return their completed surveys by mail. Compensation for participation was made afterward. At two colleges seven participants were permitted to respond to the written survey without participating in the focus group interview; at another school three focus group participants were excused from completing the survey.
Data analysis. Survey data were coded for statistical analysis. Open-ended survey responses were categorized into standard groups as themes emerged for analysis. Descriptive statistics were utilized for analyzing student responses on demographic items, Likert-type satisfaction scales, accommodation effectiveness and accommodation selection factors from the survey. Further analyses of student satisfaction data warranted the use of analysis of variance. 
Focus group videotapes were transcribed, coded, and analyzed by project staff for recurring themes. Among the themes that emerged, student perceptions of the accommodation process was prominent along with various barriers to postsecondary education. These themes coincided well with questions from two sections of the student survey and proved to complement the analysis of the survey findings as described further below. 

Findings

Survey Findings
Due to space limitations, the findings presented here focus on Sections 2 and 3 of the student survey – satisfaction with the current process for accommodation selection and factors considered important when selecting accommodations. 
Satisfaction. Student satisfaction ratings regarding various aspects of accommodation process appear in Table 2. The highest satisfaction ratings were given to confidentiality about one’s disability with a mean score of 4.34 (SD = .888) on a scale of 5 = very satisfied and 1 = not at all satisfied. Lowest ratings were given to the way in which others discuss a participant’s disability with him, or her with a mean score of 4.04 (SD = .936). Satisfaction with statements addressing the accommodation selection process, the accommodation themselves, and their effectiveness were rated similarly, with mean scores between 4.18 and 4.08 (SD=. 876 and .935).
Based on the focus group observations, a post hoc analysis was performed of the satisfaction portion of the survey to distinguish between participants who were under 25 years of age and those 25 and older. Participants 25 years of age and over reported lower mean levels of satisfaction on all statements than their younger counterparts, although ordinal rankings were the same for both groups (see Table 3). Statistical power was very low, ranging from .15 to .41; the calculated effect size (calculated as η²) was 1%-3%. The results of MANOVA tests showed that the mean level of satisfaction between these two groups was not statistically significant; however, a practical significance did exist. Further evidence of this difference was encountered during focus group discussions, which are discussed in detail below. In brief, students who were older (over 25) tended to have more life experiences that include the use of various accommodations in the workplace. They also had lived with their accommodations longer and had developed compensatory strategies for many of their activities of daily living. Therefore, when requesting an accommodation in college, the older students were more likely to express dissatisfaction with certain accommodations or the process for obtaining accommodations. 
Factors in selecting accommodations. Twelve factors that were important to students in selecting accommodations are presented in Table 4. Effectiveness of accommodation was ranked highest with a mean level of importance of 4.69 (5 = very important and 1 = unimportant). Availability of the accommodation, increased independence, and ease of use were the other leading factors in selecting an accommodation. Issues such as cost to students or the college, social acceptance, and training were not deemed as important.
Effectiveness of accommodations. Students reported their perceptions of the effectiveness—or ineffectiveness—of various types of accommodations that they had used in the past or were currently using (see Table 5). Students who had used note takers, extended time on tests, adaptive technology, moving to a different location in the classroom, and public transportation rated these accommodations effective 80-88% of the time. A slightly lower percentage (64-78%) of the students who had used tutors, tape recorders, alternative test locations, taped texts and notes, and mental health counseling services perceived these accommodations as effective. The one student who reported receiving class notes ahead of time reported that this was a completely ineffective accommodation.
Focus Group Findings
Four recurring issues emerged from the focus group interviews that seemed to enhance the results from the survey: a sense of belonging, access to academic information, supports for independence, and labeling disabilities as they relate to discrimination. A fifth category of comments also was evident in the focus groups: self-determination, or students’ expressions of their willingness to work through the difficulties they encounter.
A sense of belonging. Of first importance, participants indicated they wanted to feel accepted, to belong in the college setting. Three students described their experiences. At a Kansas community college a student with a visual impairment expressed her feelings in this way:
“For one thing girls don’t belong in science and for another thing blind girls don’t belong in science ... It’s just kind of the feeling that you just get from them [instructors] that you’re just there in their class but they don’t expect you to do anything great.”

In other cases, a lack of belonging was felt when people try to be helpful. For instance, one student with a physical disability from a community college in Kansas said:
“Since my injury, people have gone from what I could do to what I need help doing. My image of myself is put so small because it’s gone from ‘I can do this’ to ‘Let’s help you do this’”

Sometimes the accommodation process itself interfered with a student’s sense of belonging. A student with a learning disability from a Kansas community college shared the following:
“Let’s say I have to take a test; everybody in that classroom knows I’m gone, so the first thing they ask when I come back, ‘why weren’t you at the test man, you missed the test?’  ‘Well I took, my test in a different room.’  ‘Why . . .?’ ‘I have a learning disability.’ It’s not easy. Its basically saying  ‘Yeah, I’m different.’ Different is ok but its not easy to say that. You don’t want people to know your personal business.”

Access to academic information. A second theme in the focus groups related to obtaining access to academic information as easily and readily as other students. In some cases teachers reportedly did not know how to make accommodations for students with disabilities, such as the following case provided by a student with a psychiatric disability from a California community college: 
“It’s hard on students that do have disabilities because they do get frustrated and it’s like they become unsuccessful because … they want to and they have the desire to and they have the drive to making something of themselves, but they can’t if you have somebody who doesn’t know how to teach you.” 

In other instances students reported that teachers resisted accommodations designed to make academic information accessible to students with disabilities. For example, at a community college in Kansas a student with a hearing impairment reported:
“She [the instructor] didn’t understand the concept of interpreters in her classroom and that was the most frustrating. She didn’t like the idea of interpreters in the classroom at all ... she thought that since I was oral that I really didn’t need interpreters too.”

In other situations accommodations were inadequate and, thus, the reason why academic information was inaccessible. The following example illustrates that even an appropriate intervention (e.g., a notetaker) may not be effective due to extenuating circumstances and as a result create other frustrations for the student. At a Minnesota community college one student with a learning disability said, 
“One time I asked for a note-taker and I couldn’t read what they wrote.” 

Supports for independence. Availability of supports that enable independence, such accessible transportation, housing and even restrooms, was a recurring theme in the interviews as well. In some cases the supports were in place but were limited in some way, such as a student with a physical disability from one of Minnesota’s community colleges, who described a transportation dilemma:
“... they had a limit on how many para-transit rides you could use, which didn’t even begin to allow me to go to school let alone allow me to do other campus trips.”

A Minnesota community college student with an apparent mobility impairment reported a lack of supports relating to accessible restrooms as follows:
 “I still have to go down to either the first floor or the ground floor (to find an accessible restroom) and I work up on the fourth floor. So to take 10 minutes all the time to go to and use the restroom-that shouldn’t happen.”

Labeling and discrimination. Finally, students were concerned about not being labeled or discriminated against because of their disability or the accommodation(s) provided. In some cases the concern was internal to the students, such as the following shared by a student with a chronic illness at a California community college:
“I don’t want to walk through a door and have someone say ‘You’re disabled’. I just want to be included as a normal student.”

One student at a community college in Kansas expressed concern by suggesting that “more knowledge (be) put out about the services available … so it isn’t a stigma for the students to have to come here [the support services office].”
However, for some students, the issue was far beyond labeling, to the point of behaviors they perceive as discrimination. These feelings were expressed in various ways such as the three examples below:

“There’s a lot of teachers too that don’t agree with this disability because they can’t see it.”  – student with a psychiatric disability at a California community college

“Granted, I’m disabled but I’m not dysfunctional.” – student with a visual impairment at a California community college

 “Teachers have said,  ‘you teach her, I don’t teach these kind of students.’” – student with a learning disability at a Kansas community college.

A more subtle, yet important point made regarding labeling and accommodations came from a blind student at a California community college, who stated that “people with the best of intentions get the idea that people with the same disabilities need the same things and this is not always true. I’ve been blind from birth and there are students here on campus who have either partial vision or who got blind later in life and their needs are totally different from mine in a lot of areas, and I think I’ve had a hard time conveying that.”

Self-determination. Despite issues students faced, many expressed a willingness and confidence in their ability to overcome the difficulties and achieve their academic goals. Several examples speak to such optimism.
“I just learned here that it’s up to me. If I want to use the program [DSS] I can. If I don’t want to, I don’t. If I want professors to hear me, I have to go talk to them. They’re aware that there are students with disabilities in class but they don’t know who. Its up to me.”  - student with a learning disability at a Kansas community college

“You have to have confidence and also have knowledge of your disability so you can understand it yourself … That comes over time and you have to have good coaches behind you in order to do it. People that are disabled and are at college means we are advocating for ourselves.”  - student with a learning disability at a California community college

“Recognizing yourself and what your needs are is really, really important. If you don’t acknowledge your personality traits, how others see you, you won’t know what your needs are and you’ll end up feeling frustrated and angry all the time.” – student with a psychiatric disability at a California community college

“I think I always wanted to come to college but the first time I didn’t have the skills to face my learning disability. I didn’t want to admit that I couldn’t do it because I can do it. I just need to do it a different way.” – student at a Minnesota community college

