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From the Editor
James Martin

Welcome to the 21st volume of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability. Reaching its 21st birthday seems an appropriate time for JPED to transition from two issues per volume to three. So, with this volume JPED begins publishing three issues a year. This increase in the number of issues publishing per year has been in the planning for some time, and with support of the AHEAD board and everybody associated with the journal, publishing three issues a year has now become a reality. 
This issue brings you four articles and a book review. The first article, written by Tali Heiman from Israel, presents a unique study of the perceptions of females with learning disabilities taking on-line classes. Far too little attention has been paid to females with disabilities and their higher education experience. Heiman’s research begins to shed light on this important topic. This paper needs to be read by all postsecondary support practitioners whose institutions provide or are considering offering on-line education. 
Susan Vogel and colleagues, in the second paper of this issue, describe the results of a study that evaluated and changed the campus climate for students with disabilities. The assessment process identified areas needing improvement and targeted interventions that produced positive climate changes. The process used in this study aligns with AHEAD’s mission and may be accessed via the AHEAD website, www.ahead.org.
Cathy Hall and Raymond Webster, in the third article, compare metacognitive, affective, self-efficacy, resiliency, and other factors of college students with and without learning disabilities. The results yielded information about the group of students who demonstrated the highest level of initiative, GPA, and coursework self-efficacy. Read the paper to find out how students with disabilities fared on these measures. The results may surprise you. 
The fourth paper in this issue, written by Marya Burke and her colleagues, discuss a qualitative study addressing the inherent barriers in gathering accurate data on the outcome of students with disabilities, including delayed college entry. This represents the first of a three-phase effort sponsored by the Illinois Board of Higher Education to address the significant lack of information on postsecondary students with disabilities in Illinois.
Last, Rebecca Daly Cofer has written a review of Mel Levine’s book, Ready or Not, Here Life Comes. In her words, “as a start-up adult myself, I found this book incredibly helpful and reassuring.” Levine provides interesting insight about young adults transitioning from the teenage years to young adulthood. Rebecca and I both agree that the JPED readership will enjoy Levine’s book.




Females with Learning Disabilities Taking On-Line Courses: Perceptions of the Learning Environment, Coping and Well-Being


Tali Heiman
The Open University


Abstract

The study examined perceptions of the learning environment, coping strategies, and the subjective well-being of undergraduate female students taking on-line courses at the Open University of Israel. Fifty females with learning disabilities (LD) and 73 females without disabilities, 25-39 years old, completed three different questionnaires sent to them by email. Findings indicate that the females with LD perceived the learning environment as less supportive and less satisfactory than the control group; they felt that the academic services were not sufficiently considerate of their special needs; and they were less content with the academic courses. Women with LD reported using more task-oriented and avoidance-oriented coping strategies and perceived their overall well-being as less satisfactory than female students without LD. 


Most studies of populations with learning disabilities (LD) have examined high school students or adults with LD in general. Given the ever-increasing numbers of students with LD who are turning to higher education (Hadley, 2006, 2007), it is important to examine the perceptions and the adjustment to the demands of higher education of these students. Female students with LD are of particular interest because, according to Kohen (2004), they must deal not only with difficulties resulting from their disabilities, compared to non-LD students, but also with the cultural and societal disadvantages of being female. Studies reveal that, females with LD face greater difficulties in the social and psychological domains, leading to an increase in the risk factors for vulnerability, depression, and isolation, to low self-esteem, and to difficulty in responding to daily demands (Roer-Strier, 2002). They frequently experience loneliness, emotional, and social difficulties (Wiener, 2004). Others (Brown, 1997) have shown that females with LD tend to experience more restrictions in and tighter controls over their personal and social life than males with LD. 
A comparison of students with and without LD (Heiman & Kariv, 2004) revealed that females without LD reported higher support from family, friends, and significant others, and were more task-oriented than female students with LD. Female students with LD were found to be more emotion-oriented. No significant results were obtained for these measurements for male students, both with and without LD. In addition, female students expressed a higher level of academic stress, utilized more emotion-oriented and avoidance-oriented strategies, and needed more support than male students. 

Adjustment and Coping of Students with LD 
A review of the literature on studies of the adjustment of students with LD, particularly freshmen students, to the situation and demands of higher education indicates that many of them are daunted by a new and often challenging environment (Damsteegt, 1992). Students with LD must not only adjust to the demands of higher education, but also deal with deficiencies in their academic achievements and social skills (Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 2000; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Parker, 2000; Winter & Yaffe, 2000). These findings are consistent with other research on college and university students with LD, suggesting that students with LD also experience more difficulty with stress management (Heiman & Kariv, 2005; Reiff, Hatzes, Bramel, & Gibbon, 2001). A significant difference in adaptability has been noted between college students with and without LD. That is, students with LD display a lesser degree of adaptability and thus a lower ability to cope with environmental demands and size up and deal with problematic situations (BarOn, 1997). 
According to Barton and Fuhrman (1994) contend that adults with LD often exhibit a number of psychological difficulties, including stress and anxiety, low self-esteem, and feelings of incompetence, unresolved grief, and helplessness. Although a higher degree of stress is probably widespread among college students in general, those with LD apparently experience increased levels of stress due to the amount of time, effort, and self-regulation they must invest to fulfill the academic demands (Hatzes, 1996). For example, to succeed in their studies, students with LD often have to devise special study methods, which usually require extra time and energy and increase fatigue. They also need to develop efficient competences for time management and for coping with academic tasks (Heiman & Precel, 2003). 
A literature review found only a few studies dealing with the coping strategies of students with learning disabilities. Lazarus and Folkman (1984) offer a widely used definition of coping, namely: constantly changing cognitive and behavioural efforts to manage specific external or internal demands. Based on this work, Higgins and Endler (1995) grouped coping strategies into three main categories: task-oriented, emotion-oriented, and avoidance-oriented. 
Task-oriented strategies are problem-focused; that is, direct action is taken to alter the problem situation to reduce the amount of stress it evokes. An emotion-oriented strategy is directed at changing or modifying one’s emotional responses to stressors. This may include attempts to reframe the problem in such a way that it no longer evokes a negative emotional response and, therefore, elicits less stress (Mattlin et al., 1990). Finally, avoidance-oriented coping strategies include behavior such as evading or ignoring the situation, or losing hope (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The first two strategies, task- and emotion-oriented, are characterized by proactive efforts to alter the stressfulness of the situation, whereas avoidance-oriented strategies are characterised by the absence of attempts to alter the situation. Endler and Parker (1999) have suggested that, in the long run, a task-oriented strategy is the most efficacious. 
Proactive coping strategies are associated with better adjustment, as reflected in higher self-rated coping effectiveness and less depression (Causey & Dubow, 1993; Moos, 1990; Reid, Dubow, & Carey, 1995; Strutton & Lumpkin, 1993), whereas avoidance-oriented strategies are associated with poorer adjustment (Billings & Moos, 1981). In an examination of the coping styles of students with LD attending a university, Heiman and Kariv (2004b) found positive behavioral and emotional modes of coping. Most of study's subjects also believed they would continue studying for graduate degrees, expected to succeed in work, and hoped to further develop their abilities in the future. 

Well-being 
Subjective well-being consists of people's own evaluations of their lives. Such evaluations include cognitive or affective perception of their social and economic environment, health, standard of living, and happiness (Diener & Lucas, 2000). Evaluation of well-being was examined as a global construct of evaluations of personal life experiences in relation to various ranges of emotions and pleasant or unpleasant moods, such as happiness, joy, satisfaction, and pain, anger or stress. Others examined key factors that are integral to well-being, including, for example, individual behavior and coping skills, socio-economic status (education, income, social status), social support networks, employment/working conditions, access to health care, gender and culture (Fletcher, Bryden, Schneider, Dawson, & Vandermeer, 2007) and how individuals evaluate or perceive their lives (Diener & Lucas, 2000). 
Several studies have demonstrated significant differences between the perceptions of social and emotional well-being in male and female students. For example, adolescent girls have been found to be consistently more depressed than their male peers (Hankin & Abramson, 1999) and to report more emotional symptoms than boys (Bear, Juvonen, & McInerney, 1993; Martinez & Seemrud-Clikeman, 2004). Further, comparison of levels of hope in adolescent students with LD revealed that even when successful in their studies, students with LD reported lower levels of hope than their peers without LD (Lackaye, Margalit, Ziv, & Ziman, 2006). Given these findings, we may assume that similar differences will appear and influence the perceptions of students with LD in higher education.
A review of the literature revealed few studies concerning gender differences among students with disabilities in higher education. As reported by Downey (2003), when students were asked to rate their personal satisfaction with their studies and to assess other impressions of their college life, their judgments were mediated by their emotional state at the time the question was asked. These findings and those of several other studies suggest that men and women differ in their ratings of college satisfaction due to dissimilar, gender-related, levels of awareness of their feelings (Clore et al., 2001; Gasper & Clore, 2000; Gohm & Clore, 2002). 
Few studies on gender differences and coping strategies of students with and without LD have addressed women's perceptions of the educational environment and their gender-specific coping strategies in their higher education studies. The present study was designed to explore these two issues and how women with LD perceive their well-being during their educational experience in general. 
In addition to coping strategies, which have been examined in previous studies, we examined two components of higher education that have not been addressed: Female students' perceptions of the learning environment and subjective feelings of well-being. We hypothesized that female students with LD would report different coping strategies than non-LD female students. Specifically, they would (a) have a less positive perception of their learning environment; (b) have a greater need for academic support; and (c) report on lower levels of well-being, or satisfaction with their lives in general.

Method

Participants
The Open University of Israel (OUI) is a distance-learning institution with an open admissions policy, high academic standards, and a unique and extremely flexible self-study method (e.g., on-line interactive discussion forums, assistive technology, written materials mailed to the student), that allows students to advance at an individual pace. Unlike in traditional universities, OUI students may choose between face-to-face tutorial sessions in study centers close to their area of residence, on-line interactive courses with instructors and peers via the Internet, or individual at-home study from specially prepared written materials mailed to the student.
In the OUI, 56% of the undergraduate students are women (mean age: 28.2), of which 68% study one of the social sciences. According to the Office of Disabled Student Services, 1,415 undergraduate students with LD studied at the Open University in the academic year 2005-2006. Of these, 754 (53.36%) were women. Most of the female students with LD (N = 538, 71%) took courses in the Social Science Department, studying sociology, psychology, education, management, or economics. The mean age of the undergraduate women with LD was 28.0 (The Open University, 2006). 
The present study sample consisted of 123 Israeli female students studying at the OUI. Students were divided into two groups: (a) 50 students with LD, between 25 and 39 years of age, and (b) 73 students without LD, between 25 and 35 years of age, as the control group. Students in the LD group had been identified as having dyslexia or dysgraphia prior to the study. Most of them had completed the complete Wechsler Intelligence Scale (Wechsler, 1991), scoring between 95 and 120; others provided partial test scores on verbal IQ, performance IQ, Raven tests, various neuropsychological tests, memory tests, and other specific reading and writing tests. As the privacy of diagnostic documents is protected by Israeli law, specific test scores were unavailable.
All the females with LD were identified as having problems such as difficulties with reading, writing and/or spelling in their first language (Hebrew), and most of them also had difficulties in the required second language (English). All the participants with LD were registered at the Disability Support Services, and most of them received accommodations such as additional time during examinations, no penalty for spelling mistakes and permission to take a break during examinations. The control group consisted of female students without LD from the same fields of social science study as those with LD. As presented in Table 1, no significant differences were found regarding age or GPA in the study areas.  