Discussion

The findings reflect favorably, although not conclusively, on our initial hypothesis that ineffective and inappropriate accommodations result from an accommodation process that focuses on disabilities rather than students’ contextual and functional needs. Consider the accommodations typically found on colleges’ “menu of services” that participants rated as ineffective at least 25% of the time: tape recorders, alternate testing location, taped texts and notes, mental health counseling services, and copies of notes ahead of class. These accommodations are not necessarily bad, but the ecology of human performance (EHP) model (Dunn et. al., 1994) would postulate that on many occasions they were the wrong accommodation for the context. 
For example, 72.7% of participants who received an alternate testing location accommodation found it to be effective; 27.3% did not. In a focus group discussion a participant explained why he did not find this accommodation to be effective. He shared his dismay and a feeling of isolation when leaving the classroom for testing. Although he did not express a feeling of dissatisfaction with his academic success while using the accommodation, his sense of belonging in the classroom with his peers was disrupted and, almost surprisingly, therefore rated the accommodation as ineffective. In other words, the DSS office provided an accommodation that met the definition of equal access under the law, but perhaps not the spirit of the law, when this aspect of student life was not included in the accommodation selection process. Had the student’s feelings of not belonging been a consideration in the accommodation selection process, a more satisfactory accommodation may have been provided. We wonder what barriers exist to providing accommodations in a more individualized manner with the spirit of the law in mind —perhaps a shift in philosophical position or creative ways to alleviate financial and logistical burdens are needed.
Another example emerged from the category called “access to academic information,” which is unarguably the most important aspect of college. Successful students with and without disabilities are students that are able to receive the academic information they need in order to learn and graduate. For many students with disabilities, access to academic information requires effective accommodations and supports. Students in this study rated note-takers and extended time on tests the most effective accommodations they received in college, 87.5% and 85.7% effective, respectively. This finding is good news considering that these two particular accommodations are widely used by colleges and universities. However, there is an irony in what students said about these accommodations in focus groups. Participants overwhelmingly said that they thought more time or a note-taker was insufficient and better accommodations must be available. Specifically, they reported that note-takers often failed to show up, were not trained to take good notes, or their writing was impossible to read. 
Some believed the DSS office elected to provide these accommodations because of their simplicity, ignoring the trade-offs between immediate and long-term costs and benefits as described by Smith (1993). EHP may further explain the discrepancy between survey and focus group results; that is, note-takers and extended time on tests may be effective accommodations in certain contexts, but not in all. Accommodations are frequently provided for a semester, or even an entire year, without regard for differences in the demands of a student’s schedule or classes. Students themselves also do not realize they have the right to ask for a different accommodation or even to express the ineffectiveness or dissatisfaction with one provided to them. DSS offices might be able to remedy this problem by more student involvement in the accommodation process and follow-up with students throughout the semester.
Some participants raised issues that were larger than just the accommodation selection process. Independence is very important to college students, and students with disabilities are no exception. Participants in this study rated independence as the third most important factor in selecting an accommodation. Therefore it was not surprising to find that participants rated adaptive technology as 82% effective as an accommodation because adaptive/assistive technology, which can help an individual substitute for a human function (e.g., orthodics, prosthetics, and wheelchairs), is often the means to greater independence for individuals with disabilities. Various adaptive technologies have become more affordable and widely used than they were just a decade ago. They are easy to provide, albeit still more costly than some accommodations because of training and equipment costs; besides, technology is appealing— “sexy” and useful—to many people. However, in focus group discussions we found that equally important to gaining or maintaining independence were transportation, extracurricular activities, housing and accessible facilities. Many students were disheartened by their inability to participate fully in on-campus or off-campus student activities because of a lack of accessible transportation, housing or facilities.
 The contrast between satisfaction with accommodations on a more personal, immediate level (e.g., adaptive technology) and the dissatisfaction with system-wide issues was stark. The large-scale nature of systemic change is more difficult to implement than more personal accommodations; however, if real, lasting change is to occur more universal design efforts are needed. Many colleges, universities and researchers across the country are developing and implementing innovative models as means to this end (e.g., Ohio State University, 2004; University of Kansas Center for Research on Learning, 2004; University of Maryland, 2004; University of Minnesota, 2004; University of Rhode Island, 2004; University of Washington, 2004). Such efforts to increase access to information, facilities and campus life are the first steps toward systemic change and universal access in postsecondary educational settings. 
In retrospect, the students’ survey responses and the focus group comments suggest numerous avenues for further research. For example, if we could construct a workable, rigorous research design that allowed for random selection of community college sites and the students within those sites, we could examine effects at multiple levels that could be attributed to the variations in state systems and local implementation. Such a design would more clearly explicate the institutional features associated with effective accommodations and student outcomes. Given the lack of an accessible database at the participating colleges, such a sampling plan and design was not feasible, however, college staff expressed their intent to have such capacity in the future.
Conclusion

Institutions that provide equal access by the letter of the law, (i.e., primarily to avoid lawsuits) exhibit a philosophy that may not be verbalized on a campus but is felt and observed, and ultimately, limits the success potential of a college and its students. Colleges that embrace the spirit of the law, on the other hand, are likely to invest in an accommodation process that considers the entire context of student life, individual functional needs, trade-offs between the immediate and long-term costs and benefits, and incorporates system wide universal design concepts. In so doing, we hypothesize that these colleges will reap the rewards of increased enrollments and a more diverse campus with new ways for more students with disabilities to be involved in activities and leadership roles.
Two important pieces of this complicated puzzle are the empowerment of students with disabilities and the education of others about disability. Although no accommodation can fix negative perceptions of students with disabilities, students themselves can be powerful change agents. Through self-determination and empowerment students with disabilities are the best leaders for the next changes to be made on college campuses. Listening to their experiences and involving them not only in the accommodation process, but also in the process for systemic change on the whole is advantageous and is likely to be highly effective. 
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Table 1
Site Characteristics and Numbers of Participants by Site

Site #	Location	Total	# of Students	% of Students	Focus Group
		Enrollment	with Disabilitiesa	with Disabilities	Participants

Site 1b	California	13,984	1,103	7.9%	10
Site 2 b	California	9,999	66	0.7%	5
Site 3 b	California	14,618	427	2.9%	6
Site 4c	California	7,258	283	3.9%	7
Site 5 c	California	23,356	2,037	8.7%	3
Site 6 b	Minnesota	7,776	Not available	Not available	10
Site 7 b	Minnesota	5,104	94	1.8%	10
Site 8 b	Minnesota	4,228	177	4.2%	11
Site 9 c	Minnesota	1,031	54	5.2%	4
Site 10 c	Minnesota	3,548	305	8.6%	9
Site 11 b	Kansas	1,214	Not available	Not available	9
Site 12 b	Kansas	2,728	11	0.4%	8
Site 13 b	Kansas	5,694	61	1.1%	6
Site 14 c	Kansas	3,265	28	0.9%	3
Site 15 c	Kansas	16,743	246	1.5%	3
aStudents with disabilities as reported by each college’s Disability Support Services (DSS) office; bAverage for Fall 1998-Fall 2001; cAverage for Fall 1999-Fall 2001.

Table 2
Student Satisfaction with Accommodation Process
Statement: I am satisfied with:	  Mean level 	Standard 	N
	of satisfaction	Deviation
... the process used in selecting an accommodation for me	4.08	.935		93
... the accommodation provided for me	4.18	.876	101
... the effectiveness of my accommodations	4.10	1.015	97
... the way my disability is discussed with me	4.04	.936	99
... that my disability is kept confidential	4.34	.888	97
Note. The higher the mean, the more important the factor is to the student (range=1-5 with 1=unimportant and 5=very important); Varying n’s are due to non-responders. 

Table 3
Student Satisfaction Ad Hoc Analysis by Age
		Age		
	Under 25	25 and Over	
Statement: 	Mean	SD	Mean	SD 	Partial 2	Power
I am satisfied with:
... the process used in selecting	4.21	.767	3.98	.961	.017	.213
   an accommodation for me
... the accommodation provided	4.41	.595	4.15	.823	.033	.366
   for me 
... the effectiveness of my	4.33	.898	4.15	.910	.011	.150
   accommodations
... the way my disability is	4.15	.904	3.78	.988	.038	.413
   discussed with me
... that my disability is kept 	4.49	.683	4.22	.962	.025	.292
   confidential
Note. Under 25 group, n = 39; 25 and-over-group, n = 41; In this analysis only respondents who completed all five items are included, eliminating concern with patterns of missing data.
Table 4
Factors Important to Students in Selecting an Accommodation
	Mean level 	Standard 	N
Factors	of importance	Deviation	

Effectiveness of accommodation	4.69	.631	100
Availability of accommodation	4.51	.770	101
Increased independence	4.45	.940	99
Ease of use	4.44	.818	101
Your disability	4.20	1.082	100
Appropriateness for different tasks	4.05	1.093	97
Cost of accommodation to you	3.96	1.315	98
Social acceptance	3.62	1.434	101
Your own previous use of the accommodation	3.58	1.363	99
Amount of training required	3.57	1.440	94
Cost of accommodation to your college	3.20	1.523	101
Currently or previously used by a student	2.80	1.412	97
Note. The higher the mean, the more important the factor is to the student (range=1-5 with 1=unimportant and 5=very important); varying n’s are due to non-responders. 

Table 5
Student Reports of Accommodation Effectiveness

Accommodation	Students Reporting Use	% Reported Effectivea

Note takers	24	87.5%
Extended time on tests	35	85.7%
Adaptive technology	11	81.8%
Moving to different location in the classroom	5	80.0%
Public transportation	5	80.0%
Tutors	18	77.8%
Tape recorder	4	75.0%
Alternate testing location	11	72.7%
Taped texts/notes		9	66.7%
Mental health counseling services	11	63.6%
Copy of notes ahead of class			1	0.0%
 aPercent of students who reported using the accommodation.
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Abstract

There is a lack of literature on the transition to career for college graduates with learning disabilities (LD). The present study presents the results of 170 college graduates’ written, open-ended responses related to how the transition to career may be improved. Responses focused upon two main categories, Suggestions for Programs and Suggestions for Students. Within Suggestions for Programs, the subcategories of Internships, Mentoring Programs, Specific Courses or Seminars, ADA Knowledge and Follow-Up with Graduates were identified. The Suggestions for Students responses were subdivided into two categories, Self-Understanding and Workplace Accommodations. Specific insights from graduates are offered within each of the categories, and recommendations for postsecondary LD programs and career service programs are offered. 

Statistics indicate that approximately 41% of students with disabilities in postsecondary education obtain a degree (Horn, Berktold, & Bobbit, 1999). Because adulthood and the world of work represents the longest and most complex stage of life, the transition to career is the most important one that people make in their lifetime (Gerber, 2002). Limited research exists regarding the career transition needs of students with disabilities, particularly those with learning disabilities (LD), and how postsecondary institutions enhance this process (Cummings, Maddux, & Casey, 2000; Friehe, Aune, & Leuenberger, 1996; Ohler, Levinson, & Baker 1996). 
All college students confront the sometimes difficult issues of choosing a major, career exploration, and ultimately, the job search and interview process. However, for students with hidden disabilities such as LD, these issues are particularly complex (Conyers & Szymanski, 1998; Enright, Conyers, & Szymanski, 1996). Ideally, students with LD select a career that focuses on their strengths and minimizes their weaknesses (Gerber, Ginsberg, & Reiff, 1992). This assumes that the student has an understanding of the specific nature of her LD, including her strengths and needs. The individual must then make a determination about disclosure of the LD.  Knowledge of one’s rights under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA; Conyers & Szymanski, 1998) is a key component of this decision. 
Workplace Disclosure
	The decision to disclose adds to the complexity of the job search and interview process. In the case of adults with LD, disclosure acknowledges an otherwise hidden disability, and risking chances of getting a job, job security, or relationships with co-workers or supervisors (Baldridge & Veiga, 2001; Gerber & Price, 2003; Rocco, 2004). The timing of disclosure must be considered, including during the interview process, after starting employment, or only after a problem emerges at work. Disclosure in any of these stages presents unique benefits and concerns (Vance, 2004). For example, if the employee does disclose, he must decide if accommodations should be requested, and if so, what kinds of accommodations are appropriate in a given work environment. There are no simple solutions to these issues and no single strategy can be applied to every situation that a student might face in the workplace (Enright et al., 1996).  
	The marked differences between the worlds of academe and work further confound these issues (Gerber, 2002). The assumption that the disclosure and accommodation process in the workplace parallels the process at the secondary and postsecondary levels is not supported by available research (Price, Gerber, & Mulligan, 2003). For example, Friehe et al. (1996) found that students with disabilities from two universities were likely to disclose their disability to an employer, but unlikely to request accommodations. These students displayed limited knowledge of their rights under the ADA. Witte (2001) reported that a sample of college graduates with LD “understand very little, if anything, about the ADA and how it is designed to assist them in their employment settings” (p. 29). 
Recent research on adults with LD reveals that disability disclosure is not the norm and that accommodation use is even less prevalent. For example Madaus (2006) found that of a sample of 500 college graduates with LD, 55% self-disclosed in a job situation, but only 12% requested a workplace accommodation. Most of those who did not disclose indicated that there was no need to do so, but fears for job security and of negatively influencing relationships with co-workers and supervisors were also expressed. While these graduates were more likely to agree that their college helped them prepare for their transition to a career, they were largely “unsure” that they had adequate knowledge of their rights under the ADA and that their college provided them with adequate transition planning related to the ADA. Likewise, Price et al. (2003) found that none of the 25 adults with LD in their sample requested workplace accommodations, and over two thirds had never heard of the ADA.

Importance of Self-Awareness
Hitchings et al. (1998) reported that a sample of college students with LD could describe their LD only in vague and incomplete terms, and demonstrated a “general lack of awareness regarding the precise nature of their disabilities” (p. 25). The lack of understanding of the LD carried over a lack of awareness of how the LD impacts career development (Hitchings, Luzzo, Retish, & Horvath, 1998). The power of self-awareness related to the specific nature of one’s learning disability was reflected by the finding of Ohler et al. (1996) that students who used more instructional accommodations had lower levels of career maturity than their peers with LD who used fewer accommodations.  Michaels and Barr (2000) suggested that students with LD must be able to focus on the skills they have learned and what makes them uniquely qualified for a particular job, rather than to focus on the LD during interview process. 
Postsecondary service providers and other professionals on campus may stress the importance of self-awareness and knowing about the ADA, but their emphasis may go unheeded for several reasons. However, several key factors need to be considered. First, students with LD may be more focused on the present than on the future. This may be a result of the nature of a learning disability, which compromises abstract thought and ability to perceive the “big picture” such as long-term vocational plans (Brinckerhoff, McGuire, & Shaw, 2002). Second, because of issues with self-esteem, identity confusion, and learned helplessness, adults with LD may have a lower ability to self-assess strengths and weaknesses, which may lead to more difficulty in decision making, including career decision making (Ohler et al., 1996). Third, adults must often experience a “need to learn” in response to a real-life situation or problem (Knowles, 1984, in Price, 2002). Hitchings et al. (1998) reported that most of the college students with disabilities surveyed did not use career services on campus until they approached graduation and had to find employment. In addition, many students with LD may feel pressed for time due to demands related to academic work and feel unable to allocate time attending to a career issues (D. Korbel, personal communication, October 6, 2005). 
Price (2002) pointed out that postsecondary LD programs must focus on “authenticity” or using real-life tasks and learning experiences when working with adults. For many students, the focus may be receiving accommodations as a means to obtain satisfactory grades. There may be no, or only passing interest, in the role of building skills and understanding the impact and role of accommodations in future employment situations. However, a balance must be found, because accommodations may be necessary to level the playing field in an academic environment and to enable students with LD to display their true understanding of the course materials. This, in turn, can lead to better grades, a higher GPA, and potentially more job opportunities. However, at the same time there is a need to provide what Price (2002) called structured, focused, and ongoing instruction about disability self-awareness.  Price urged educators working with adults to be “problem centered” (p. 149) and to reflect the broader needs of adults in society “versus only ‘subject-matter’ material to pass specific courses or tests” (p. 149). Adults who cannot understand or explain the impact of their disability and who cannot develop compensatory strategies may struggle in employment (Hitchings et al., 1998). Wherever or whatever the specific learning environment is, student empowerment and the skills of personal control and independence must be of primary focus (Enright et al., 1996; Michaels & Barr, 2000; Price, 2002). 

The Value of Internships
Internships and job shadowing opportunities may allow students to experience the “real-life tasks or problems” that Knowles (1984, used in Price, 2002) described as a prerequisite to become ready to learn. In such situations students would be forced to deal with “genuine, personal problems that they encounter in their everyday lives” (Price, 2002, p. 139). In other words, by experiencing real-life situations in which strategies must be developed and implemented and in which the results of these strategies must be evaluated, students may develop additional skills and experience significant long-term benefits (Price, 2002). 
In a review of nine projects nationwide related to the career development of college students with disabilities, Michaels and Barr (2000) noted that “all projects demonstrated that real and meaningful work experiences benefit the career development of students with learning disabilities” (p. 64). The authors cited the observations of several project directors related to the benefits of such programs. Specifically, that some students who struggle academically can perform well in some work experiences, and conversely, some students who do well academically may not be able to generalize classroom skills and learning to the workplace (Michaels & Barr, 2000). These work experiences allowed students the opportunity to assess the impact the LD in varying environments, to judge the need for accommodations, to validate areas of interest and strengths, and to learn about being a good employee (Michaels & Barr, 2000).  The idea of developing lists of employers willing to offer volunteer experiences, cooperative education, or job shadowing opportunities was put forth by both Enright et al. (1996) and Friehe et al. (1996) nearly a decade ago. As Enright et al. stated, “often, students with disabilities simply need a foot in the door” (1996, Scope of vocational guidance section, para. 7). 
The Value of Mentors
Another powerful way to teach with authenticity involves the use of mentors (Enright et al., 1996; Friehe et al., 1996; Price, 2002). Price commented that because mentors are drawn from environments that present difficulty and may have struggled with similar issues, “the realistic guidance that mentors can provide offers a gold mine of useful information about hidden and overt expectations” and challenges (p. 150). Gerber et al. (1992) found that highly successful adults with LD were much more likely to have “officially or unofficially adopted mentors so that they could learn in nontraditional and multi-sensory ways (typically experientially)” (p. 486) than other adults with LD.

Balancing Disability and Career Services
Many colleges offer an office related directly to career services, and it is reasonable to expect that students with LD would be directed to these on-campus experts for issues related to career transition. However, college students with LD access career services at a lower rate than other students and have lower levels of career awareness and maturity than other students (Friehe et al., 1996; Hitchings et al., 1998; Michaels & Barr, 2000; Ohler et al., 1996).  The specific career approaches being used by colleges for students with LD, or the efficacy of these approaches, are largely unaddressed in the literature. It is possible, as Hitchings et al. summarized, that “college students with disabilities have basic career needs that are not being met” (1998, p. 29). 

Rationale for the Present Study
How can colleges and universities better assist students with LD preparing for the transition to career? In order to begin to answer this question, it is useful to consider the perspectives and insights of graduates who have made the transition and can comment on the realities of the workplace. In comparison to the literature related to freshman transition, there is a paucity of available research and literature on methods to enhance the transition to employment. Importantly, data from the perspective of college graduates who have experienced the world of work is non-existent in the literature. 
This article presents data from a group of graduates from three institutions, who completed a survey related to their employment outcomes, and specifically, responded to an open-ended question requesting suggestions related to how colleges could improve the career transition of students with LD.

Methods

Instrumentation
A survey related to employment outcomes was mailed to 2,131 graduates with LD from six postsecondary institutions nationwide. These institutions represented a range of institutional types (e.g., Research 1 Universities, Public Universities, a Community Technical College). Four institutions were located in the northeast, while two were western institutions. 
The instrument contained an optional open-ended question that asked the respondents to “provide any comments or suggestions related to how the career transition of students with LD might be improved.” The open-ended question was intended to understand the respondents’ perspective regarding the transition to career without predetermining their perspective with set questions (Patton, 1987). Specific details on the development and technical aspects of the survey may be found in Madaus (2006). The data from the responses to this question is presented in the current analysis. 
Sample and Mailing
Each member of the sample was a graduate of one of the six participating institutions and had submitted LD documentation that met each institution’s guidelines at the time of their enrollment. For the current study three waves of mailings were sent. To protect confidentiality, the primary researcher worked with a designated contact person at each participating institution. This person developed and maintained the roster of sample members. Each survey contained a code that indicated the participating institution and a unique respondent code. All surveys were returned directly to the investigator, who compiled a list of returned codes. The codes were shared with the contact person at the respective schools to track non-respondents for subsequent mailings. Through this approach, the surveys were never linked to a particular name or address, nor did the investigator know the identities of the respondents.  
Response rates varied for each of the six institutions, ranging from 11% to 53% Madaus (2006). In addition to the institution with a response rate of 11%, two had a low total number of sample members (e.g., n = 8; n = 23) compared to three of the institutions. Because of this variation, data from these three institutions were deleted for the final analysis, leaving a total of 1,438 graduates in the final sample. For the three institutions in the final sample, 500 responses were received, resulting in a response rate of 35%. The three institutions in the present analysis are all universities, two of them in the northeast and one in the west. Two of the institutions offer formal LD support programs, whereas the third offers LD support through an established disability services program. 

Data Analysis
As noted, the question related to suggestions for improving the career transition of college students with LD was an optional, open-ended question. In total, 170 respondents answered the question. That is 11% of the sample. Each response was typed into an electronic database as handwritten by the respondent. Responses that did not address the question were deleted from the present analysis. The total set was examined via an inductive analysis process (Patton, 1987), which allows the categories of analysis to emerge from the data, rather than being determined a priori. 
The data were examined holistically, and emergent patterns were constructed as categories. Since the respondents did not articulate the specific categories, they were developed by the researcher (Patton, 1987). Initially, data converged into 10 broad categories, and were sorted accordingly. In some cases, respondents provided multiple suggestions. In those cases, the responses were divided accordingly and placed into multiple subcategories. Upon additional analysis and review, two overarching themes emerged, Suggestions for Programs and Suggestions for Students. Within the Suggestions for Programs, the subcategories of Internships, Mentoring Programs, Specific Courses or Seminars, ADA Knowledge and Follow-up with Graduates were identified. The Suggestions for Students responses were subdivided into two categories, Self-Understanding and Workplace Accommodations. 