Table 1
Demographic Characteristic of the Students 

Students with LD
(N = 50)
NLD Students
(N = 73)

Variables
M
SD
M
SD
F (1,121)
Age
29.5
6.26
27.3
4.67
2.23
GPA1
82.5
9.81
83.71
4.72
1.30
Academic Credit2
32
29
46
26
3.35

Note. All comparisons are not significant at .05. NLD: students without LD. 
GPA1 range: 0 to100. Academic Credits2: The minimum number of credits required for graduation at the Open University is 108 (between 18 and 25 courses).

Measures
Learning Environment (Shin & Chan, 2004). This questionnaire examined the students’ perception of aspects of learning within a higher education context. The scale is comprised of 29 items, which are categorized into four factors: (a) student perception of support services and feelings of connectedness to the university (e.g., “I believe that the student support staff is willing to help me”); (b) learning outcomes (e.g., “the course provided me with knowledge”); (c) satisfaction with the courses (e.g., “taking a course at the university is a valuable experience for me”); and (d) intention to continue studies at the university. The items were measured according to a 4-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (4). For this study, we used only the first three factors. The reliability for the entire instrument was .85; the alpha for the scales ranged between .80 and .81.
Coping strategies (Endler & Parker, 1999). The Coping Inventory for Stressful Situations (CISS) is comprise of 41 items evaluated by a 5-point rating scale ranging from not appropriate (1) to very appropriate (5), with higher scores indicating a greater emphasis on each coping strategy. For this study, the scale reflects generalized modes of coping strategies within different situations. Three measures were used to reflect the students' coping strategies: (a) task-oriented coping subscales that tap active coping styles; (b) emotion-oriented coping subscales that represent strategies directed at altering such negative emotional responses; and (c) avoidance-oriented subscales that represent withdrawal behaviors. The reliability (Cronbach alpha) coefficients obtained for this study for the entire scale of coping strategies was .88, ranging between .83 and .89 for the subscales.
Satisfaction with Life Scale (Pavot & Diener, 1993). This scale consists of five items on a 7-point Likert Scale from never agree (1) to always agree (7). The authors note that the scale was developed to assess satisfaction with the respondent's life as a whole, and does not assess satisfaction with specific life domains such as health or finances.  Higher scores mean higher perceived well being. The Alpha Cronbach score of the overall scale of the present study was .91. 

Procedure
A file consisting of three questionnaires was sent by email to female students diagnosed with LD registered at OUI's Office of Disabled Student Services. Since most of the female students with LD were studying social sciences (N = 538), the questionnaires were sent  to every third female students with LD who were at least in their second year of study taking on-line courses in the social sciences department. Thus, 80 questionnaires were emailed as one file, and the students were asked to complete the questionnaires and email them back to the author. In order to ensure a control group with similar characteristics of age and major subjects, the students with LD were asked to nominate a female colleague who matched them in age, grades, and field of study, and who did not have any known learning or behavioral difficulty. Since the returned questionnaires were anonymous, we sent a reminder follow-up email to all the students one week later.
Over a period of two weeks, we obtained 50 completed questionnaires (62.5%) from students with LD. Ten emails were returned as wrongly addressed, 12 students refused to participate in the study, and 8 claimed they did not have a disability. Further, some of the students with LD nominated two colleagues, so we obtained 98 email addresses of students with LD. An identical email procedure was conducted for students without disabilities. After a month, we obtained 73 completed questionnaires (74.49%) from female students without LD. Seven emails were returned as wrongly addressed, four women refused to participate, and three returned the questionnaires incomplete.  

Results

In order to examine the differences between the two groups of female students (LD and NLD), univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were performed with the measures of the learning environment, coping strategies, and satisfaction with life scale scores. The analysis revealed significant differences between student groups for Learning Environment, F (1,122) = 68.08, p < 0.01, Eta = .38; coping strategies, F (1,122) = 4.22, p < 0.05, Eta = .4; and Satisfaction with Life Scale, F (1,122) = 24.54, p < 0.01, Eta = .32. According to Cohen (1992), 0.2 is indicative of a small effect, 0.5 a medium and 0.8 a large effect.
ANOVA analyses were conducted between the LD and NLD groups for each of the sub-categories of the measures. Means, standard deviations, and F values are presented in Table 2. Results indicated that the students with LD perceived lower levels of academic support and assistance from the academic staff and felt a lower sense of belonging and less attached to the university than students in the control group. Further, they were more satisfied with their academic success than students in the NLD group. They also felt that they gained more practical knowledge that could be applied to their work or to their lives in general and that the course enhanced their thinking skills and allowed them to look at things in different ways, compared to female students from the control group. Regarding their perceived satisfaction with the academic courses, students with LD were less satisfied with the course than were students in the control group. 
Results related to the three subcategories of coping strategies revealed that students with LD reported using more task-oriented coping strategies than did the NLD students. No differences between groups were found for emotion-oriented coping strategies. Significant differences emerged for four of the items on the Satisfaction with Life Scale, and students with LD reported lower levels of subjective well-being than the NLD control group. The only item that was not significant between groups was, "important things I want in my life."

Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to examine the perceptions of undergraduate female students taking on-line courses as a part of the Open University of Israel’s academic program. We compared the perceptions of females with and without LD regarding the learning environment, coping strategies, and perceived well-being. Findings revealed that the females with LD (a) perceived the learning environment as less supportive and less fitting to their needs; (b) felt that the academic services were not sufficiently thoughtful of their requests; and (c) were less content with the academic courses, compared to females without disabilities. In addition, females with LD reported using more task-oriented and avoidance-oriented coping strategies, and perceived their overall well-being as less satisfactory than did female students from the control group. 
Given the substantial increase in the proportion of female students with LD in higher education, it is of great value to examine their perceptions and experiences at a university and to identify the factors that have a positive impact on their well-being. The results discussed relate to on-line interactive courses with instructors and peers communicating via computers, as an alternative to a setting where students take face to face classes. Distance educations through on-line courses and e-learning have become a common study method in many institutes of higher education in Europe, America and in Canada. We, therefore considered, it important to examine women’s adjustment and practices in order to guide the further development of support services on university campuses and to plan professional development activities based on the women's needs. 

Hypothesis 1
The first hypothesis was that significant differences would emerge regarding the two groups of participants’ perceptions of the learning environment. The results supported this hypothesis. That is, female students with LD perceived the learning environment as less supportive and less satisfactory than females without LD. More specifically, they felt that the academic support services were insufficiently accommodating to their special needs, and they were less content with the academic courses themselves. Nevertheless, they felt they had made more gains in knowledge, general intellectual development or growth than did the females in the control group. Since perceptions of the learning environment and support services have rarely been examined within the population of students with LD, these findings present new views. 
A discrepancy was observed between a previous examination of faculty attitudes towards and support of both male and female students with LD (Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999). The findings of Vogel and her colleagues indicate that the faculty and the academic staff were the most willing to provide the types of assistance that were the least time consuming. For example, they allowed students to tape-record lectures 
Table 2 
Means, Standard Deviation and F Scores of Dependent Measures Scales and Subscales Among Students With and Without LD 

Students with LD  (N = 50)
NLD Students
(N = 73)


Variables
M (SD)
M (SD)
F (1, 119)
ES
Learning Environment 1
3.14 (.24)
3.31 (.32)
68.08**
.38
Support services
2.63 (.40)
3.26 (.38)
78.16**
.40
Academic outcomes
3.74 (.12)
3.36 (.37)
46.33**
.28
Course satisfaction
3.03 (.43)
3.44 (.55)
17.88**
.14
Overall coping2 scale
3.16 (.34)
2.96 (.64)
4.22*
.04
Task-oriented
4.56 (.04)
2.02 (.27)
90.64**
.63
Emotion-oriented
2.37 (.94)
2.18 (.54)
1.89
.02
Avoidance-oriented
2.57 (.133)
2.22 (.52)
21.01**
.16
Overall Satisfaction with life3
    22.76 (5.66)
      26.45 (3.51)
24.54**
.32
Way of my life
4.68 (1.16)
5.67 (.88)
27.31**
.19
Condition of my life
4.76 (1.15)
5.25 (1.03)
6.28*
.05
Satisfied with life
4.52 (1.18)
5.89 (.81)
50.94**
.31
Important things I want 
5.36 (1.53)
5.42 (1.01)
.05
.00
Change my life
3.44 (1.11)
4.22 (1.14)
13.76**
.11

Note. 1 Learning Environment Scale, range 1-4; 2Coping Scale, range 1-5. 3Satisfaction with life scale range 1-7. Higher scores mean higher perceived well-being.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.


and allowed examinations taken by students with disabilities to be administered in the office of the support services.  However, almost two-thirds of the faculty was willing to change the format of assignments and examinations. Since no similar faculty study was done within the OUI, it is not possible to compare the different perceptions of this particular issue. Based on Vogel's results, it can be assumed that, because a learning disability is not visible, as is a physical disability or a visual impairment, the academic staff are not aware of the difficulties of students with LD unless the students disclose their LD and request an accommodation or provide certification of their specific disability and the allowances needed. The findings of the present study indicate that the students with LD were satisfied with the academic outcomes but felt that much more could be done to help them with  academic services such as registration, library use, accessing information, assistance in accomplishing academic tasks, and in overcoming academic or organizational difficulties

Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis concerned coping strategies. A growing body of research has examined the contribution of effective coping strategies for students with disabilities. Previous studies revealed that academic adjustment is negatively associated with psychological symptoms of distress during the early stages of college studies (Sanders & DuBois, 1996; Winter & Yaffe, 2000). However, other research (Huebner, Thomas, & Berven, 1999) has found no significant differences in adjustment between college students with and without LD. A previous study examining gender differences revealed that emotion-oriented coping was a significantly positive predictor of distress in both males and females. A comparison analysis among undergraduate students with and without LD revealed that female students without LD were more task-oriented than those with LD, and that females with LD were more emotion-oriented (Kariv & Heiman, 2005). However, contrary to that study, the current study demonstrated that females with LD taking on-line courses reported using more task-oriented coping strategies and less avoidance-oriented coping strategies than females in the NLD control group. The task-oriented coping strategies included being more organized, having and keeping to a strict timetable, frequent use of previously successful strategies for solving present problems, concentrated efforts to focus on the problem, organizing lists of priorities, and making efforts to complete tasks. They also used more avoidance-oriented coping strategies. It appears that the use of task-oriented coping strategies is related to the fact that the students are involved on on-line classes, and must be actively involved with the instruction and discussions.
This can be viewed as positive, and indicative of progress regarding self-perception of coping skills. In spite of the difficulties with which females with LD must contend, they made an effort to be task-oriented, to focus on their academic mission, and, as described by one student, "to try harder." On the other hand, female students with LD tried to avoid dealing with complicated or unfamiliar tasks. This finding is consistent with the findings of a previous study on students with LD in higher education institutes (Heiman & Precel, 2003). It appears that when students with LD perceive a task as too difficult for them to carry out successfully (such as a too-long text to read or to write), they may avoid undertaking the assignment.

Hypothesis 3
The third hypothesis examined the subjective well-being of females in both groups. Subjective well-being is defined as an individual's evaluation of his or her life (Diener & Lucas, 2000). One's subjective well-being is an important component in promoting positive adjustment and appears to play an essential role in emotional and social stability. Diener and Lucas (2000) found that well-being was strongly correlated with higher self-esteem, freedom from worries, and positive and pleasant experiences. In the current study, perceptions of the overall well-being of students with LD were significantly lower than those of students without LD.
We can assume that students with LD have lower self-esteem, prolonged feelings of distress, and lower levels of hope with students without LD, as has been shown in the literature (Lackaye et al., 2006). In addition, female students reported higher degrees of feelings of alienation (Brown, Higgins, Pierce, Hong, & Thoma, 2003). In the framework of this study, we assume that the continuous difficulties and the daily life struggles of LD female students led to a reduction in overall satisfaction. An interesting result was reflected through a seemingly nonsignificant item concerning the "important things I want in life": Both groups of women had goals and aims, and for both groups the scores for this item were relatively high (more than 5 out of 7 points). The lower satisfaction perceived by the LD group may be viewed as an expression of frustration that students with LD carry from childhood, which corresponds to the findings of earlier studies that show prolonged feelings of distress (Lackaye et al., 2006), or as expressions of an external need of support and hopes for a meaningful change in one's life. In addition, the perceptions of lower satisfaction with their university courses and with life reported by females with LD in the OUI may be also understood as a result of the non-traditional campus environment, where some of the courses are face-to-face while others are via the Internet, and the students study on their own rather than with a group of peers. It is, therefore, important to provide opportunities for ongoing support-groups, to improve the academic workshops, and to deepen and broaden the academic staff's awareness of the needs of students with LD. 