Suggestions for Programs
Although some respondents simply commented that the LD program at their alma mater was “excellent” or “great” most provided specific suggestions for components of a career transition program that would enhance existing services. These responses were broken five categories, Internships, Mentoring Programs, Specific Courses or Seminars, ADA Knowledge, and Follow-Up with Graduates. 
Internships. Eight respondents recommended that college programs provide job internships for students during the college experience to prepare them for what one called “practical on-the-job situations.”  It was suggested that these experiences be provided early in the college experience, to help students “to plan for career more in advance.” The respondents commented that such internships would provide a “real-life experience” or a “real-world education.” One respondent summarized, “I believe in internships. The best way to transition into the work place is to jump in.” 
Mentors.  Five respondents recommended that mentoring programs be established with past graduates of the institution or with “LD adults in the work force.” One participant commented that graduates would be able to share information with current students about how the LD program helped and “how their college experience compares to their work after college life.” Another respondent stated that such a program would allow current students to “see what they can achieve when they get out of school.”  It was also noted that alumni could “be utilized as a sounding board/mentor for motivated and driven students who are looking for advice.”
Specific courses or seminars. In what was the most common suggestion, 36 respondents suggested that college programs offer specific courses or seminars related to LD or to the transition to employment. Specific topical areas mentioned included time management, self-advocacy, the ADA, and self-disclosure in the workplace. Role-playing in “real-world situations” such as “multitasking” and in “thinking, organization, and planning” was also recommended. One respondent commented that it would be helpful to “teach students about cash management, credit debt, benefits and retirement before graduation.” Several respondents recommended that college programs spend more time helping students understand their specific strengths and weaknesses, and then assisting students in finding matches related to majors and careers. Some suggested that this type of training occur as early as freshman year, while others thought this should occur at least one year prior to graduation. One respondent stated that it is important to “prepare students with LD to show them that the work place is not always about grades, tests, and other classroom need, sometimes it is about a keen sense. Street smart vs. book smart.”
ADA knowledge. Fourteen respondents commented that colleges need to provide more information about the ADA and specifically, the rights of workers with disabilities in the workplace. Five respondents reported that the ADA was never discussed with them while in college. One respondent recalled only using the LD program to receive testing accommodations, but suggested that seminars related to the ADA and transition be provided. Another respondent wrote that although the LD program helped him or her to be a successful student and to work effectively in his or her professional field, “I was never informed about the ADA” while in college. Likewise, one respondent stated, “I was never informed that the ADA was anything that I should be concerned with. All human rights should be spoken about and explained, especially to those entering the workforce.” One respondent summarized the importance of knowing more about the ADA, noting, “An employer can let you go after finding out someone has a LD. It is very hard to define reasons for letting someone go. It is nice to have the ADA, but it is also a double edged sword and can be used against you.”
Follow-up with graduates. Five respondents suggested that institutions offer some sort of follow-up contact and support for recent graduates. One stated, “Transitioning from college to career is a daunting task; however equally as daunting is finding employment years after when you don’t have a support group that you were accustomed to when you were in college.” Another respondent suggested that support or transition groups be established to “ease transition.” It was also noted that it might be useful to set up an “advice line” or to provide “access to occasional follow-up counseling. One graduate recommended that such support be available for 6-12 months after graduation to help “students with additional questions and concerns that they might have with coping with ADD, ADA, AOHO (sic) in the work place or other disabilities.”
Suggestions for Students
Twenty-five respondents directed their comments and suggestions at current students preparing to transition to work. These suggestions centered in self-understanding and workplace accommodations.
Self-understanding. Several respondents underscored the importance of recognizing one’s strengths and weaknesses and being able to use this knowledge to one’s advantage. One respondent advised students on how to best position themselves in a company, writing, “By matching up your personal strengths to an organization ...looking strong and then you really are.” When mentioning weaknesses, respondents often focused on acknowledging one’s limitations and dealing with it in a positive manner. One respondent wrote, “Don’t be afraid of your weakness. Let your co-workers know if you can’t spell very well in a light hearted way.” Another stated, “I think it is important for each individual to fully understand their strengths and weaknesses. (The) LD department... helped me understand this. Students should not be embarrassed or ashamed about LD, but need to be able to use resources in the work place to help them.” 
Several graduates urged current students to accept themselves, weaknesses and all.  One graduate suggested to, “Just be yourself ... study a lot, ask questions no matter if you think they are stupid ... just do what is best for you to advance in life and in a career.” Another respondent urged students to deal with the limitations caused by the LD in this way: “Don’t hide from it. Fight it. It’s that simple!” The graduates recommended using this self-knowledge to set personal goals. One wrote, “Encourage students to pursue careers in areas that they enjoy and have strength in. Do not take a job. Take the job that works well for you. You will make the most money and be the happiest if you stay in a career area you enjoy.”
In addition to self-knowledge and planning, the respondents urged current students to act, and often, to simply work hard. One respondent commented that despite the LD, a person must “just ‘get on the horse and hold on tight.’ Do the best you can with the opportunity given you!” Another simply said, “Don’t be the nice guy, go after what you want.” Another respondent provided a slightly different perspective, writing, “I really have no suggestions other than reinforcing for students LD does not limit income. The outside world is easier than school. Have a vision and go for it!!”
Workplace accommodations. For some, the importance of self-understanding related directly to the fact that disclosure and accommodation use in the workforce is very different than in the postsecondary arena. One respondent reflected on this disparity, stating:
The academic world and the business world are vastly different. The self-advocacy skills that I learned in college to get appropriate accommodations were not compatible with the real world. Identifying my personal strengths and accepting my limitations was the first step to my professional success. After this the task was/is to find a career that best utilizes my strengths and relies very little on my limitations.

Another respondent wrote: 

Special accommodations are only a way to buy time before your employer finds some other reason to fire you. Using special accommodations to force compatibility between the individual and the job does not work in a profit driven business world. For me, being self-employed is the best way to assure I will not be fired as a result of my LD shortcomings and special accommodations, but I may not be earning as much money.

Clearly, self-understanding of strengths and weaknesses and how these impact workplace demands was of significant importance to the respondents. 

Discussion

The sample from which these insights related to improving the transition to career were drawn represents the largest, most heterogeneous data set available on college graduates with LD to date (Madaus, 2006). Therefore, it is the largest study that has specifically elicited the perspectives of graduates with LD on this topic.  At the program level, the graduates suggested internships, mentors, and courses and trainings related to the world of work and the ADA. Each of these would provide current students with opportunities to experience the realities of the world of work, to learn about their strengths, preferences, and needs and how these intersect with their legal rights under the ADA. Clearly, the respondents believed that college programs need to improve or, in some cases, begin to, discuss the ADA and help students understand their rights and responsibilities under the law after graduation. Many respondents commented that they could not remember ever discussing the ADA. This is consistent with findings on the larger sample of 500 graduates with LD that they were largely “unsure” of their rights under the ADA (Madaus, 2006). In another study of adults with LD by Price et al. (2003), over two thirds of the sample had never heard of the ADA. 
Implementation of such programs could help lead current students to a critical insight; namely, that successful adults with LD have a clear understanding of their strengths and weaknesses. This knowledge must be developed from the first semester of freshman year and be refined throughout college. Several respondents stated that although college LD programs help arrange particular accommodations and encourage students to focus on grades, the worlds of school and work are different, and accommodations from school do not transfer into work. It is more important in the long term to focus on self-understanding and skill development than accommodation use. One respondent specifically encouraged students to focus on generalizing the skills learned in school, writing, “LD is not an excuse. Too many people with LD don’t really learn that the skills taught can be used to succeed outside of school.”  
One extremely encouraging finding from the data was the suggestion that it would be helpful to have adults with LD who are in the workplace serve as mentors for current students. These mentors could provide advice and insight, and act as a “sounding board” for students as they prepare to transition. Five of the respondents specifically commented on this idea in their open-ended response. Additionally, in the larger data set, graduates from one of the participating institutions were specifically asked if they would be willing to serve in such a capacity. Fifty-two percent agreed or strongly agreed that they would be willing to participate. Such a program would provide graduates with a chance to remain connected with the institution and the LD program (a suggestion of several respondents) and would serve as a method to “give back” by helping current students. These graduates are working in a range of careers, have full-time employment rates and salaries that are competitive with their non-disabled peers and more job stability than their peers with LD who do not graduate from college (Madaus, 2006). They use a range of compensatory strategies and techniques to assist them in the workplace, many of which are internal, and are largely satisfied with their jobs (Madaus, 2006). In short, these individuals “walk the walk” regarding being an adult with LD in the workplace. Disability programs would benefit from tapping into their experiences and expertise. Additionally, the mentoring opportunities suggested by the respondents would provide authentic learning experiences to current students, a critical component of adult learning (Knowles, 1984, used in Price, 2002).  

Implications for Postsecondary Programs.
How can the suggestions of these graduates be implemented on campus? Given the myriad complex demands placed on many disability service programs and the limited resources available, such programming might not be possible. Students who are preparing for graduation are viewed as “success stories” and in need of less support then others. Correspondingly, the attention and focus of program staff is turned to incoming freshmen and underclassmen or students who are struggling. The world of work presents a never-ending variety of types of jobs and workplace environments. When these factors are combined with the dynamic of a hidden disability and an individual’s profile of strengths and weaknesses, even a veteran service provider cannot be expected to know how a student preparing to go out into the workplace can deal with specific situations. It is notable that the transition of students into the workplace is not included in the Professional Standards of the Association on Higher Education and Disability (AHEAD) or the AHEAD Program Standards (AHEAD, 2004). 
A common philosophy of disability service programs is to not replicate services available elsewhere on campus (Brinckerhoff, Shaw, & McGuire, 1993). In other words, if there is a career services office that provides expertise in the transition to work, students with LD should access that office. Thus, Enright et al. (1996) commented that students with disabilities should not be segregated from their peers in career development programs, and that career programs can adequately serve students with and without disabilities. They further suggested that career counselors should take a leadership role on campus and work to broaden their knowledge of students with disabilities. Conyers and Szymanski (1998) described a campus-based intervention provided to students both with and without disabilities. The authors reported reduced levels of career indecision and increased career decision-making self-efficacy in both groups of students. 
Friehe et al. (1996) called for career services personnel to explore collaborations with other offices on campus to share information about the ADA, disclosure, and job discrimination. Likewise, Brinckerhoff et al. (1993) suggested over a decade ago that disability service providers should work closely with career offices to provide the most up-to-date information possible in regards to disability self-disclosure, and resources related to the ADA in the workplace. It is clear that such collaboration is necessary between the two offices (Michaels & Barr, 2000) and would serve to benefit personnel from both offices, and perhaps more important, students with LD. 
Brinckerhoff et al. (2002) commented that cooperative efforts with other campus departments are time-consuming, but “will lead to priceless understanding and commitment” (p. 500). Collaboration might be as basic as sharing emerging research on adults with LD, or be more involved, such as teaming with the career services staff to offer semester-long seminars or courses related to career transition. Such courses, sometimes known as a “senior year experience,” are available at some schools for all students, and parts could be tailored to address the unique needs of students with disabilities, just as a freshman seminar “college survival” course might be. Graduates with LD could be invited to visit and to speak with current students, or presentations and chat rooms could be established. Partnerships with the career services office might also be the most logical avenue for setting up internships and job shadowing experiences. LD service providers and career services staff could collaboratively work with students with LD to discuss issues created by the LD and possible solutions. If these internships or job shadowing opportunities can be established with graduates with LD, powerful mentor connections could also be established.
  
Limitations
	It is important to note that each of the respondents in the present sample attended four-year postsecondary institutions that offer formal and established support programs for students with LD. The types of career transition services that might be offered at schools with more generic LD services (e.g., accommodations only) are not known, nor is it known how graduates of such services have fared in employment and what suggestions they might offer to current students. Likewise, the perceptions of graduates of two-year or community colleges regarding transition to employment are not known. 

Summary

The lack of literature on adults with LD led to Price (2002) to comment that many disability professionals are on a journey, traveling through an unexplored country, unsure of where they are going. The comments of the respondents in the present study and other data on adults with LD in the workplace (Madaus, 2006; Price et al., 2003) provide some direction on how to understand the realities of the workplace. Michaels and Barr (2000) observed that while many of the federally funded projects that focused on the career development of students with LD from 1980 to 1990 formed advisory boards consisting of representatives from business and industry, agencies, and postsecondary institutions, students with LD were not included as stakeholders. In retrospect, this was described as a tremendous oversight (Michaels & Barr, 2000). It should be noted that some of the suggestions of the respondents, such as training on the ADA, discussion of workplace disclosure, mentoring and internship programs may be in place at some institutions, descriptions of these approaches are not readily available in the literature.
The present findings seem to validate these approaches, but they also present a challenge from graduates with LD to disability service providers to improve transition services for current students preparing to graduate and enter the workforce. As these programs are developed, understanding the reality of the workplace from the perspective of the graduates will provide a compass to guide the journey.
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Abstract

This study explored how undergraduate students diagnosed with AD/HD remain in college.  Using a qualitative research design from a grounded theory perspective, the researchers captured the personal stories of 10 college students from two universities similar in location, size, and liberal arts tradition. The findings included themes related to attitudes about their diagnosis, adapting to college, and recommendations for students, college personnel, and parents.
 