Study Limitations 
The findings of this study suggest several concerns that need to be addressed.  First, the relatively small number of women students with LD in the study may bias the findings; second, the sample encompassed only students in the social science department; third, the study examined female students studying in one university; and fourth, the Open University courses are mostly based on a blended learning model that combines face-to-face and on-line studies, which could be confusing for students with LD or complicated for students who are not familiar with the technology.  

Future Research 
The present study contributes to our understanding of the learning environment and coping strategies of women in institutions of higher education. Further research is needed to re-examine these topics with a larger number of subjects; additional research should include students in other colleges and universities, and from different departments. The present findings encourage further investigation in the areas of coping in the different learning environment and examining the learning strategies of students with LD. There is apparently still much to do to improve assistance within the OUI as well as in other institutions of higher education, to augment awareness, and to more effectively accommodate the special needs of students with learning disabilities. 
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Abstract

This article describes the development, content, and use of four questionnaires that comprise the Assessment of Campus Climate to Enhance Student Success with the focus on the Faculty Questionnaire. Faculty development activities are described as an example of how the questionnaires can be used to enhance knowledge and change attitudes and practices. The results showed significant increase in faculty knowledge and changes in practices.  Questionnaire findings were compared to the results of analyzing the wording and location of a welcoming paragraph in syllabi as an example of changes in faculty practices and as a method to validate questionnaire findings. Lastly, a service/research partnership with the Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) organization is described, which will provide access to the questionnaires to facilitate improving campus climate to enhance the academic success of students with disabilities. 






Concern about academic success for students with disabilities in higher education has increased as the proportion of students with disabilities has increased. The proportion of first-year full-time students with disabilities increased almost four-fold from 2.3% in 1978 to 9.8% 20 years later (Henderson, 1999). This finding was corroborated by the U.S. Department of Education (USDO, 2000) (USDO, 2003) when students with disabilities in all years of undergraduate education were found to represent 9% of the total college population (Horn, Peter, & Rooney, 2002). 
Although entrance to college or university is a major first step, the ultimate goal is degree completion. Limited research regarding graduation rates of students with disabilities in general has reported a bleak picture. Students with disabilities were less likely to complete their undergraduate degree than students without disabilities (Horn & Berktold, 1999; Murray, Goldstein, Nourse, & Edgar, 2000; National Center for Education Statistics, 1999; Rath & Royer, 2002). However, there were exceptions to these findings, and graduation rates were the same for those with and without disabilities when the former had access to comprehensive support services (Cowles & Keim, 1995; Vogel & Adelman, 2000). Nevertheless, in most cases, students with disabilities graduated at a lower rate, and those who did not graduate were more often unemployed, employed part-time, or held jobs in occupations that were not of equivalent status or salary to that of their nondisabled peers (Dickinson & Verbeck, 2002; U.S. Department of Education, 2000; Vogel & Reder, 1998). 
These findings have led to growing concern and inquiry regarding barriers to academic success that create a chilly classroom climate for students with disabilities in higher education. Hall and Sandler (1982) and Beilke (1999) characterized the behaviors of faculty that contribute to this atmosphere as ignoring, interrupting, distancing, avoiding eye contact, criticizing, offering limited guidance, and attributing success, when it did occur, to factors other than students’ ability or hard work. These behaviors resulted in students’ loss of self-confidence, feelings of second-class status, disempowerment, and marginalization. Because faculty knowledge, attitude, and behaviors are considered to have the most significant impact on students’ academic success (Kurth & Mellard, 2006; Wilson, Getzel, & Brown, 2000), the focus of this article and literature review is mainly on faculty knowledge, attitude, and behaviors. 
   	Although some researchers reported that faculty were in general willing to provide accommodations and often did so (Houck, Asselin, Troutman, & Arrington, 1992; Leyser, Vogel, Brulle, & Wyland, 1998; Nelson, Dodd, & Smith, 1990), many reported they lacked basic knowledge regarding disabilities. This lack of basic knowledge included not only knowledge regarding disabilities, but also knowledge regarding legal mandates and provision of reasonable accommodations (Dona & Edmister, 2001; Kurth & Mellard, 2006; Leyser et al., 1998; Thompson, Bethea, & Turner, 1997). 
When faculty lacked knowledge about disabilities (especially nonvisible disabilities such as learning disabilities, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and psychiatric disabilities), they sometimes exhibited behaviors that students described as skeptical or suspicious regarding the existence of their disability. Students also reported that faculty made negative comments about them, their disability, and their need for accommodations (Beilke, 1999; Jensen, McCrary, Krampe, & Cooper, 2004; Kurth & Mellard, 2006; Perry & Franklin, 2006; Wilson, Getzel et al., 2000). 
Such perceived negative attitudes were identified as one of the most significant barriers to student academic success (Deshler, Ellis, & Lenz, 1996; Dona & Edmister, 2001; Hill, 1996; Kruse, Elacqua, & Rapaport, 1998; Kurth & Mellard, 2006; Lehmann, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; Wilson et al., 2000). When faced with negative attitudes, students reported feeling intimidated and reluctant to disclose their disability and request accommodations (Bourke, Strehorn, & Silver, 2000; Norton, 1997; Perry & Franklin, 2006) and were at increased risk of lower grades and academic failure. 
In spite of the importance of faculty attitude, limited research has been conducted regarding the characteristics of faculty with more positive attitudes. Ibrahim and Herr (1982), Junco and Salter (2004), Leyser et al. (1998), Rao (2004), and Salzberg et al. (2002) noted consistently that female faculty, faculty with more contact (whether personal or in teaching), and faculty in fields of education and social science had more positive attitudes. However, much more important were the few studies that confirmed that faculty who had more knowledge about legal mandates and disabilities were more likely to have positive attitudes (Leyser et al., 1998; McGee, 1989; Rao, 2004).  Yet, Leyser also reported that in spite of willingness to provide accommodations, 82% of faculty reported that they had little or no knowledge about providing accommodations. These studies led Salzberg (2003) to the strong recommendation that all faculty attend 2-3 hours of mandatory training. However, because Disabled Support Services Directors have typically reported poor attendance at such workshops, Burgstahler and Doe (2006), Scott and Gregg (2000), and Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, and Brulle, (1999) recommended offering alternative strategies of staff development for infusion of information such as short workshops, speakers, online delivery of presentations/videos/PowerPoint™ presentations on demand, and making online and/or hard copy of well designed information, and web-based information available 24/7.  
Not surprising, even more faculty lacked in-depth understanding of more recent instructional innovations such as the principles of universal design and accessible electronic instructional materials (McGuire & Scott, 2006; McGuire, Scott, & Shaw, 2004; Vogel, Holt, Sligar, &  Er, 2005; Vogel et al., 1999). Lack of such information makes it even more critical for each institution to assess faculty knowledge periodically and provide an infusion of information customized to faculty’s interests and needs. Moreover, identification of faculty members’ preferred method of delivery, time frame, media, and format is a critical first step in faculty willingness to collaborate and partake in staff development (Burgstahler, 2001, 2002, 2007; Burgstahler & Doe, 2006; Debrand & Salzberg, 2005; Junco & Salter, 2004; Salzberg, et al., 2002; Scott & Gregg, 2000; Vasek, 2005; Vogel et al., 2005). 
Recently, awareness and concern regarding faculty attitude, knowledge, and practices have been broadened to include attitude and knowledge of students without disabilities. While we would expect that classmates without disabilities would have a positive attitude toward students with disabilities receiving accommodations, from the very limited research completed to date, we know this is not always the case. For example, Perry and Franklin (2006) reported that some students with disabilities experienced negative nonverbal communication from students without disabilities who may reflect the faculty’s perception that accommodations penalize students without disabilities. If students without disabilities lack information about disabilities and the law, they may be of the opinion that accommodations are unnecessary, discriminatory, or both, and mistakenly believe that they give students with disabilities an unfair advantage. Once they become aware of students with disabilities receiving accommodations, students without disabilities may be less willing to collaborate with them on in-class or out-of-class assignments.
These negative attitudes and behaviors may be a double-edged sword, making students with disabilities less likely to disclose and/or request accommodations so their disability or an accommodation does not become apparent to students without disabilities. The resulting impact of the lack of accommodations will, inevitably have a significant negative impact on their academic success.

History of the Development of the Faculty Questionnaire
In the 1980s, researchers began to express interest in exploring the impact on faculty of the increase in the number of students with disabilities in higher education. One of the first to study this issue was Leyser (1989), who developed an initial questionnaire on the topic. His survey instrument was limited to students with learning disabilities because this disability was one of the most complex, and accommodations in higher education were in the infancy stage of development. Moreover, the number of college students with learning disabilities was rapidly increasing at the time, and there was concern about faculty willingness to provide accommodations as well as attitudes toward students with learning disabilities. 
Ten years later, Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, and Brulle (1998) updated Leyser’s questionnaire to determine if the passage of time since implementation of Section 504 and continuing increases in the number of students with LD in higher education had resulted in changes in knowledge, practices, and willingness to provide accommodations. Also investigated were how faculty in professional preparation programs like teaching were impacted by the increase in requests for accommodations, especially in entrance examinations and clinical experiences (Vogel et al., 1999; Wertheim, Vogel, & Brulle, 1998). 
In 2001, the faculty questionnaire was further refined, updated, and broadened to include all disabilities. In addition, item-level analyses and reliability analyses were conducted to ensure that credible inferences could be made from the surveys. The purpose of the current study was twofold. First, the study evaluated faculty knowledge, attitudes, practices, and topics of interests regarding students with disabilities and assessed change in these characteristics after interventions to increase knowledge-base and improve campus climate for students with disabilities. Second, the study assessed the effectiveness of the faculty questionnaire to evaluate campus climate for students with disabilities.
 
Method
Participants
All faculty received an e-mailed letter from the project director inviting them to respond and providing the URL to find the questionnaire online or to print a PDF version. A reminder e-mail was sent three weeks later. Faculty included all full-time and part-time tenured and tenure-track faculty, instructors, and teaching assistants, based on the assumption that all of the above individuals have a direct impact on student academic success. 
In Year One, 271 faculty replied, yielding a 28% response rate. In Year Three, 109 faculty responded, yielding an 8.9% response rate. Faculty were 93% (Year One) and 94% (Year Three) full-time, 79% (Year One) and 77% (Year Three) were tenured or tenure track, and they were equally divided between males and females in Year One with slightly more females (59%) than males in Year Three. For the most part, the respondents had considerable teaching experience, with 60% (Year One) and 69% (Year Three) having 11 or more years of experience. Fifty-two percent (Year One) and 55% (Year Three) of the faculty were either associate or full professors, and 69% (Year One) and 61% (Year Three) were between the ages of 36 and 55. With the exception of gender distribution, the demographic information indicated that the respondents were representative of the demographics of the faculty as a whole in that more than half had longevity and seniority in the institution and were seasoned teachers. 

Setting
     This overview provides findings from the faculty questionnaire used over a three-year period at Northern Illinois University, a large midwestern doctoral-degree-granting public university (Vogel et al., 2005). Faculty are associated with seven colleges in the university: Business, Education, Engineering and Engineering Technology, Health and Human Sciences, Law, Liberal Arts and Sciences, and Visual and Performing Arts. 
Study Design
In this longitudinal study, data were collected at two times, 2002 and 2004 from the same population of faculty. Faculty were re-sampled in 2004 and, therefore, were not necessarily the same individuals who responded in 2002 and 2004. At both data collection points, a web survey was administered online with the option to print and return the hard copy of the survey. During the time between the 2002 and 2004, alternative staff development interventions were provided to the campus community as a whole, designed to increase knowledge base, thereby creating a more positive climate toward students with disabilities.

Instrumentation
Development of questionnaire. The faculty questionnaire used in this study was developed within a global higher education context because faculty members are not the only ones who play an important role in student academic success. A suite of questionnaires was developed for assessing campus climate among four campus groups: faculty, administrators and staff, students with disabilities, and students without disabilities. 
The administrators and staff questionnaire was developed because these constituents influence the campus climate, especially in students’ initial contact with the institution; for example, in meeting with admissions, financial aid, work-study, advisors, registration and records, housing, and transportation staff. Many administrators and staff also play a major role in providing direct support in meeting the needs of students with disabilities such as the disability services staff, those in special admissions and outreach to applicants with disabilities, legal counsel, ADA, Sections 504 and 508 compliance officers, affirmative action, diversity, housing, transportation, financial aid, counseling, advising, library and assistive technology, and information technology for students with disabilities. Administrators also have traditionally had a major responsibility in determining policies and procedures that impact students with disabilities, such as determination of major and graduation requirements, policies pertaining to course substitutions, modification of requirements, grievance procedures, and accessibility of online information on the institution’s Web sites. 
More recently, faculty have been involved in the development of such policies as well, especially when they are directly affected, as in delivering instruction online or in electronic communication related to learning, to mention only a few. For this reason, the Faculty Questionnaire also included items regarding policies and procedures.
The third questionnaire enabled a critical voice to be heard; namely, that of students with disabilities. Students with disabilities were asked to report their firsthand experiences and to assess faculty, administrators, and staff knowledge, attitudes, and needs for further information. Their input told us the “way it is” and served to cross-validate what we learned about the campus climate from the other three constituents’ self-report. Indeed, the input from students with disabilities is the litmus test regarding campus climate. 
A fourth questionnaire allowed students without disabilities to report their knowledge about disabilities, legal mandates, fairness of accommodations, and need for more information. They are important constituents on every college campus because they also contribute significantly to the classroom environment, especially when learning is collaborative. Because many disabilities are visible and are apparent to others when students with visible disabilities receive accommodations, students without disabilities are able to observe when such students are receiving accommodations. Students with visible disabilities may experience disability stigma as a result of the negative attitude of students without disabilities in their classes. In addition, when students with hidden disabilities disclose their disability and needed accommodations to their instructor and receive classroom or examination accommodations, students without disabilities can observe this and may express resentment and be unfriendly, if not worse. 
The content of the students without disabilities questionnaire resembles the faculty and administrator/staff questionnaires and includes questions regarding experience, knowledge, attitude, and need for information. For these reasons, students without disabilities are included in the assessment of campus climate and should be included in targeted activities to enhance knowledge about disabilities and change in attitudes. 
To date, one or more of the questionnaires have been distributed to faculty, administrators, staff, and students in the United States on seven campuses and to the national membership of the professional organization of occupational therapists (Foss, 2002; Vasek, 2005; Vogel et al., 2005; Vogel, Leyser, Burgstahler, Sligar, & Zecker, 2006). In addition, the faculty questionnaire was distributed to the faculty in an Israeli college of education (Leyser, 2003). The U.S. institutions included three large, doctoral-degree-granting public institutions, two private colleges/universities that offered undergraduate, master’s, and professional degrees, and two associate-degree-granting public colleges in the midwest and northwest of the United States. (Further information about this suite of four updated and expanded questionnaires is available at www.ahead.org.)  
Faculty questionnaire content. The faculty questionnaire consists of 35 items divided into five subgroups: (a) knowledge, (b) practices, (c) attitudes, (d) topics of interest, and (e) alternative methods for staff development opportunities. The knowledge subgroup consists of items regarding disabilities, the law germane to disabilities in higher education, accommodations, policies and procedures, universal design of instruction and assessment, accessible online instructional material, and the office of disability services. Items regarding practices include provision or willingness to provide accommodations, inclusion of a paragraph in syllabi regarding needed accommodations, incorporation of principles of universal design and accessibility of electronic instructional materials in teaching, and development and/or dissemination of policies and procedures germane to students with disabilities. The attitude domain is assessed by items regarding the fairness of specific accommodations, policies, and modifications to department or institution requirements vis a vis students without disabilities. In addition, faculty were asked about their assessment of the abilities of students with specific disabilities to complete the requirements of certain professions and to perform satisfactorily once employed. Faculty were asked about their interest in specific topics for future learning opportunities and preferred methods to acquire information such as workshops, speakers, web-based information, or credit and non-credit e-Learning courses. The final section of the questionnaire pertains to demographic information. (Sample items from the faculty questionnaire appear in Figure 1.)
One of the steps in the revision of the 1998 questionnaire was to solicit and incorporate feedback from a representative group of colleagues from various institutional perspectives, including teaching faculty, researchers, administrators, and disability service providers from a variety of institutions (public/private, competitive/open admissions, undergraduate/graduate). These individuals were members of a professional group of colleagues in central and northern Illinois who were interested in students with disabilities in higher education. They were asked for feedback regarding item and directions clarity, possible item bias, and/or additional items needed. Their comments were incorporated, redundant items were deleted, and new items added to reflect cutting-edge issues and developments in the field. 
In 2001, the faculty questionnaire was further refined, updated, and broadened to include all disabilities. Because of sensitivity surrounding items of fairness, several new items were developed to assess attitude toward students with disabilities. A group of students with disabilities who regularly participated in a focus group at the University of Hawaii (Stodden, personal communication) were asked to provide feedback on items that may have lacked clarity, were misleading, or possibly biased (with special attention to the fairness items). Respondents’ feedback was subsequently incorporated into the questionnaire. 


Figure 1. Sample items from faculty questionnaire.
Knowledge 
How knowledgeable are you regarding strategies to make online and electronic instructional materials accessible to students with print disabilities? 
Response alternatives are on a Likert scale from 1-6 with 1) To a very limited extent and 6) To a very large extent, plus Not at all, and Not applicable. 

Practices 
How often have you included a statement in your syllabus regarding provision of accommodations for students with documented disabilities?
Response alternatives are on a Likert scale from 1-6 with 1) To a very limited extent and 6) To a very large extent, plus Not at all, and Not applicable. 

Attitude 
Fairness Item. Indicate how fair it is for students without disabilities when students with documented disabilities are provided priority registration. 
Response alternatives are on a Likert scale from 1-6 with 1) Unfair and 6) Fair

Expectation Item 
Professionals with disabilities may be as effective on the job as 
professionals without disabilities in the same occupation. 
Response alternatives are on a Likert scale from 1-6 with 1) Strongly disagree and 6) Strongly agree. 


Item construction. The majority of items were structured and used a six-point Likert response scale ranging from 1,  indicating low degree of support, unwillingness to accommodate, or strong disagreement with the statement, to 6, reflecting high level of support or willingness to accommodate, or strong agreement with the statement. For some items, there were additional response options, including “Not At All,” “No Need, ” “Not Involved,”  “Don’t Know,” “Not Applicable,”  or “ No Experience”  (see Figure 1). Responses related to these additional response options were treated as missing data in quantitative analyses.
Administration of questionnaires. The questionnaires were administered in Years One and Three of the Enhancing Success for Students with Disabilities in Higher Education Project (http://www.niu.edu/enhancingsuccess), a project designed to enhance the overall campus climate and all campus constituents’ knowledge, willingness to provide accommodations, and practices regarding students with disabilities in order to enhance their academic success.
Reliability. Internal consistency reliability was computed for the four faculty composite variables: knowledge, fair accommodations, fair modifications, and faculty needs and interests across the two doctoral-degree-granting public institutions and one associates-degree-granting public institution that participated in the project. Although reliability of the fairness of providing accommodations and fairness of providing modifications were computed separately, these two constructs together are considered a reflection of attitude toward students with disabilities. 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability for the four constructs indicated that the scores provided adequate evidence of the reliability of the items for each construct. The Cronbach alpha reliabilities were well above the threshold of .7 for all composites (see Table 1). Considering that these constructs consisted of between three and eight items, the reliability is considered greater than adequate evidence of the reliability of the scores for each construct in the three questionnaires. 


Table 1 
Reliability of Faculty Composite Scores for Years One and Three

Cronbach alpha
Year 1
Cronbach alpha
Year 3
Faculty Knowledge
.718 (4)
.829 (4)
Fair Accommodations
.741 (5)
.743 (4)
Fair Modifications
.796 (3)
.742 (3)
Faculty Needs and Interests
.902 (8)
.898 (8)
Note. Number of items is in parentheses.


Intervention
	Staff development opportunities to acquire more information on a wide array of desired topics were made available in Years Two and Three of the project and included online web-based expertise on the Enhancing Success for Students with  Disabilities Web site (http://www.niu.edu/enhancingsuccess). The Web site included information on disabilities, legal mandates and accommodations, links to other university and national Web sites, readings linked to full text, and PowerPoint™ presentations. For those who preferred live speakers, the project sponsored a series of motivational speakers and workshops on learning disabilities, visual disabilities, and hearing impairments. In addition, a collection of media and readings in hard copy were donated to the main library, and department chairs were asked to inform faculty of  their availability. 
We also offered a tuition-free, e-learning doctoral-level graduate course (Disabilities and Higher Education) in Years Two and Three. The course presented information about the legal mandates pertaining to disabilities in higher education, types of disabilities, and accommodations. Also included were the concepts of universal design for learning and examinations, common policies and procedures germane to higher education, and alternative strategies to provide staff development, A prerequisite for the course was that participants were to be employed in a higher education setting so they could apply the knowledge they acquired and design and provide a staff development activity so they would become change agents in their own department and/or administrative unit.  
Data Analysis
Quantitative analysis. Frequencies were generated for demographic data. Descriptive statistics were calculated for all six-point Likert scale items. Frequencies were tallied and reported for those who responded “None At All (“NAA”), Likert scale responses 1 and 2 combined, and Likert scale responses 5 and 6 combined, since those responses were considered of special significance and utilized to plan staff development activities. Year One and Year Three item knowledge composite means as well as individual items were compared using independent samples t-tests. The significance level was set at .01 to avoid inflated Type I error and to maintain the family-wise error rate at a standard significance level.
The means and standard deviation were computed for Likert scale items to create four constructs of similar items (i.e., knowledge, fairness of accommodations, fairness of modifications, and need for further information). In this overview, only the subgroup of knowledge items for faculty were compared for Year One and Year Three to serve as a model of how the questionnaires can be used in summative evaluation. The mean scores on four knowledge items: knowledge about accommodations, knowledge about federal laws, knowledge about the office of disability services, and general knowledge about disabilities were statistically compared between Years One and Three. Independent-samples t-tests were used to compare means from the Year One and the Year Three samples. Effect sizes of mean differences were calculated and classified as small (i.e., .2 < d < .5), medium (i.e., .5 < d < .8), or large (i.e., d > .8; Cohen, 1988).
Qualitative analysis. The analysis of the open-ended questions followed a “general analytical strategy” (Yin, 1994, p. 103) that was applied in this within- and cross-case study with a descriptive approach that used terms from the questionnaires and quotes from the respondents to develop themes and nodes. These may be free (stand-alone) or hierarchical tree nodes with subcategories of children (Richards & Richards, 1994). The nodes allowed for quantification of occurrence and subsequent analysis to determine any relationship(s) between the nodes (Yin, 1994). The latter approach was completed through the use of the constant comparison method of data analysis with open and axial coding (Creswell, 1998). In Year One qualitative analysis of 846 comments from 413 faculty-generated three free nodes, five tree nodes, and nine children nodes.  Illustrative quotes are included in the Results section. 
We compared findings from Year One and Year Three and briefly described the staff development activities in the interim year. The focus was on: (a) Year One compared to Year Three information gaps and practices among faculty; (b) in-depth findings and supplementary research regarding the inclusion of a welcoming paragraph in syllabi; and (c) the use of the questionnaires in summative evaluation by comparing findings on the items that comprised the knowledge construct for faculty in Year One and Year Three. 