“They have this fit mold, like this cut gingerbread mold, and here’s me.  I am Santa Claus and they want Gingerbread Man, and I don’t fit in the Gingerbread Man cut out because I’m different.”
According to researchers, fewer students with a self-reported disability matriculate and graduate from college than students who do not report a disability.  In 1999, Horn and Berktold reported that out of a “nationally representative” sample of 21,000 undergraduates, only 6% self-reported a disability (p. 59).  Of those, approximately 63% enrolled in a two or four-year, public or private college or university compared with 72% of students who did not report a disability.  Horn and Berktold (1999a) analyzed data during the 1995-1996 academic year collected by four different surveys “conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics” (p. 59).  Included in the data were self-reports of disabilities by the national sample. Disabilities were summarized by the following six categories:  (a) visual impairment, (b) hearing impairment, (c) speech impairment, (d) orthopedic impairment, (e) learning disability, and (f) other disability or impairment.  Additionally, Horn and Berktold found that of students without a disability, approximately 64% had obtained a credential or were still enrolled in college during 1994, compared with only 52% of students with a disability.  Furthermore, students with disabilities were more likely to matriculate to a two-year institution whereas students reporting no disabilities attended a four-year college or university.  
There is multitude of reasons why many students diagnosed with a disability do not succeed in college. “When students were ranked according to how qualified they were for admission to a 4-year college, students with disabilities were much less likely to be even minimally qualified” (Horn & Berktold, 1999a, p. 61). For example, in the area of specific learning disabilities 45.1% were considered to be in the low quartile, 50.7% were in the middle quartile, and 4.2% were in the high quartile (Horn & Berktold, 1999b).  Overall, students with disabilities were more likely “to have taken remedial mathematics and English courses in high school, less likely to have taken advanced placement courses, had lower high school GPA’s, and had lower high average SAT entrance exam scores” (Horn & Berktold, 1999a, p. 61).  
Students with disabilities have self-reported insufficient academic preparation for college level work (Hurst & Smerdon, 2000), including difficulty with English (Bramer, 1994); lower vocabulary, reading, arithmetic scores (Fisher, 1998); and spelling scores (Barkley, 1998).  Particularly problematic symptoms include the inability to remain attentive for a long period of time, reflect before taking action, and plan (Teeter, 1998). According to research conducted by Henderson (1999), students with disabilities, in general, self-report lower perceptions of ability than students without disabilities in a variety of areas, including: (a) cooperativeness, (b) intellectual self-confidence, (c) emotional health, (d) overall academic ability, (e) writing ability, (f) mathematical ability, and (g) drive to achieve.  Interesting, Henderson found that students with disabilities self-report a more positive perception of their artistic and creative ability than peers who do not have a disability.
More specific to AD/HD (attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder), in a 15-year follow-up to their Montreal Children’s Hospital study, Weiss and Hechtman (1993) found that of students diagnosed with AD/HD only 5% graduated from college compared with 42% of students without AD/HD in the control group.  In 1962-1965, Weiss and Hechtman analyzed the efficacy of certain medications on behavior and intellectual functioning of 104 hyperactive children. At the time of the study, the children were ages 6 to 12 years old. The control group consisted of 45 non-disabled subjects. For the 15-year follow-up, Weiss and Hechtman evaluated 61 of the original sample with a control group of 41 subjects. Along with the data on college graduation, the authors found that at least 66% of the follow-up sample complained of at least one symptom of the syndrome compared with only 7% in the control group.  Additionally, a significant number in the experimental group complained that they continued to have feelings of restlessness even as adults.
Therefore, there is evidence to suggest that students diagnosed with AD/HD are placed at greater risk for academic impairment and underachievement than their peers without AD/HD (Heiligenstein, Guenther, Levy, Savino, & Fulwiler, 1999; Teeter, 1998). The primary obstacle in choosing to attend college for adults diagnosed with AD/HD may be related to low self-esteem. Thus, researchers have discovered over the past decade that low self-esteem is one consequence of AD/HD that leads to depression, and feelings of inferiority and isolation (Bramer, 1994; Green & Chee, 1998; Slomkowski, Klein, & Mannuzza, 1995). Among adults who do matriculate, many find that they are not prepared to succeed in academically. 
Researchers postulate that some of these students come to higher education with symptoms of AD/HD, but without a diagnosis.  These students manage to complete secondary education by using teacher, peer, and family support structures (Barkley, 1998; Malakpa, 1997).  However, once they enter the world of advanced scholarship and learning, they discover that the old support structures are either not available or are no longer sufficient (Hechtman, Weiss, Perlman, & Amsel, 1984).  
Fisher (1998) found that adults with more positive outcomes were not symptom-free, but they managed their symptoms more efficiently. In this connection self-awareness of one’s intellectual and academic functioning is important. Barkley (1998) found young adults diagnosed with AD/HD before college were far more likely to have attended college (68%) because they were more self aware of their needs and more knowledgeable about what to do if they needed help. According to Teeter (1998), these students were well adapted for the transition because they “have developed a set of study strategies, work closely with faculty and/or academic advisors, receive psychological or emotional support from parents and/or therapists, have a tenacious approach to meeting challenges, and have a support group of friends” (p. 307).
Farrell (2003) reported that AD/HD has “increased steeply in years, as more children have been diagnosed with the disorder” (p. 1).  While many are being diagnosed as children, a percentage of young people experience the symptoms of AD/HD without the knowledge of medication and support well into adulthood, and just at the point of college matriculation (Teeter, 1998).
The consequences of this situation are problematic for higher education faculty and staff. First, as mentioned, is the missed opportunity of these adults to benefit from years of learning to adapt to their disability prior to entering the world of advanced learning (Fisher & Beckley, 1999). Second, depending on the timing of the diagnosis, it is possible that these adults are struggling with the emotional overlays of the AD/HD diagnosis at the same moment that they are having to manage the transition into college (Teeter). Finally, it is reasonable to deduce that if these individuals maneuvered secondary education without a diagnosis, they may slip through the diagnosis cracks altogether, missing the chance for much-needed help in college (Ingram, Hechtman, & Morgenstern, 1999).
With students diagnosed with AD/HD entering college in increasing numbers and students being responsible for self-identification, increasing attrition looms large unless colleges and universities are prepared to meet the challenge of retaining this potentially vulnerable student population (Denckla, 1993; Silver, 2000).  Universities and colleges are not required by law to reduce standards for admission or graduation, or to waive course requirements that are deemed necessary for a degree. Institutions are, however, required to not discriminate against an individual based on a disability (Katz, 2003). Even though under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, individuals with disabilities are guaranteed certain protections and rights to equal access to programs and services, it is up to students to present documentation that their disability “substantially” limits a major life activity such as learning.
There is a multitude of hurdles embedded in this one unique challenge.  For example, how does an institution identify those who have not been diagnosed? Once the student is identified, how do faculty and staff accommodate the student’s needs while maintaining the academic integrity of the course, program of study, and institution? What about students who are never identified?  How do they influence the productivity of the classroom and the culture of the institution? Worse yet, how does the missed opportunity for support influence the students’ success? Some of the best answers to these important questions may come directly from those students diagnosed with AD/HD.
The more that is known about the influence of AD/HD symptoms on the college experience of students with AD/HD, the better prepared faculty and administrators can be to fight the battle of challenging recruiting and increasing attrition. The extant literature offers a wealth of research findings about the AD/HD diagnosis and experiences of those living with the disability (Atkins, 1996; Barkley, 1998; Silver, 2000; Weiss, 1992; Weiss, Hechtman, & Weiss, 1999).  Research reports about college students diagnosed with AD/HD are minimal, but increasing (Heiligenstein et al., 1999; Quinn, 1994; Willis, Hoben, & Myette, 1995). More research is needed to update what is currently known about AD/HD and the American college student (Bramer, 1994; Eaton & Wyland, 1996; Heiligenstein et al., 1999; Willis, et al., 1995).
Research relating the stories of college students attending a variety of postsecondary institutions helps to inform future policymaking for this vulnerable population and the development of valid strategies to help these students succeed. The intent of this study was to explore how undergraduate students diagnosed with AD/HD who matriculated into a public and private university remain in college.  
Method

The defining construct of this study was the ability of students to remain in college. Because this research did not investigate the typical quantitative variables associated with collegiate success, such as grade point-average, class attendance, and so on, the ability “to succeed” could not be the defining construct. Therefore, the researchers chose a construct that could best operationalize the existence of students with AD/HD in the collegiate experience. By using “remain” as the defining construct in the intent of study, the researchers acknowledged that the focus of this study was not to explore success mechanisms designed by students with AD/HD, but to discover which mechanisms students use to simply exist in an environment of advanced learning. 
Furthermore, whereas the study included two research sites, comparison of student beliefs between the two sites was not the purpose. Instead, the two campuses were used as a multi-site strategy to enhance the external validity of the study (Merriam, 1998). To fully understand the phenomenon, the researchers explored student attitudes about their diagnosis, experiences with education, strategies used to remain in an educational environment, and important support structures for that survival. Specifically, using a qualitative research design from a grounded theory perspective, the researchers captured the personal stories of 10 college students from two universities similar in location, size, and liberal arts tradition located in southwestern Arkansas.  The research conversations took place during the 2001-2002 academic year.

Qualitative Methodology
Qualitative research is an inductive process that encourages the use of exploration and investigation to generate hypotheses and theoretical constructs (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh 2002; Merriam, 2002a). Researchers with an interest in qualitative inquiry encourage a world view of a socially constructed reality informed by human interaction (Denzin & Lincoln 2000). The intent of the qualitative study, therefore, is to use the individual voice to explain an unobservable phenomenon, typically built around a defining construct that is not easily operationalized.  Qualitative research embodies a variety of exploration traditions (Creswell, 1998), each of them informing the researcher’s use of data collection, analysis, and reporting techniques, and each proposing a slightly different perspective on reality. The grounded theory approach is but one of the many philosophical perspectives or traditions that guide qualitative research (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 
With the grounded theory approach, researchers make no assumptions or suppositions about the phenomenon, or intent of study, a priori. Grounded theorists develop research questions based on personal experiences with a phenomenon and design a study to fully explore that phenomenon. “The intent of a grounded theory study is to generate or discover a theory, an abstract analytical schema of a phenomenon, that relates to a particular situation” (Creswell, 1998, p. 56). Once data are collected, the grounded theorist typically uses some variation of the constant comparison approach to analyze the data and design a theoretical framework for explaining the phenomenon a posteriori (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
Even though qualitative findings are not generalizable from the sample to a larger target population, grounded theorists are still interested in making inferences from the voices heard to the theory constructed (Creswell, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  This transition from qualitative data to abstract theory requires the same scientific process and attention as the quantitative movement from sample to population. Grounded theorists must design studies that are internally and externally valid in order to make appropriate inferences to constructed theory (Merriam, 1998).  Whereas the concept of validity is more familiar to quantitative researchers, the term is equally important to grounded theorist only from a different perspective (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003). 
As with quantitative research, internal validity for qualitative research involves the process of ensuring that the research design is truly investigating that which it is purported to investigate (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003, Miles & Huberman, 1994), or the congruency between the research findings with reality (Merriam, 2002b). Likewise, for both quantitative and qualitative researchers external validity is the process of improving the applicability of the findings to other groups or other settings. The concepts are the same, but the questions asked and the processes followed are different. Qualitative researchers design studies using strategies of internal validation to ensure that the research design is truly exploring the stated intent of study.  These strategies include (a) triangulation, (b) member checks allowing participants to review research findings, (c) long-term observation, and (d) peer review or audit (Merriam). Because the focus of grounded theory is the development of a theoretical framework explaining the stated phenomenon, it is imperative that the research design internally validate against that phenomenon.
Additionally, qualitative researchers incorporate techniques to strengthen the external validation of the findings to ensure that inferences made from the data collected to the theory constructed are appropriate and explanatory. Such techniques as providing rich, thick description of the research method and findings to enhance the transparency of the process and using a multi site design improve the external validity of the study (Merriam, 1998).  Finally, qualitative researchers employ an auditing process of the entire study from start to finish, validating research findings (Merriam).
Finally, positivists and grounded theorists share the concept of reliability. In both philosophical arenas, reliability refers to the ability to replicate the findings of the study or, in other words, the consistency of research results (Miles & Huberman, 1994, Merriam, 2002b).  Qualitative researchers ensure reliability by reporting research in a manner that makes the research process transparent (Ary et al., 2002), using a systematic data analysis method, and linking the interpretation of findings with data collected (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003). Most important, however, reliability in qualitative studies is linked to the quality of the sample. Because qualitative studies are inductive in nature and the explorations of an unobservable phenomenon, researchers rely on purposive sampling techniques to ‘purposively select’ participants in the study that can best explain the phenomenon (Ary et al.).  This purposive process is a critical link between the phenomenon and the reliability of the findings.

Sample
An important first step toward identifying a reliable sample is to develop a set of sampling criteria that informs a systematic selection of study volunteers. The sampling criteria included students (a) diagnosed with AD/HD as their primary disability, (b) who provided documentation to the Office of Disability Support at one of the two participating Arkansas institutions, (c) currently enrolled in a public or private, four-year college in southwestern Arkansas, (d) currently enrolled in undergraduate courses, and (e) between the ages of 18 and 24 years old.
The researcher worked with the Director of the Office of Disability Support (DSS) at both institutions to recruit volunteers for the study. The researcher asked the DSS coordinators to select only those students with a diagnosis of AD/HD. Both coordinators indicated that they had names of students on file for whom a diagnostician had diagnosed only AD/HD. Each coordinator pulled the files of those students for the researcher to use as the sampling frame.
Only students with a single diagnosis of AD/HD were included in the subject pool. Even with this attempt at homogeneity, the possibility existed that students participating in the study had symptoms of other disabilities such as a learning disability (Teeter, 1998). This possibility was a limitation to the reliability of the study, interfering with the consistency of the findings due to the probable existence of multiple symptoms.  A total of 14 students with a single diagnosis of AD/HD attended the public institution from which 2 participated in the main study. A total of 25 students diagnosed with AD/HD attended the private institution. Of these, 10 participated in the study (3 students participated in the pilot study and 7 participated in the main study). 
The two institutions chosen for this study were located in the same town in southwestern Arkansas.  The population of the town was approximately 10,900 people in 2001.  Both institutions had a stated liberal arts mission and tradition.  The private religious university enrolled approximately 1,800 students in the 2001/2002 academic year.  The private university offered undergraduate degrees only, with a stated mission of preparing students for leadership and service.  The public secular university enrolled approximately 3,500 students.  Its mission was to foster exemplary undergraduate degrees in the arts and sciences and undergraduate and graduate degrees in teacher education and business administration.  
The students in the study represented a broad range of disciplines including music education, mass communication, biology, psychology, business, nursing, Spanish, theology, and physical education. Of the 10 students who participated in the main study, three were white females and seven were white males. Two students were diagnosed by a doctor when they were 6 to 9 years old. Three students received their diagnosis during their adolescence. Five students received their diagnosis while attending college. All students indicated that a psychiatrist, psychologist, neurologist, or a specialist in AD/HD had performed the diagnosis. Some of the students indicated that they suffered severe symptoms, while others stated and exhibited less notable manifestations of AD/HD. The actual classification of each participant’s AD/HD was not accessible.

Pilot Study
A pilot study to test the data collection and analysis protocol, the interview script, and the researcher’s interview skill was conducted.  The researcher chose the private university for the pilot study due to the larger number of students with documented AD/HD at that university.  Three students participated in the pilot interviews. 
Based on the pilot study, the researcher made minor changes to the cover letter, interviewing techniques, and the interview script.  Related to the cover letter, the researcher discovered that students recruited for the pilot study were more likely to volunteer if they talked with their disability support coordinator and received reassurances from that coordinator about the nature of the study.  Therefore, the cover letter for the main study was revised to include wording that encouraged students to have such a conversation.  The pilot study sessions also helped the researcher practice important interviewing skills related to using appropriate probes to ensure that students engaged in focused conversations (Krueger & Casey, 2000) and managing a research conversation to guarantee that all comments were clearly captured on the audio-tape.  Finally, the researcher revised, and added, main questions on the interview script to enhance student conversation congruent with the intent of the study These lessons informed changes made to the main study to improve the internal reliability of the resulting theoretical framework (Merriam, 1998).  

Main Study 
Recruiting volunteers.  In an attempt to protect the privacy of students registered with the disability support center at each university, the researcher and director of each center agreed that all initial communication with students would be channeled through the center.  Therefore, the researcher provided both directors with a letter to mail to students with documented AD/HD on each campus.  The letter included information about the (a) purpose of the research, (b) data collection method, (c) informed consent process, and (d) protection of student anonymity.  The directors also attached a letter that encouraged students to participate in the study with instructions to call the researcher to volunteer. A total of four letters were sent by the disability support centers at the private university over a period of two months to the remaining 17 students diagnosed with AD/HD.  Three letters were separately mailed over three months to 14 students at the public university.  At the completion of the recruitment phase, eight students from the private institution and two students from the public institution volunteered to participate in the research conversations. 
When preparing for the student interviews, the researcher either called students or sent them a letter at least twice before each interview to remind them of their appointment. If the student did not attend the interview, the researcher called the student to reschedule.  Even with this strategy, the researcher experienced several problems in recruiting volunteers.  Students diagnosed with AD/HD who attended the chosen public and private university were reluctant to participate in the study due to time constraints, scheduling problems, and concerns about confidentiality.  In some cases, those who did volunteer frequently forgot interview appointments or dropped out of the study.  Consequently, the researcher was forced to break protocol on several occasions to recruit volunteers by using member recommendations.  
The researcher verified the status of the recommended participant with the DSS coordinator at each college before contacting the new participant.  Since the protocol was designed to ensure a valid representation of the entire phenomenon by the voices heard, this break from the protocol was an important limitation to the internal and external validity of the study by injecting opinions from those recruited through a convenience sampling instead of purposive sampling process.
Data collection.  The researcher conducted one personal interview with each of the 10 volunteers.  All of the interviews took place in a secluded area of a restaurant away from campus in an effort to protect student confidentiality.  The incentive for participation was a free meal during the interview.  At the beginning of the interview, the researcher explained the purpose of the study, discussed the confidentiality process, and asked the volunteer to sign an informed consent form.  Additionally, the researcher notified the volunteer that the session would be tape-recorded and asked for permission to do so.  
With introductions completed, the researcher used an interview script that included eleven main questions designed to stimulate conversation with the student.  Probes were used as needed to elicit in-depth conversation or to enhance clarity of a student’s response (Krueger & Casey, 2000).  Of the 11 main questions, six were designed based on extant literature about college students diagnosed with AD/HD and their experiences on a university campus (see Table 1).  
The remaining five questions were developed after the pilot study and were a result of the lessons learned from the pilot (see Table 2).  All of the questions were intended to provide the researcher with important information explaining the stated phenomenon. 
Data analysis.  Due to the recruiting problem, the researcher did not have the luxury of pre-determined interview appointments allowing for time to code each transcript after an interview.  Therefore, the researcher used a research log to note important themes emerging from each interview.  The researcher reviewed notes in the log and listened to the tape-recording of all previous interviews.  This strategy was employed to prepare the researcher for the next interview and remind him of data contradictions that required further exploration in the next interview.  
After all interviews were completed, the researcher began the data analysis phase using the grounded theory approach of Strauss and Corbin (1998).  In the first step, the researcher open coded each transcript, writing memo statements about the open codes in the research log.  Second, the researcher input the transcripts and open-code data into NUD*IST Software for Qualitative Data Analysis (Version 5) to begin the axial coding process. Third, two internal auditors verified the open coding process.  The auditors simultaneously open coded three transcripts.  Once the researcher and auditors completed coding, they met to compare codes and negotiate differences.  This process ensured the internal validity of the final reporting of the phenomenon (Merriam, 1998). Even though the auditors and researcher compared coding categories, the purpose of the audit was not to arrive at a consensus on a set of categories, but to ensure the validity of the interpretation process.
The researcher created the axial codes by hand. Using the open-coded hard copies produced by the computer program, the researcher linked categories based on the characteristics and range of the open codes to form a more precise phenomenon.  A theoretical framework was created using the axial codes. This framework changed as the researcher grounded the resulting theory in the experiences of the volunteers.
In the fourth step of the data analysis, the researcher engaged in selective coding to refine the resulting theory.  The researcher reviewed the theoretical framework for density throughout the coding process by examining the properties and dimensions of the themes.  In the fifth step of data analysis, the researcher re-examined those areas considered special codes, because of rarity, by reviewing the data to ensure that information from other cases was not overlooked.  The researcher reported any extraneous cases in the final theory to improve validity and explanatory power.  
With the framework explaining the phenomenon completed, the researcher engaged in the final step of the data analysis process by attempting a member check of the theory to enhance validity.  Unfortunately, the members asked to participate in the member check never responded.  Therefore, the researcher engaged in a final audit using an external auditor to review the entire research process from recruitment to data analysis in both the pilot and main study.  The purpose of this external audit was to ensure the generalizability from the voices heard to the theory developed.
Results

The researcher identified four constructs explaining the phenomenon.  Each construct explored student attitudes about (a) life with AD/HD, (b) adolescence with AD/HD, (c) college and AD/HD, and (d) advice for students, college personnel, and parents.
Life with AD/HD
This first construct merged themes related to learning to live with AD/HD symptoms.  In the themes melded into this construct, students spoke of their emotions around their diagnosis, strategies used to manage their medication, and the consequences of their disability.  Some students discussed the positives of an AD/HD diagnosis.  These individuals viewed their disability as a gift that gave them the insight to embrace diversity.  For the most part, however, the students talked of the burden of AD/HD and the daily hurdles they had to jump to keep their young lives from spinning out of control.  To some students, the AD/HD diagnosis was a relief, 
It made me realize that it wasn’t just me being rude, interrupting. Or it wasn’t me not wanting to grow up and quit talking.  That doesn’t excuse that I shouldn’t work on it, but at least I have a name [for] it.

The students also talked about their parents’ reactions to the diagnosis.  Some students reported that their parents did not believe the diagnosis. As one student stated, “He’s offended almost that I have ADD …my dad’s like-‘You don’t have ADD. You got a 3.9 GPA in high school. You’re a Dean’s List student in college.’”  Other students told of parents who appeared relieved with the diagnosis providing their child with valuable support. 
Students listed a variety of medication they took to control their AD/HD symptoms, including Ritalin, Adderal, and an anti-depressant.  Some  students indicated that they were using a natural remedy coupled with trying to control their diet to manage their disorder.  Regardless of the medication used, the timing for taking their medication was critically important. According to one student, taking his or her medication, 
… Just depends on what activity I’m doing. I mean, if it’s something I have a lot of autonomy, and I’m not going to be disrupting anybody, I won’t ever take a Ritalin.  If I’ve got to sit still through anything; I’m taking a Ritalin. Just cause I can’t get comfortable.

Whereas students recognized the value of AD/HD medication, they also understood that the medication did not, and could not, cure their disorder. One student stated that even though her grades improved while taking the medication, “I still talk up a storm.  So [my AD/HD] really hasn’t changed in that respect.”  
When the researcher asked students to explain what it was like to have AD/HD symptoms, one student commented, 
ADD does not describe me, it is me ….it’s not just two or three things about me. It’s like an octopus cause it has tentacles into every single aspect of me …I’m ADD. It affect[s] everything.  