Results

Faculty Knowledge in Years One and Three
We focused on the knowledge construct as an example of how to utilize the initial findings from the faculty questionnaire in planning staff development and measuring efficacy of intervention at a later time. The knowledge construct consisted of: (a) knowledge about legal mandates pertaining to disabilities in higher education; (b) knowledge regarding instructional and examination accommodations; (c) knowledge about the office of disability services, and 4) general knowledge about disabilities. In the following, results are reported for the four knowledge items and the overall knowledge composite variable for Northern Illinois University.
   Knowledge about disabilities. When faculty were asked about their level of knowledge regarding disabilities in general, almost one fourth (25%) in Year One reported that they had no knowledge at all (NAA) in contrast to only 1% in Year Three. Moreover, about half of the respondents in Year One reported that they had very limited knowledge (1 or 2 on a six-point scale) in contrast to 12% in Year Three. The remaining one fourth in Year One in contrast to one third in Year Three had a great deal of knowledge (5 or 6 on a six-point scale). The mean score for the Likert scale responses for this item increased from M = 1.78 ( SD = 1.45) to M = 3.94 (SD = 1.34), confirming the significant increase in knowledge about disabilities with a large effect size, t(240) = 12.83, p < .001, d = 1.53 (see Table 2). 
Knowledge about legal mandates. A bimodal distribution was reported in Year One with regard to knowledge about the legal mandates germane to higher education (ADA and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act). Twenty-one percent of the faculty indicated that they had no knowledge at all (NAA) regarding ADA and Section 504, and more than half (58%) rated themselves as having very limited knowledge (1 or 2 on a six-point scale). In contrast, 19% indicated they were very knowledgeable (5 or 6) about the legal mandates. The Likert scale mean was 2.33 (SD = 1.11), almost identical to the mean for the item regarding knowledge about disability services office. In Year Three, only 7% responded that they had no knowledge at all about the legal mandates, 16% rated their knowledge as very low, and 35% rated themselves as very knowledgeable. When the means for this Likert scale item were compared, there was a significant increase in Year Three (M = 3.90, SD = 1.44) as compared to Year One (M = 2.33, SD = 1.11) which was a large effect size, t(186) =  8.9, p < .001, d = 1.24 (see Table 2). 
Knowledge about  accommodations. In spite of limited knowledge about disabilities and the law in Year One, many faculty members were fairly knowledgeable about providing accommodations. Only 2% reported no knowledge at all (NAA) in providing accommodations, 19% reported very limited knowledge, and 31% reported they had a great deal of knowledge in providing accommodations. When the means for this Likert scale item were compared, a significant increase was found in Year Three (M = 3.99, SD = 1.28) compared to Year One (M = 2.22, SD = 1.03) which was a large effect size, t(319) = 13.23, p < .001, d = 1.59 (see Table 2).
Awareness of the need for accommodations generated proactively by faculty was described as “I teach an intro course, and this semester is the first time I have ever had students with hearing trouble. I use videos and films. This is now a big problem as the videos are not closed caption(ed).” The statement also implies an ongoing need for assistance to provide an accommodation. As a result of awareness of this problem, the university instituted a policy regarding purchase of videos/DVDs only if they were closed-captioned and the purchase of software to provide closed captioning in all smart classrooms.  
Knowledge about the disability services (DS) office. Knowledge about accommodations did not seem to be acquired as a result of direct contact with the office of DS, because 9% of the faculty reported that they had no knowledge at all about the DS office, 37% had limited knowledge about the DS office, and about one fourth were very knowledgeable about this office. After Year Three, only 1% reported no knowledge at all, and those who had limited knowledge went down to 15%. At the same time, 40% had a great deal of knowledge about the DS office in Year Three. Not surprising, there was a statistically significant increase in the means on this Likert scale item, from M = 2.29 (SD = 1.06) to M = 3.95 (SD = 1. 38), t (184) = 11.34, p < .001, d = 1.39, indicating a large effect size (see Table 2). A wish for increased knowledge and a deeper level of knowledge was expressed by one faculty when this person said “I always wish I had firsthand knowledge of this NIU office.”
Knowledge – combined construct. The faculty knowledge construct that combined the previous four items naturally also showed a statistically significant increase from Year One to Year Three, t(175) = 15.3, p < .001, d = 1.88, indicating a large effect size. The mean in Year One was M = 1.96 (SD = 0.97), which increased to M = 3.90 (SD = 1.16) in Year Three (see Table 2). 

Table 2 
Faculty Knowledge Mean Comparisons Between Years One and Three
 
Study Year
N
Mean
SD
 SE
Knowledge about accommodations
Year One
221
2.22
1.03
 0.07
 
Year Three
100
3.99
1.28
0.13
Knowledge about federal mandates
Year One
117
2.33
1.11
0.10
 
Year Three
101
3.90
1.44
0.14
Knowledge about disability services office
Year One
173
2.29
 1.06
0.08
 
Year Three
108
3.95
1.38
0.13
Knowledge about disabilities
Year One
175
1.78
1.45
0.11
 
Year Three
 108
3.94
1.34
0.13
Overall Knowledge
Year One
254
1.96
0.97
0.06
 
Year Three
109
3.90
1.16
0.11
Note. All means were significantly different between years one and three at p  < .001.

Topics of Interest
We asked faculty to indicate their level of interest in acquiring more information about eight topics related to disabilities as well as how they preferred acquiring information. Congruent with the lack of faculty knowledge regarding the  disability services office, faculty identified this as the topic of greatest interest (M = 4.90, SD= 1.36), followed by a need for more information regarding policies and procedures relevant to students with disabilities (M = 4.70, SD = 1.33), and test accommodations (M = 4.70, SD = 1.41). General information about disabilities and legal mandates were rated next highest, M = 4.55 (SD = 1.44) and M = 4.43 (SD = 1.39), even though the faculty also assessed their level of knowledge about these two topics also very low. These findings indicate that the faculty had a greater need for practical knowledge about accommodations and policies than for background information regarding disabilities and legal mandates. Qualitatively, faculty expressed a need for information about universal design, how to help students become self-advocates, how faculty can be fair, and how the university can afford the cost of accommodations. 
When given a choice of eight alternative methods for acquiring information, tied for first place was a desire for expert advice and information to be available 24/7 online (M = 4.55, SD = 1.38) and one-on-one consultation (M = 4.57, SD = 1.50; see Table 3). This was reinforced with comments like “It is most helpful to be able to call someone for specific, up to date guidance about reasonable accommodations.”  Faculty also identified workshops and on-site seminars and speakers next in order of preference. Least desirable were distance learning courses, teleconferences, and credit or non-credit short courses or graduate courses. The latter two alternatives were included so as to be all-encompassing and appropriate for use with faculty, staff, and administrators at all types of institutions, not just faculty in a large, public, doctoral-degree granting institution.
The reliability and validity of the scores from the self-reported assessment provided on the questionnaires were evaluated by examining internal consistency (knowledge and topics of interest) reliability and by external confirmative evidence corroborated by examining syllabi and analyzing identified paragraphs. We learned from student report that one of the most powerful methods for faculty to send a welcoming message to students with disabilities is to include a paragraph in their syllabi regarding their desire to meet with them if they need accommodations. This paragraph has been interpreted by students to indicate that faculty members know about disabilities and suggests that they are willing to make accommodations.
Two strategies were used to determine the prevalence of this practice and whether or not the paragraph wording and location sent a positive message. The first strategy was to include a question in the faculty questionnaire asking how frequently faculty included a welcoming paragraph in their syllabi. The second strategy involved actually reading syllabi and searching for paragraphs. When located, the paragraphs were analyzed for wording and placement of paragraphs in syllabi. 
In Year One, more than half of the faculty (55%) reported that they had never included such a paragraph in their syllabi. However, one third reported that they did so very often (M = 2.72,  SD = 2.24). In Year Three, 29% reported that they had never included such a paragraph in their syllabi and 57% did so very often, M = 5.12 (SD = 1.41), indicating a significant increase in this practice in Year Three. A noteworthy finding is that no faculty in Year One reported including such a statement in their syllabi  “Very Often,” whereas in Year Three 80% of faculty reported including the statement “Very Often” (Likert scores of 5 or 6). 
Analyzing paragraphs. Several strategies were used in order to corroborate questionnaire findings from the syllabi themselves. In Year One we drew a randomized stratified sample of 304 undergraduate and graduate courses listed in the fall and spring registration bulletins. Forty-seven (17%) of the 304 syllabi included a paragraph about accommodations, confirming that few faculty included a welcoming paragraph in syllabi. When the 47 paragraphs were analyzed, the following five exemplary characteristics and/or content were identified: (a) correct reference was made to the fact that the university abides by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act; (b) appropriate terminology was used such as person-first wording, (e.g. “students with a learning disability” rather than “learning disabled students”); (c) faculty invited students with disabilities to contact them early in the semester if they needed accommodations; (d) students who needed accommodations and had not yet registered with the DS office, were encouraged to do so; and (e) the paragraph was placed in a neutral location rather than embedded within a list of rules regarding class preparation or decorum. (A sample paragraph appears in Figure 2.)

Table 3
 Topics of Interest 

M
SD
Disability services office
      4.90
     1.36
Policies and procedures
     4.70
     1.33
Accommodations
     4.70
     1.41
General information about disabilities

     4.55
     1.44
Legal mandates 
     4.43
     1.39
Note. The higher the mean, the greater the interest. 
Figure 2. Recommended paragraph to include in syllabus. 


This institution abides by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, which mandates reasonable accommodations be provided for students with documented disabilities. If you have a disability and may require some type of instructional and/or examination accommodation, please contact me early in the semester so that I can provide or facilitate in providing accommodations you may need. If you have not already done so, you will need to register with the office of disability services, the designated office on campus to provide services for students with disabilities. The office is located at __________ (address and telephone number). I look forward to talking with you soon to learn how I may be helpful in enhancing your academic success in this course.



In the final semester of the Project all available online syllabi were scanned to determine if changes in the practice of inclusion of welcoming paragraphs had occurred. Of the 144 course syllabi located, 56/144 (39%) included a paragraph, which represents an increase of 22%. Of these 56 paragraphs, 40 (71%) included paragraphs that were identical or similar to the recommended paragraph and located in a neutral location representing a significant increase as compared to previous years. 

Discussion 
	
The twofold purpose of this study was to (a) evaluate faculty knowledge, attitudes, practices, and topics of interests, regarding students with disabilities and (b) assess the effectiveness of the faculty questionnaire for evaluating campus climate for students with disabilities. The change in faculty knowledge was striking from Year One to Year Three. The change in knowledge was a large effect and encompassed all four aspects of knowledge about disabilities: disabilities in general, legal mandates, accommodations, and the disability services office. Although the effect cannot be directly attributed to the interventions, it is unlikely that such a large effect would occur in two years without the interventions. 
It was clear that campus climate for students with disabilities had improved by Year Three with regard to faculty knowledge. It was also noted where areas that faculty felt that they needed the most information were about practical knowledge regarding accommodations and policies, not background information regarding disabilities and legal mandates. With respect to the second purpose of the study, the findings indicated that (a) the scores from the revised faculty questionnaire were reliable, and (b) scores from the faculty questionnaire were valid, as corroborated from inspection of faculty syllabi.
Results from the use of the faculty questionnaire in Year One confirmed in many respects the student-identified barriers of limited faculty knowledge regarding disabilities in general (M=1.78) and the legal mandates requiring accommodations for students with documented disabilities (M=1.69). Moreover, few faculty were aware of the DS office (M=2.29) and its role in providing test accommodations. These findings were confirmed by the students who commented that faculty do not know very much about disabilities, as one student wrote: “…understanding that my disability is really a disability and that I (am) not trying to take advantage of it/make things up.” 
In addition, the faculty members themselves corroborated their lack of knowledge when they identified these two topics as the ones of greatest interest. Faculty identified in Year One, from highest to lowest rating, their desire to learn more about the DS office (M=4.90) and the need for more information about test accommodations (M=4.70), followed by the need for more information about legal issues (M=4.55). The knowledge items combined with the interest in specific topics and comments from the faculty questionnaire enabled us to determine that faculty wanted to acquire more practical knowledge than background knowledge regarding disabilities in general or the legal mandates. For example, one faculty expressed, “I am really hazy about what to do with the physically disabled in lab situations.” Similarly, another faculty acknowledged, “I would like to know how much of what I say is being transmitted, and what I need to do to make it easier (for the students) to comprehend. I also would like to know how to design my course to make it more available to blind students, since I depend much on overhead outlines and PowerPoint™.” 
	Despite lack of general information about disabilities and legal mandates, faculty members were very knowledgeable about making accommodations and were, in general willing to make accommodations. Nonetheless, they expressed interest in learning more about providing test accommodations (M = 4.70). Those who attended workshops especially valued the aspect of the workshops that provided videotaped interviews with students with disabilities as described by a faculty member who said “student voices have always been the most powerful in faculty workshops…particularly when they shared with faculty what worked well in class and what did not work.”
The most meaningful information for planning staff development activities was gathered from close examination of the Likert scale item responses, verbal responses, including Not At All (NAA) and comments, and the Likert scale means and standard deviation for individual items. We strived to achieve greater understanding by balancing self-reported responses to items, for example, knowledge regarding disabilities and self-reported perception of need for information. Such information from Years One and Three for faculty was especially useful in planning staff development activities, determining efficacy of staff development activities, and summative evaluation of the Three-Year Project. 
Given eight options for faculty development opportunities, there was a two-way tie between online web-based expertise available 24/7 and one-on-one consultation. Faculty expressed their preference for web-based expertise possibly because it provided targeted information instantaneously, when they wanted it and needed it. In response to the desire for an infusion of information to be available online, we developed the Enhancing Success Web site with many useful links to websites within the university, slide presentations, recommended readings linked to full text, as well as online links to other informative national Web sites. Also identified were workshops, seminars, and speakers.
Other methods for infusion of information that contributed to the significant increase in knowledge included e-learning graduate courses on Disabilities and Higher Education. These courses drew graduate students from throughout Illinois, from various institutions, and in a variety of roles including administrators working in admissions, registration and records, advising, career planning, housing and dining, and graduate school. The Project also donated media and print materials to institutional libraries and sponsored a series of presentations given by a motivational speaker with a disability. In addition, workshops regarding students with learning disabilities, visual impairments, and hearing impairments were offered in which a variety of speakers, including DS and information technology staff, made presentations and responded to questions. During the workshops, DVDs allowed the participants to view video-taped interviews from students with disabilities (Project PACE, 2003). The key principle in staff development that emerged was the need to provide input using a variety of methods and a variety of timeframes given the limited time faculty have to attend workshops (Scott & Gregg, 2000).
Last, some of the highest-ranking administrators at the departmental, college, and university level encouraged faculty to adopt the practice of inclusion of a welcoming paragraph in syllabi. At the end of Fall 2003 and Spring 2004 semesters, the associate vice provost responded favorably to our request to email all faculty members at the end of each semester reminding them to include the recommended paragraph in future syllabi. In addition, two reminders appeared at the end of each semester encouraging faculty to incorporate the recommended paragraph in syllabi. One article appeared in the faculty/staff weekly newsletter and a second, from the student perspective, in the student newspaper. 
Although these methods resulted in a significant increase in the inclusion of the welcoming paragraph in syllabi, many faculty still did not adopt this practice. In an effort to further understand the factors that influence campus climate and how staff development has to be adapted to individual institutions, Vogel, Leyser, Burgstahler, Sligar, and Zecker (2006) compared faculty knowledge, awareness, practices, and attitude on three contrasting institutions. One of their dramatic findings was that almost all faculty members in the community college setting included a welcoming paragraph in their syllabi. Upon inquiry, it was discovered that in this specific institution, disability workshop attendance was not only mandatory but also included in annual evaluations and considered favorably in determination of salary increment. Moreover, at the workshop the welcoming paragraph was presented and its inclusion in syllabi mandated. 
An interesting contrast between various departments at NIU was also noted. Upon close examination, it was determined that in some departments the chair mandated and enforced the inclusion of a welcoming paragraph. Top-down leadership is a significant factor in the practice of inclusion of the paragraph. Furthermore, we learned through the fine-grain analysis of wording and placement that the paragraph alone does not make a specific classroom a welcoming environment. The paragraph has to be properly worded and placed. Further, the correct placement of a properly worded paragraph on its own is not enough to make a classroom a safe environment in which to disclose one’s disability. Several factors in combination make a classroom safe or welcoming, and it is this composite that makes a campus a safe environment in which to disclose one’s disability and an environment that is facilitative of academic success. 
The four instruments, referred to Assessment of Campus Climate to Enhance Student Success (ACCESS), are thought to provide 360-degree feedback from all constituents who contribute to and are affected by the campus climate. All respondents contribute from their own perspective. The richness of the data allows for targeted staff development, alternative methods of providing information based on the target audiences’ preference, triangulation, and cross-validation. Most importantly, the students with disabilities speak in their own voice since they are the ones directly impacted by the campus climate. Utilization of ACCESS empowers students with disabilities to contribute to changing their environment and thereby to enhance their chances of success. 
Some of the unexpected benefits of having administered the ACCESS questionnaires and gathering corroborative evidence during the three-year project were to increase awareness of the institution’s web presence and the need for the enforcement of Section 508, to provide training and assistance for faculty, administrators, and computer lab technicians regarding assistive technology, accessible Web sites, universal design in instruction and assessment, online accessible learning experiences, and accessible institution marketing campaigns. Given the recent tragic events on college campuses, there is an even greater need for courses similar to the e-learning course to meet the informational needs of undergraduate and graduate students without disabilities. In addition, a ripple effect went beyond NIU when the Illinois Board of Higher Education instituted a statewide initiative regarding institutional web presence assessment and enhancement of accessibility to be in compliance with federal and state legislation.	
Limitations 
Every effort was made to encourage a robust response rate. In administration of the questionnaires the highest response rates achieved were 62% among administrators and 42% among faculty members, rates that we attributed to the support of the president of the university and university-wide planning. More often, however, the response rate was around 24%. Efforts have to be made to garner institution-wide support surrounding the administration of the questionnaires. Response rate will be enhanced if dissemination of the questionnaires is supported by the highest administrative officials, the DS office, cross-functional teams, shared governance involvement, effective public relations, broad-based campus enlightenment, and all disability and diversity advocates. Moreover, they have to be viewed not as evaluation instruments, but as a method to make the respondents more comfortable and successful in fulfilling their responsibilities and meeting the needs of students with disabilities. They should also be viewed as assisting the institution in fulfilling its mandates to increase diversity, enhance retention, and enroll more under-represented students. Rather than adding to their work load, the administration and faculty need to see the questionnaires as tools to give them the information they want, now they want it, and when they need it.	 
Partnership with AHEAD
The four questionnaires are licensed to AHEAD which will make online versions available on a cost-recovery basis to those who want to administer one or more of them. They will be accompanied by a manual that includes suggestions to make them as effective as possible. In addition, a CD-ROM will provide supplementary information such as sample letters and technical reports. 
This opportunity is offered as part of a service/research partnership between users and AHEAD. At the first level, AHEAD will provide users with a service package that will include hosting the online questionnaire, data collection, and provision of raw data and code book for ease of data analysis. Partners will contribute their data to the AHEAD database, which eventually will enable benchmarking so that institutions will be able to compare their findings with grouped data from similar institutions and also monitor changes over time. 
At the second service level, AHEAD will provide basic data analysis, (quantitative and qualitative technical reports). A third level of service will integrate the quantitative and qualitative findings and describe implications and make recommendations customized to the institution. At the fourth level, consultants will be available through AHEAD to help institutions implement the recommendations that emerge from the questionnaires. 
As a result of this service/research partnership, it is hoped that we can move forward to make college campuses truly welcoming and enhance not only admission, but also graduation from higher education and beyond for all individuals with disabilities.
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Abstract

Metacognitive and attitudinal factors in the academic performance of college students with and without disabilities were assessed and compared.  GPA, metacognitive knowledge and practice, resiliency, self-efficacy, locus of control, and need for achievement were examined.  Similarities as well as notable differences were found between the LD (N=27) and non-LD (N=28) groups in perceptions and approaches to academic tasks.  The LD group indicated a higher level of initiative than the non-LD group, which may be one of the factors helping contribute to their achievement.  While the resiliency factor of initiative was higher for the LD group, self-efficacy in regard to coursework was significantly lower than that of the non-LD group.  Even though by measures of aptitude and GPA the students with LD were not significantly different from their peers without LD, many indicated self-doubt about not being able to perform as well in academic coursework as their non-LD cohorts.