Although most students stated that some of their symptoms had improved, the students lived with continuing challenges.  “I will never out grow it, but I think I’ve just learned to compensate better ...I’m not as obnoxious [as I was before].”  Some students felt their symptoms were increasing in frequency because at college they were not receiving the same one-on-one help they enjoyed in high school or while living at home.  One student talked about the link between his symptoms and depression, “I was struggling with my ADD. And the ADD brought me into depression last semester because I was so focused on studies …”
Some of the symptoms these students discussed included a lack of ability to generalize information, being inattentive and impulsive, having a bad memory and slow processing speed, and difficulties in reading and math.  One student discussed how difficult it was to comprehend the written word, “You can read a question five times and still nothing goes through your mind.” Another student discussed her inability to focus on studying.  “I [would] have to go do that [sic] homework. [And I would be] ‘There’s a spot on the floor. How did that get there? I bet it was coke or maybe it was Kool-Aid.” I mean, seriously.”
Students talked about their definitions of different AD/HD symptoms, such as impulsivity and processing speed.  For example, one student described impulsivity as “[The ability to] do many things at once. Just not complete.” Another student said, “I change the subject just because I get bored with what you’re saying and [I] start thinking about what I’m going to say. I’m really bad about interrupting …” Some characterized themselves as fragmented thinkers who had to always think about what they were about to say before jumping into the conversation. For some students, one troubling symptom was a poor memory.  “I still have a lot of trouble with certain things. I will get halfway through a sentence and completely forget what I was saying. I mean, [my friends will] remind me and [it] still won’t come to me.”  
While many students expressed negative views of having AD/HD, some noted that AD/HD could have some positive attributes. One student said her sensitivity towards others was positive because, “I can … put myself in other people’s shoes.”  Another student believed that everyone should have AD/HD.  “I like to think of ADD as something people need, that everybody needs, I think, something in their life that helps them find their weaknesses.”
Based on the qualitative data in this study, it is reasonable to posit that the process of living with AD/HD was a challenge for these college students.  Specifically, the AD/HD diagnosis influenced their thinking about self, interrupted the flow of their daily lives due to thoughts about managing their symptoms, and interfered in their self assessment of important life skills such as memory, attention span, and information processing.  For these students, AD/HD also positively “intruded” in their thinking about others, making them more sensitive to diversity and issues of difference.  It can be argued, however, that even this positive intrusion may divert their attention from the task of staying in college.

Adolescence with AD/HD
Even though the researcher did not ask a question about adolescence, almost all students talked about experiences from their adolescent years that had shaped their attitude about their disability.  For many those lived experiences revolved around their parents’ attitudes concerning the diagnosis.  “Like they’d always get mad at me because I couldn’t never [sic] pay attention ...They’d sit down and try to explain something and I just could not pay attention. I tried and I really couldn’t [do it].”  
Additionally, students talked about the negative attitudes of some high school teachers.  One student reminisced about a time when his teacher tried to get him extended time on exams. “It was a struggle with a lot of teachers because a lot of them didn’t believe in ADD. Their like-‘Oh, you’re just using that as an excuse.’” Students also shared feelings of isolation while working in the school’s resource room.  
I didn’t like [the resource room] because I felt like I was being secluded. They would remove me from the classroom and put me into a smaller classroom.  I didn’t like it because then everybody was like “Where’s she going?” and then I have to say “I [am] going to resource.” And then people would be like “What’s wrong with you?,” you know?

As the Life with AD/HD construct explained the intrusive nature of AD/HD on participants’ thinking about self, this construct informs the intent of this study through the examination of the students’ thoughts about the reaction of others to their symptoms.  The fear of being treated differently by parents and teachers, being misunderstood, and isolation from peers during their pre-collegiate experience may help to explain the phenomenon of their collegiate experience. Thus, it is reasonable to suggest that these students carried those fears from high school to college, once again, diverting their attention from the demands of college.  Because of the research design, all students interviewed were registered with the Office of Disability Support on their campus and were receiving support from that office.  But what about those students diagnosed with AD/HD who were not registered?  Is it possible that these fears kept them from approaching the support they needed?  Did that fear intrude on their ability to seek help?
College and AD/HD
During adolescence, for many students, their parents’ encouragement heavily influenced their decision to attend college.  As one student stated, 
[My parents] told me I wasn’t going to sit at home and be a bum for a year … I wanted to do college and they thought I could. My dad . . . gave me . . . the confidence to go through it.  

The students talked about the challenge of adapting to the advanced learning required in college.  “It’s been tough and it’s tougher with ADD and [to] make the grades, to pay attention, regurgitate all that stuff back out. It really is pretty tough.”  Connecting the college experience with their diagnosis, these students also talked about confidentiality and disclosure.  Some students willingly shared their AD/HD diagnosis with their peers; others were more discrete.  
The researcher asked participants to describe how they study given their individual symptoms and to make recommendations to students who are thinking about entering college. They stated that each person has to find their own study method. According to one student, 
I just try and take good notes and try [to] pay attention in class. And then I go to my room and look over the notes and everything.  And then like after I memorize it, I like to go and bounce it off someone else. 
 
Another student commented, 
I was [doing] a lot of math. I was just constantly working problems till you get [sic] the hang of it. But some of the classes that you read a lot and recite definitions, I [made] note cards ... I’ll write them out on a note card and do one side and do the other just like flash cards. I’ll just do that until I get them all right. 

Most of all, students indicated that learning to self-accommodate and approaching professors for help were vital to remaining in college. One of the self-accommodation strategies shared by many students was to enroll in fewer classes. “I can’t take more than 12 hours and do what I love. I love to learn, and I love what I’m studying.” A student described his ability to organize by explaining, “I’m a Post-It notes person. I’ve got notes everywhere. I’ve got a calendar. I just tried [sic] to keep well organized.” “Plugging my ears help[s] tremendously” for a test or for study purposes, said another student. “I think that really helped me to be able to concentrate on the question [asked].” 
Some of the accommodations students asked for included extended time to complete writing assignments and take exams, having a note-taker in class, and using a tutor.  According to one male student, tutoring was an important strategy to ensure academic success.  In selecting that all-important tutor, he had one pivotal criterion, “… I [sic] got to have somebody who’s able to tutor without getting mad at me. That’s sometimes a chore.” 
In order to receive accommodations at the college level, a letter must be delivered to the instructor informing him or her of the type of accommodation needed. Students shared a dislike of personally submitting an accommodation letter to professors.  These students talked about unpleasant previous experiences when submitting their letter, ranging from negative verbal feedback from a professor to a student perception of body language that communicated disapproval. 
The students preferred to have the letter mailed to professors ensuring peer confidentiality.  As one student stated, 
One time I even got [my accommodation letter] out before class and three different people passed it around, and I was like, “Excuse me. Hello. That’s mine”.  Yeah, they’re [sic] like, “Ooh, what’s this? Ooh, I need to get me one of these forms. Then I’ll be a good student.” I just felt like really small that day.
  
Some students decided not to ask for accommodations for different reasons. One student asserted, “My philosophy is that the world is not going to make all these accommodations just for me. And I best deal with [it] while I can learn to deal with [it] …”
In addition to problems with the accommodation letter, some students argued that too many professors were not sympathetic to their disability.  One student felt that professors pressured them to conform to a “mold” of the perfect student.  
They have this fit mold, like this cut gingerbread mold, and here’s me. I am Santa Claus and they want a Gingerbread Man, and I don’t fit in the Gingerbread Man cut out because I’m different. And they’re like, “Well I’m sorry. That’s just the way it is.”

On the other hand, many students had had several positive experiences with professors.  One student told of a professor who allowed him to come to another class to take his exam.  
Like I had a class at 10 o’clock, and I had a class at 11 o’clock, and so whenever I had to … take [a] test [in his class] … he would let me come at his 1 o’clock class because I could take the test in enough extended time.

Peer attitude also affected how college students with AD/HD felt about their disability. A student discussed times when peers would openly disclose her disability to other students, 
“Especially, if it’s like out in public and people can hear that don’t know. That hurts. I just like-I want to tuck my head in my shell and crawl away and be like a turtle, you know?”
Students also discussed their attitudes about the effort they put forth just to remain in college.  One student revealed his strategy as follows “Just keep encouraging, saying you can do it.  I think one of the biggest things that ADD affects [is] confidence.”  Another student stated that someone with AD/HD must have the desire to do well in college in order to succeed.  
Yeah. It’s got to be a real desire . . . I know a lot of students here on campus kind of read the book. Kind of take the test and kind of do it. Kind of get a B, and no problem. And they get out of college, and it wasn’t anything. Someone with ADD has to be very deliberate.

Whereas the two previous constructs explain the connection between AD/HD and the college experience, this construct provides information on the strategies the students used to remain in college, including the importance of parental support, peer encouragement, and self-accommodation.  Evidence provided in this construct suggests that the students who volunteered for this study were sensitive to the demands of college and to their own challenges related to those demands and the symptoms of AD/HD.  They self-accommodated by learning study methods congruent with their symptoms, attempting to find the correct number of credits to take each semester, and staying organized.  In addition, these students, who were registered with the Office of Disability Support, learned to accommodate by asking for help with note-taking or tutoring.  Still, even with support, they talked of the challenges of managing the accommodation letter process by notifying each professor at the beginning of each new semester.  The reaction of the professor, both positive and negative had left an indelible imprint on the minds and hearts of these students about their academic value.  

Advice for Students, College Personnel, and Parents
Throughout the interview sessions, students shared their thoughts about the support structures they needed to remain in college. The majority of students interviewed stated that if they could give a gold star to their institution for helping them in their journey, they would give it to the Disability Support Center. One student disclosed he liked the way they tried to help keep in touch with him. Students felt appreciated and understood when Disability Support directors made sure they had useful accommodations, helped them learn how to prioritize and study, and called specialists to get more information on how to help them. Additionally, students shared tales about faculty members who had walked the extra mile to help students succeed.  
These students also made suggestions for matriculating students with AD/HD, the Disability Support Center, professors, administrators, and family. One student advised high school students with AD/HD, 
[To] learn how to study before you get [to college]. Take harder high school classes … My freshman year I didn’t do all that super which is common for college students, but if you’re already struggling, it blows people out of the water.

For those students who knew they had AD/HD before entering college, a student suggested “…to go ahead when they’re sending out applications to look into the disability programs and see what’s out there. See if that might help them make a better choice which college to attend.” While attending college, the participants in these research conversations talked of the need for support group sessions with other students diagnosed with AD/HD so they could talk to someone else “… cause we would all understand one another.”  
Every student recommended that professors, administrators, and other students receive disability training.  “Yeah, let them know what it’s like.  Like, give them a scenario and let them, you know, put them in our shoes. And let them know how we feel.”  For those who might refuse the training one student suggested, “I guess if you don’t understand it, you don’t believe you need to read up on it. And if you don’t, you sure don’t need to be teaching somebody with it.” 
Participants had specific recommendations for professors.  For example, one student recommended, “Just be patient. Cause we’re not trying to be a smart-ass or anything if we’re not getting it, but we ask you over and over … just to make sure that we got it. Go slow.”  Another student recommended that professors try a variety of testing alternatives to allow students with disabilities options for demonstrating competency. One student said, “I’d rather apply it. Like … do a presentation and get up there and talk...”
Students also had advice for administrators, as well as parents. One student encouraged college administrators to search for alternatives to the traditional entrance exam, eliminating the one-size-fits-all method of evaluating student merit.  As one student stated,
I had them before, the ACT and the SAT. I made a 1000 on the SAT, which really is barely enough to get into this school. I came here and I’ve been on the President’s List the last three years. 
For parents, students talked about the importance of providing children with disabilities a supportive environment with a continuous flow of positive reinforcement. “It makes a big difference when [positive reinforcement] comes from your parents.”
For these students, college survival was a formula of recognizing their unique challenges due to the symptoms of AD/HD, coupling that recognition with strategies for remaining in college, and searching for support structures that make the extra effort bearable.  These students diagnosed with AD/HD offered advice for retention that is solid advice for any college student, including finding support structures, working with caring and compassionate faculty members, learning how to study, and preparing for college in high school.  Interesting, in all of their uniqueness the students may have found the norm.