The term learning disability (LD) encompasses a relatively broad group of learning difficulties, involving a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes presumed to be related to a central nervous system dysfunction.  The disorder creates problems in speaking, listening, writing, reading, and/or mathematics, and manifests in a severe discrepancy between apparent potential for learning and level of achievement (Lerner, 2000).  It is estimated that more than 5% of school-age children have a learning disability and that their disability accounts for roughly half of the total number of students identified by public schools as needing special education (Hallahan & Kaufman, 1997).   
Students with learning disabilities frequently experience a multitude of difficulties throughout their academic careers.  They often face limitations in strategic knowledge and self-monitoring that can lead to academic difficulties (Allsopp, Minskoff, & Bott, 2005; Lerner, 2000).  In addition, they typically encounter problems in motivation, attributions, self-esteem, and affective responses that can further impair academic difficulties (Borkowski, Carr, Pellinger, & Pressley, 1990; Borkowski, Johnston, & Reid, 1987; Borkowski & Murthukrisha, 1992).  Beyond academic challenges, students with LD may find themselves dealing with the shortcomings of the system, including access to services to postsecondary services, documentation requirements, and transition support from secondary to postsecondary (Gregg, 2007).  
Borkowski and his colleagues (Borkowski et al., 1990; Day & Borkowski, 1987) proposed an integrated model of achievement that included executive functioning.  Executive functioning focused on two distinct dimensions:  metacognition and affective factors.  In this model metacognition encompasses self-knowledge of learning strategies and the ability to use this knowledge in an efficient and effective manner.  Ongoing self-regulation and monitoring of metacognitive strategies is necessary for this component to be effective.  Closely aligned with the metacognitive is the affective component.   Increased feelings of self-efficacy reinforce self-regulation and the use of cognitive strategies, which in turn strengthen self-esteem, motivation, and also lead to attributing success and failures to their own efforts.  Through bi-directional relationship between metacognitive and affective factors strategic knowledge becomes related to self-efficacy (Borkowski, 1992; Borkowski et al., 1990).  
Borkowski et al. (1990) proposed a causal, bi-directional link between these two factors.  That is, when a student becomes more efficient in academic self-regulation, his or her self-efficacy begins to change as well.  Self-efficacy in this context refers to the expectancy of how competently an individual will be able to perform a task (Bandura, 1997).  If a student believes he/she will be able to perform academic tasks successfully, motivation increases.  Increased motivation further strengthens the metacognition regulation and monitoring, which in turn leads to attributing successes to self-efforts and establishing a more internal locus of control with regard to academic successes.
Successes as well as failures in academic endeavors can be attributed to internal factors such as ability or effort, or to external factors such as of luck or help from others.  A low perception of self-efficacy along with negative attributions frequently undermine academics (Butler, 1999; Butler, Elaschuk, & Poole, 2000).  According to Palladino, Poli, Masi, and Marcheschi (2000), competence improves through effort, and when students begin to enjoy learning and realize their own role in their successes, they develop an internal locus of control.  This leads to attribution of success and failure to effort and experiencing feelings of self-efficacy.  Research suggests that students in LD often face problems with both of these areas (Covington, 1992; Lerner, 2000).   
Students with LD have been found to report lower levels of self-esteem, experiencing less emotional support, and having greater academic and personal-emotional adjustment dysfunctions than their peers without LD (Brinckerhoff, Shaw, & McGuire, 1993; Hill, 1996; Stolowitz, 1995).  Feelings of social isolation and not fitting in with others may also present barriers (Hill, 1996; Reiff, Gerber, & Ginsberg, 1993, 1997).  Limited protective factors that serve to aid in resiliency coupled with adverse experiences may serve to restrict and weaken academic performance for students with learning disabilities. 
Due to the factors noted above, it is not surprising that have lower rates of postsecondary school attendance (Henderson, 2001; Madaus & Shaw, 2006; Wagner et al., 2005).  Despite variations in the number of students with LD responded to pursue a postsecondary education, the overall consensus is that this group of college students is underrepresented.  While there has been a slight increase in the number of students with LD who transition to community colleges since late 1980s to early 2000 (up from 20% to 23%), but the number of students with LD who go on to a four-year institution is around 11%.  (Wagner et al., 2005) According to the National Longitudinal Transition Study – 2, 76.7% of high school students with LD expected to get some type of postsecondary education when surveyed, but only 19% were attending postsecondary school (Newman, 2005).   Thus, although students with LD represent the largest group of college freshmen with documented disabilities (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005), they are faced with many challenges in pursuing postsecondary education (Gregg, 2007).       
In a 10-year longitudinal study, Murray, Goldstein, Nourse, and Edgar (2000) found that students with LD were still less likely to attend any form of postsecondary school and were less likely to have graduated from postsecondary programs.  Only 2.4% of individuals with LD had graduated from a four-year college compared to 45.5% of their high school peers without a disability.
Significant differences in metacognitive and affective factors have been reported during elementary and secondary schools between students with and without learning difficulties (Borkowski, et al., 1987; Palladino et al., 2000; Papetti et al., 1992).  Palladino et al. (2000) found significant differences with metacognitive skills, internal attributions of effort related to personal success or failure, and self-reported depressive symptomatology, with the students with LD showing more difficulty in these areas than their counterparts without LD.  As mentioned, the reciprocal influence between metacognitive and affective factors can undermine the ability to succeed academically.  The question is how these metacognitive and affective factors affect students with LD who do pursue a higher education degree at a four-year college or university compare to their college counterparts who do not have a learning disability.  
The differences between high school and college are many, and reflect major shifts from external to internal controls (e.g., independent living, class time, study time) and from more personalized attention to being one of many (e.g., class size 25-35 students to upward of 100 or more students in a class).  In addition, there is a major shift from the public school maintaining the responsibility of finding and serving students with special needs to the college environment where the student takes on this responsibility (Wolanin & Steele, 2004).  
College presents major adjustments to all students but especially to the student with a learning disability.  As posited by Field, Sarver, and Shaw (2003), students with LD at the postsecondary level need to become more self-determined in order for them to be academically successful.  At the postsecondary level students take on the responsibility of developing and being aware of academic goals as well as the ability to use feedback to evaluate their performance relative to the academic goals they have adopted.  
Given the smaller numbers of students with LD who pursue postsecondary education, the present study addressed the question:  Are there differences in metacognitive and affective factors among college students with learning disabilities in comparison to their college peers without LD?   

Method

Participants
The participants in the current study were 55 undergraduate students at a southeastern university.  Twenty-seven of the students (12 men and 15 women) were identified by the university’s Department of Disability Support Services (DSS) as having a learning disability, and 28 students (12 men and 16 women) were identified as never having been diagnosed, or ever receiving special services, as students with a learning disability.  
The students with LD were receiving support services through the DSS office at the time of the study.  Sixteen reported having a disability in reading, 7 in reading/writing, and 4 in math.  Six students indicated a co-morbid diagnosis of learning disabilities and attention deficit hyperactivity disorder.  Services through the DSS office for these students varied from extended time on tests, being able to take an exam in a room with limited distractions, help in note taking, and tutoring services.  The students with LD initially had been identified under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) as having a learning disability during their primary-school years (grades 1-5), and they registered with DSS as university students with a disability.   They sought support services and accommodations and provided the necessary documentation of their disability to the DSS office for verification purposes. 
As part of this documentation, students must show that they have a disability as defined by Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and the Americans with Disabilities Act.  If the documentation of the disability is deemed insufficient, the student is required to undergo additional evaluation.  The DSS office also reserves the right to consult with university professionals in reviewing and assessing documentation when necessary for approving accommodations.  Part of the required documentation for a learning disability is a comprehensive psychoeducational evaluation that includes an individually administered intellectual assessment.  
The non-LD group was comprised of volunteers who agreed to participate in the study as a result of  a general announcement in their psychology courses at the university.  Theses students were not receiving, nor had they ever received, special education services.  None of them reported having experienced learning problems. The two groups were matched as closely as possible on age, gender, and class status.  Demographic information for participants is presented in Table 1.

Table 1
Students With LD and Without LD with Respect to Age, Gender, Classification, and Major
__________________________________________________________________
				Students With		Students Without
			        Learning Disability       Learning Disability
		______________________________________________________
	
Age
  Mean				      22.26		       21.82
  Standard Deviation		        4.81		         4.28
  Range			      18-44		       18-38

Gender
  Men				         12 		         12	 
  Women			         15		         16

Classification
  Freshmen                    	           2	                       3 			
  Sophomore                                     14		         13
  Junior			         10		         11 	
  Senior			           1		           1			 				   		
Reported Majors*
     Anthropology		          3			2	 	            	
     Biology			          1		            0 
     Chemistry  			          2		            1 		         
     Education                                     6                                    7
     Physics			          0			1
     Psychology	                                11		          13	
     Social Work                                 4                                    4 
     
_____________________________________________________________________
*These were the self-reported majors at the time the study was conducted.  



Instruments
A short-form of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-III (WAIS-III) was administered to all participants to control for the effects of intelligence (Wechsler, 1997).  Combining the Vocabulary and Picture Completion subtests of the WAIS-III provides a valid screening for intelligence and yields a Deviation IQ score (DIQ).  The validity coefficient for this short form is reported to be .88 (Sattler, 1999).  The short form of the WAIS-III was administered to ensure both groups were equivalent in aptitude.  The students with LD had an individually administered intellectual assessment on file with the DSS office, and although this score could have been used as a measure of aptitude, there were variations in time since evaluation, types of measures administered (i.e., Wechsler, Stanford-Binet, or Woodcock-Johnson), as well as potential variations in testing conditions and test administrators.  Consequently, it was decided that a short-form of the WAIS-III would be given to both groups. If there were significant differences between the two groups in regard to intelligence, an analysis of co-variance would have been used in the statistical procedures in order to control for aptitude as a confounding variable.    
The Executive Process Questionnaire (EPQ; Hall, 2005) consists of 40 statements specific to metacognitive behaviors that respondents using a 4-point Likert scale ranging from “almost never” to “almost always.”  Areas addressed include planning strategies, effort expended, inconsistency between plans and behaviors, metacognitive applications, and the impact and control of external variables.  The scale demonstrated reasonable internal consistency (alpha = .72).  Cochran’s Q yielded a value of 1671.77 with a probability of less than .001.  These results indicated a strong relationship among the items as well as a strong consistency of responding across test items.  
The 40 items from the EPQ were analyzed using factor analysis.  Results did not indicate any specific subsets for the overall EPQ.  Eigenvalues above 1 were seen for 15 factors accounting for 62.5% of the variance.  A sharing of values was seen across factors 1 though 15.  The analysis indicated the overall score of the EPQ was the most reasonable solution (Hall, 2005).  In order to assess the reliability of the EPQ data were collected over a five-week time span and subjected to tests of reliability.  Results supported the test-retest reliability of the EPQ with a coefficient of determination of .80 between the first and second testings. (Hall, 2005).  
The Hall Resiliency Scale (HRS; Hall, 2004) is a 15-item self-report measure of resiliency.  For each item the individual responds to the statement as ‘not true,’ ‘somewhat true,’ or ‘very true.’  Results of a principal-components factor analysis yielded an overall general factor of resiliency (30.8% of the variance) as well as three additional factors of Autonomy (11.5% of variance), Initiative (7.4% of variance), and Trust (7.2% of variance) (Hall, 2004).  Eigenvalues for the four factors were 4.61, 1.72, 1.15, and 1.07, respectively.  The Autonomy factor relates to a strong sense of self and one’s abilities.  The ability to marshal one’s resources and apply them to the problem at hand is the focus of the Initiative factor.  Finally, the Trust factor relates to having a support system and believing one can access this system in a time of crisis.  Test-retest reliability of the scale over a five-week interval (Hall, 2004) yielded .80 for the overall factor.  The test-retest reliability for the three factors was as follows:  Autonomy - .89, Initiative - .69, and Trust - .67.  Repeated-measures ANOVAs were performed on the factor scores for the two administrations (Hall, 2004).  Testing sessions and gender comprised the independent variables, and the factor scores served as the dependent variables.  There was not a significant main effect for testing sessions or gender or a significant gender by testing interaction effect.  Results supported the consistency of the scale across two testing session.    
The College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSEI) (Solberg, O’Brien, Villareal, Kennel, & Davis, 1993) consists of 20 items designed to measure an individual’s confidence in performing tasks typically associated with college success (i.e., talking with one’s professors, managing time effectively).  The scale follows a 10-point rating ranging from 0 (“not confident at all”) to 9 (“very confident”).  Construct validation of the scale indicated a three-factor solution. The three factors were identified as Course Self-Efficacy, Roommate Self-Efficacy, and Social-Efficacy.  Coefficient alpha estimates for the total scale were .93 and .88 for each subscale (Solberg et al., 1993).  Reliability was established using internal consistency estimates.  Subsequent research has shown that the CSEI is significantly related to persistence intentions (Torres & Solberg, 2001).    
The Nowicki-Duke Locus of Control Scale (ND-LOC; Nowicki & Duke, 1974) was used to assess internal versus external attributions.  The scale consists of 40 “yes” or “no” items that are summed to indicate one’s perceptions of external controlled attribution.  Higher score reflect a more external locus of control with lower scores connoting a more internal locus of control.  In an analysis of 12 studies, Nowicki and Duke (1974) reported that reliabilities of the scale ranged from .74 to .86.  The same study reported test-retest reliability of .83 over a six-week period.  Validity of the scale was also supported with a correlation of .68 on Rotter’s scale of internal-external control.  
Mehrabian’s Need for Achievement (nAch) scale (Mehrabian, 1968; Mehrabian & Ksionzky, 1974) is a well-known measure of achievement motivation.  The nAch scale consists of 26 statements that an individual responds to using a Likert-scale format (+4 “very strong agreement” to -4 “very strong disagreement”).  Lower scores indicate a higher need for achievement.  Separate scales were originally designed for male and female participants.  The scale designed for male participants was used for all participants in the current study for reasons of parsimony; in addition, several questions on the female scale seemed outdated (e.g., question specific to rooming with a number of girls and whether you would prefer to plan a party yourself or have one of other girls organize it).  Concurrent validity measures have shown significant correlation with Herman’s achievement motivation scale (Mehrabian & Ksionzky, 1974).  
Procedure   
The university DSS office sent information to the students with LD about the study and the researchers’ contact information.  Students with LD who wished to participate contacted one of the researchers to schedule an appointment to complete the study.  The students without LD were undergraduate students in psychology courses who volunteered to participate in the study.  The decision to participate or not participate in no way influenced the students’ course grades, and participation was voluntary.  The study received approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and complied with ethical standards of APA for research involving human subjects.  
The study assessed a heterogeneous group of students with LD with no distinctions made among types of learning disabilities.  While the students with LD were a heterogeneous group, the majority noted that they had been diagnosed as having a LD in reading.  The study was primarily interested in the actual performance, metacognitive, and affective factors of students with learning disabilities in comparison to their peers without a learning disability.
        