Discussion

It is reasonable to assume that adults with AD/HD try to live normal lives. A part of this normalcy is to attend college and receive specialized training in an occupation of one’s choice. However, many of these individuals never obtain the initial degree they set out to get due to their varied needs in a restricted higher education setting (Bramer, 1994).  Those who do continue with collegiate studies learn to pour themselves into the perfect college student mold created by a culture that does not accept deviation from the norm. Understanding the ability of these students to fit, or not fit, in that mold may be the first step toward understanding how they remain in college.
The students talked about professors who were willing to provide the necessary accommodations.  They discussed the unique situations that they dealt with in efforts to obtain academic accommodations from their professors because of their disability. For these students, college life was more than just getting up and attending class. For some, it was discovering they had a disability and deciding what they were going to do about it in terms of confidentiality, medication, and how to overcome to “become” (Fisher & Beckley, 1999).
Themes interwoven throughout these students’ experiences included those emotional feelings related to the unwillingness of people to understand them, participating in an environment laden with judgment or prejudice, and dealing with feelings of frustration with self (Bramer, 1994; Green & Chee, 1998; Slomkowski et al., 1995) and with others as a result of that prejudice. McCune (2001) reported similar findings of students feeling a stigma when they self-identified their disability to their institution. Some students related this emotional response to feeling like a student of color and the exclusion it brought in terms of being admitted into college.  Congruent with research findings reported in the literature, these students talked about the importance of support networks on campus and beyond in giving them caring and compassionate guidance, and their concerns about the diminished nature of that support once they left high school for college (Hechtman et al., 1984 Malakpa, 1997).  
The very definition of AD/HD, for these students, was formed by unknowing or uncaring high school teachers and peers who simply labeled students with AD/HD as “lazy.”  These very labels influenced concepts of self-esteem and self-worth.  Congruent with the extant literature postulating the low self-esteem of students diagnosed with AD/HD (Green & Chee, 1998), these students talked of situations that made them feel “like really small” or wanting “to tuck my head in my shell and crawl away and be like a turtle.”  
The students in this study expressed concerns about an uninspiring college environment in terms of the internal college support structure that specifically dealt with accommodations, acceptance into the college life, and peer groups.  Acceptance into college was a chore in itself because of the “student mold” created by administration and college faculty, and their unwillingness to look outside this segregating box.  This opinion of an “undue burden” was also found by Williams and Ceci (1999), who asked professors their opinions about accommodating students with disabilities. Some professors felt that accommodating students with disabilities penalized those without disabilities.  Many students in this study sensed that professors wished they could simply stuff the “disabled” into the “normal” box making them conform to the ideals of the perfect student, a perception that left many with feelings of inadequacy and weakened self-confidence.
Several of the students not only dealt with low self-esteem, but also faced taunting demons of self-doubt. Similar findings were reported by Dooling-Litfin and Rosen (1997), who compared 86 self-identified students with AD/HD and 477 randomly selected volunteers with no history of childhood AD/HD. The authors suggested “there is something affecting the self-esteem of people who were identified AD/HD as children, and this effect appears stable even among the most successful group of the AD/HD population” (p. 79).  Just as Henderson (1999) and Atkins (1996) found, the participants in this study talked of their self-doubts related to the very skills needed to stay in college. For some, these skills included a poor memory, inability to integrate information, and the inability to stay on task.  For others, memory was not the problem.  Instead, they struggled with the ability to comprehend or relate concepts.  Conversely, as with Henderson’s research, these students shared positive perceptions concerning their disability related to an enhanced understanding of others and an appreciation for diversity.  Unfortunately, in the larger view of their self-worth, the positives were not enough to outweigh the negatives.
The theoretical framework constructed through the stories of the 10 college students in this study included constructs that helped to explain the phenomenon of students managing AD/HD symptoms while remaining in college.  Six hypotheses were generated from the emergent constructs.  First, AH/HD was a formidable presence in the lives of these college students that infiltrated every experience, to include the collegiate experience.  At a moment in time when all students are learning survival strategies, students living with the symptoms of AD/HD were forced to develop those strategies within the suffocating embrace of their symptoms.  
Second, the fear of reliving past experiences of being misunderstood and isolated from peers informed perceptions about the college experience and the people involved in that experience.  Because of these pre-determined fears, the students’ perceptions may be slightly skewed, placing their interaction with support services, faculty, peers, and even knowledge in a different light compared with other students.
Third, these students, who were registered with the Office of Disability Support on their campus, were sensitive to the demands of college, aware of the challenges they faced, and cognizant of the strategies they must develop to learn to exist in college.  This hypothesis, then, begs the “chicken-versus-egg” question.  Were the students in this study aware of these demands and challenges because of their interaction with disability support?  Or did these already aware students realize the need to seek the help of disability support?  The answer to that question may help to further define “remaining in college” for all college students experiencing the symptoms of AD/HD.  
Fourth, the drive to achieve along with the need for self-encouragement and motivation was an important strategy used by these students to continue their existence in college.  
Fifth, there was evidence to support the hypothesis that for college students diagnosed with AD/HD the accommodation letter process was a trying experience that, coupled with the fear of isolation, may explain why some do not seek the help they so desperately need.  
And, finally, the survival strategies used by these students were very similar to those needed by all students, finding support structures, working with caring and compassionate faculty, learning how to study, and preparing for college while in high school.  
Recommendations for Practice

The most important recommendation linking this research to practice is the development of training programs for college administrators, faculty, and students to help them understand the lived experiences of students with AD/HD.  Students with disabilities want significant others to know about their disability, to understand their frustration, and to appreciate their daily struggle.  These students recommended training sessions that teach the facts, eliminate the fiction, and open the mind of others to a reality with multiple and interlocking “molds.”  
Such a training session might include role play, presentations by individuals with AD/HD, and reading the stories of those struggling to succeed.  Disability support administrators could offer mini-workshops at varying times and locations congruent with faculty, staff, and student schedules.   Possible topics include college students with AD/HD and their first-year experience; the positive and negative experiences these students perceive while they attend college; student attitude about the AD/HD diagnosis; and what can be done to make college careers for these students more successful.  Additionally, these students want training sessions for others that emphasize issues related to confidentiality.  
Other training ideas gleaned from the qualitative data include training for students diagnosed with AD/HD related to (a) their rights under disability law, (b) appropriate study techniques congruent with their disability, (c) learning to self-advocate and self-accommodate when necessary, (d) understanding their learning style and the strengths of that style, and (e) the services provided by their institution to support students with AD/HD.  In addition, the researcher recommends that directors of disability support programs should send surveys to instructors, administrators, and students to ascertain what their needs are in terms of disability information allowing administrators to design valid training programs.

Conclusion

The voices of the 10 students participating in this study tell the story of the highs and lows of living with AD/HD and navigating turbulent adolescent years while managing the symptoms of AD/HD.  The stories shared irrefutably link AD/HD symptoms with college success or failure and the drive to achieve.  At least for these students during this moment in time, AD/HD is a formidable presence in their ability to reach their full potential.  It prevents the “normal” gravitational pull that keeps all aspects of their young lives spinning around them just as the planets move around the sun.  For students who do not struggle with the symptoms of AD/HD, the gravitational pull is an invisible force with the planets moving in some logical fashion at a controllable speed.  Students with AD/HD, on the other hand, are constantly aware of the chaos moving around, above, below, and beyond.  They are always sensitive to the need to manage the pull to prevent their universe from spinning out of control.
The energy that it takes to keep the pull manageable and lives livable is exhausting for these students.  Whereas students without a disability expend their energy managing the highs and lows of adolescence, functioning within the new reality of college life and college expectations, and pushing the envelope of success, the students in this study must divide their energy, constantly fearing academic and social foes.  For these students to remain in college, faculty and staff must, first, appreciate the energy drain of living with AD/HD and, second, develop strategies that help these students plug that drain.  
In the cookie-cutter world of the Gingerbread Man, students diagnosed with AD/HD are Santa Claus supporting their emotional baggage while trying to manipulate an unforgiving academic chimney.  Students diagnosed with a disability believe they are more artistic and creative than their peers who do not have a disability.  Students diagnosed with AD/HD believe they are more sensitive to others because they understand the challenges of a one cookie-cutter world.   Students believe that, given just one chance, they can unpack their emotional baggage and make a small difference in the world.  Perhaps these are just the competencies needed in contemporary society.  Perhaps it is time to change the cookie-cutter.
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Table 1
Main Study Questions Including Pilot Study Information						
1.  Tell me about your diagnosis.
a. When were you diagnosed?
b. Why did you get assessed?
c. How did you react when you heard you had AD/HD?
d. How did your parents react?
e. Do your parents ever get frustrated with you? Why? How do you feel about that?
f. How do you feel about having AD/HD now?
g. Do you feel your symptoms have changed from when you first found out to today? In what way?
h. What do you think about medication?
2.  If you could thank someone for encouraging you to go to college, who would it be, and why?
3.  Describe how your family reacted when you decided to go to college. Describe how they act now.
4.  Imagine someone came up to you and asked you to write a book about succeeding in college. What would you write about in the academic section? What would you write about in the chapter dealing with academic accommodations and faculty cooperation? What would you recommend for families? What would you recommend to faculty or administrators reading your book?
(Table 1 continued on the next page.)




Table 1 Continued
Main Study Questions Including Pilot Study Information							
5.  If someone asked you to explain why you needed accommodations, what would you say to them?
6.  Let’s say an instructor or administrator questioned your request for accommodations. How would you or have you advocated for yourself?
7.  If a friend you knew had AD/HD and was deciding to either attend a community college, private college or public university their first year after graduation,what would you tell them and why?
a. How did you decide on attending this institution?
b. What do you see in your future adventures?
8.  How would you describe the peer response on this campus toward students with AD/HD?		
a. How do they react about you getting accommodations?
b. What are their attitudes like toward you? Do they make fun of you? Do they believe you should be in college?
c. Have you ever had a peer ask you for medicine? 
9.  Now that you have been in college for a while and have experienced getting to know the faculty and administrators, if the president came up to you today and said he was going to let you give out an award for the best academic instructor, and the most student oriented administrator, what traits would you look for in an instructor? What traits would you look for in an administrator?
10.  If you could change something (academically or emotionally) about how this university helps those who have AD/HD, what would it be and why?
11.  If you could give this institution a gold star on helping you through college, what would it be in and why?

Table 2
Questions Added to Main Study Based on Pilot Study Information						
1.  Tell me about your diagnosis.
a. When were you diagnosed?
b. Why did you get assessed?
c. How did you react when you heard you had AD/HD?
d. How did your parents react?
e. Do your parents ever get frustrated with you? Why? How do you feel about that?
f. How do you feel about having AD/HD now?
g. Do you feel your symptoms have changed from when you first found out to today? In what way?
h. What do you think about medication?
2.  Let’s say an instructor or administrator questioned your request for accommodations. How would you or have you advocated for yourself?
3.  How did you decide on attending this institution?
4.  What do you see in your future adventures?
5.  How would you describe the peer response on this campus toward students with AD/HD?
a. How do they react about you getting accommodations?
b. What are their attitudes like toward you? Do they make fun of you? Do they believe you should be in 
college?
c. Have you ever had a peer ask you for medicine? 
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