Results

A series of ANOVAs and MANOVAs were performed to determine if significant differences existed between the LD and non-LD groups on various measures.  The ANOVAs and MANOVAs used the p = .05 level of significance.  In addition, effect size (partial eta squared - ηp2 ) was computed to assess the degree of association between an effect and the dependent variable to determine the proportion of total variability attributable to a factor.  Effect sizes were considered small (<.2), moderate (.5), and large (>.8).  
A short form of the WAIS-III was administered to determine if there were significant differences between the LD and non-LD groups in terms of aptitude.  If significant differences were found, aptitude could be a confounding factor on some of the variables and would need to be co-varied out in further inferential analyses.  Estimated Full Scale Scores were computed from the short form, and these scores (DIQ) served as the dependent variable in an analysis of variance with exceptionality (LD vs. non-LD) as the independent variable.  No significant difference was found between the students with and without LD on DIQ, F(1,53) = 0.92, p = .34, ηp2  =.01.    DIQ means and standard deviations for the LD and non-LD groups were 108.18 (9.13) and 105.32 (12.67), respectively.  Based on this finding it was concluded that the two groups did not differ significantly in aptitude or intellectual abilities, and analyses of covariance with aptitude as covariate were not used in subsequent analyses.       
An ANOVA with exceptionality as the independent variable and GPA as the dependent variable failed to reach significance, F(1,52) = 1.45, p = .23, ηp2  = .03.  There was not a significant difference between the two groups in grade point averages in college.  There was also no significant difference between the LD and non-LD groups based on EPQ scores, F (1,52) = 2.13, p = .15, ηp2 = .04.  There was not a significant difference between the two groups in how they reported using metacognitive skills.  
A MANOVA was conducted with exceptionality as the independent variable and scores on the three subscales of the HRS as dependent variables.  A significant difference was found between the students with and without LD based on Wilks’ lambda, Λ (3, 51) = 2.78, p = .05, ηp2 = .14.  Follow-up tests of between-subject effects indicated a significant difference between LD and non-LD students on the Initiative subscale, F(1, 53) = 4.24, p = .03, ηp2 = 08.  LD students obtained significantly higher scores on the Initiative component than their non-LD peers, suggesting that they devoted more effort to managing their personal resources to solve a problem or complete a task.  While significant, the effect size was weak, accounting for only 8% of the overall variance.  There were no significant differences between the LD and non-LD students on the Autonomy or Trust subscales, F(1, 53) = 0.31, p = .58, ηp2 < .01, and F(1, 53) = 0.83, p = .37,  ηp2 = .02, respectively.       
Next, a MANOVA was computed with exceptionality as the independent variable and scores on the three subscales of CSEI measure serving as dependent variables.  A significant difference was found between the LD and non-LD groups based on Wilks’ lambda, Λ (3, 51) = 2.73, p = .05, ηp2 = .13.  Follow-up tests to identify the focus of effects indicated significant between-groups difference on the Course and Social subscales, F(1, 53) = 4.57, p = .03, ηp2 = .08, and F(1,53) = 4.22, p = .05, ηp2 = .07, respectively.  The non-LD group obtained significantly higher scores on both subscales, which suggests higher levels of confidence to perform well in each of these areas.  Again, while these differences were significant, the strength of the effects remained weak, accounting for only 8% and 7% of the variance for Course and Social subscales, respectively.  There was not a significant difference between the LD and non-LD students for Roommate Self-Efficacy, F(1, 53) = 1.51, p = .22, ηp2 = .02.  
Between-groups ANOVAs were computed using locus of control and need for achievement (nAch) as the dependent variables.  A significant difference between the groups were not found related to feelings regarding their degree of personal control over life circumstances or self-reported nAch, F(1,53) = 0.63, p = .43, ηp2 = .01 and F(1,53) = 0.59, p = .45, ηp2 =  .01, respectively.  Means and standard deviations for the various measures are presented in Table 2.  

Discussion
	
No significant statistical differences were found between the students with LD and their non-LD cohorts on overall aptitude as measured by a short form of the WAIS-III and overall college GPA.  Thus, the students with LD were achieving at a level commensurate with their non-LD peers in regard to intellectual skills as well as academic performance.  
There was also no significant statistical difference between the students with LD and their peers on their responses to the EPQ, indicating that both groups were consistent with one another in their reported use of metacognitive skills in the academic setting.  Reiff (2004) identified engaging in goal-directed and self-regulated autonomous behaviors as measures of self-determination that help ensure academic success for students with LD at the postsecondary level.  The students with LD in the current study were utilizing these types of skills as effectively as their non-LD counterparts.  While problems with metacognitive factors may impede the academic success of students with LD, especially in elementary and secondary school, it may be that the students with LD who develop those skills are the ones who are able to succeed in higher academia.  As noted by Brinckerhoff, McGuire, and Shaw (2002), the differences between high school and college requirements are many, and the students who go on to college may be those who have developed the skills necessary to “monitor their own work, reflect on its quality, predict academic outcomes, or adjust or adapt their approach to academic tasks in order to achieve their goals” (p. 30).       
The students with LD obtained significantly higher scores on the Initiative subscale on the HRS than students without LD.  While overall scores for both groups were high on this measure, the students with LD seemed to be willing to expend extra effort and time to attain goals.  This may have been an influential factor in how these students were able to achieve at a successful level.  Since academics typically have not come as easily to them as to their peers, the LD group may have more readily acknowledged that extra time and effort were necessary to master certain academic tasks and were willing to expend this time and effort.  This is a highly adaptive belief and may reflect their ability to reframe their learning disability and take greater control over their successes (Reiff, 2004).  

Table 1
Students With LD and Without LD with Respect to Age, Gender, Classification, and Major
__________________________________________________________________
				Students With		Students Without
			        Learning Disability       Learning Disability
		______________________________________________________
	
Age
  Mean				      22.26		       21.82
  Standard Deviation		        4.81		         4.28
  Range			      18-44		       18-38

Gender
  Men				         12 		         12	 
  Women			         15		         16

Classification
  Freshmen                    	           2	                       3 			
  Sophomore                                     14		         13
  Junior			         10		         11 	
  Senior			           1		           1			 				   		
Reported Majors*
     Anthropology		          3			2	 	            	
     Biology			          1		            0 
     Chemistry  			          2		            1 		         
     Education                                     6                                    7
     Physics			          0			1
     Psychology	                                11		          13	
     Social Work                                 4                                    4 
     
_____________________________________________________________________
*These were the self-reported majors at the time the study was conducted.  


When the measure of Self-Efficacy was analyzed for the two groups, the students without LD obtained higher scores on both the Course and Social subscales than their LD peers.  Although the groups did not differ in overall GPA, the students without LD reported a greater sense of trust in their abilities to handle both course and social issues associated with the academic setting.  By contrast, even when they were academically successful, the students with LD demonstrated a lower sense of self-efficacy with regard to their capabilities in these areas than their counterparts.  This was in direct opposition to the findings noted above of similar intellectual abilities, college GPA, and metacognitive skills.  Even in settings where they were successful, they seemed to have lingering doubts.  Thus, the successes obtained through effort did not lead fully to them experiencing feelings of positive self-efficacy, as proposed by Palladino et al. (2000).  The findings were consistent with prior research suggesting that even though the students with LD were performing at a level of academic success commensurate with their non-LD peers, there may still be a lingering self-doubt about their own abilities (Field et al., 2003; Reiff, 2004).  
The groups did not differ significantly from one another on the need for achievement or locus of control.  Both groups reported strong needs to achieve and both groups tended toward a more internal locus of control.  As such, all the students believed their personal actions were influential in bringing about successful outcomes.  The students with LD were consistent with their non-LD peers in a sense of being in control of outcomes by virtue of effort and acknowledging their own role in success (Palladino et al., 2000), but they seemed to maintain a level of skepticism in holding on to success, as noted by their lower self-efficacy in regard to coursework and higher reported levels of initiative.  It seemed to be reflective of a belief that success for them came from working harder and was more tentative than for their peers.  This may be an accurate perception for many students who deal with a learning disability. Trainin and Swanson (2005) found that the achievement level of college students with LD was comparable to that of their counterparts without LD.  The college students with LD demonstrated weaker skills in processing of information (i.e., processing speed, semantic processing, and short-term memory), but they had learned to compensate by using metacognitive skills effectively.           
Limitations
Several limitations of the study need to be noted.  Participation was by choice for both groups.  The students with LD were notified about the study by DSS, and they had to initiate contact directly and schedule appointments. This process is very likely resulted in participation by students with LD who were more self-determined and accustomed to taking an active role with their learning needs than those who did not respond.  In addition, the fact that these students represented a college base of students with LD make then unique in their motivation and perseverance with respect to taking charge of their academic learning and seeking out services through DSS (Wolanin & Steele, 2004).    
While the two groups were matched as closely as possible on age, gender, and classification, it was not possible to match fully in terms of financial parental support or specific academic major.  As noted previously, the students with LD were also a heterogeneous group and not specific to only one type of learning disability, with six students also indicating a co-morbid diagnosis of ADHD.  The study looked at two different populations (LD and non-LD) and compared them on a number of variables.  However, not all variables that may have impacted college success were assessed, nor is it the authors’ opinion that it is ever possible to include all potential variables.  The sample size, by the very nature of the study, was also limited.  The above may influence the generalizability of the study to other academic settings as well as other population groups of students with learning disabilities.  Therefore, interpretation of the findings from this study need to be done with the above limitations in mind. 
Future Research
Future research needs to focus on differences that may exist between students with LD who decide to pursue postsecondary education and those who do not.  It would also be beneficial to obtain a participant pool where better matches could be made with respect to types of learning disabilities, levels of accommodations, and chosen majors.  Further, it would be highly informative to follow longitudinally a group of entering students with LD and monitor their progress through college.  As noted above, the students with LD who participated in this study were apprised of the research by DSS, and the students made a choice to contact one of the researchers.  The question remains whether there were differences between the students who chose to participate and those who did not.  Further complicating this is the fact that not all students with LD contact the DSS office when they enter postsecondary institutions (Newman, 2005).   
Summary
While both groups demonstrated strong abilities and positive academic achievement at the college level and were able to utilize metacognitive processes effectively, the students with LD seemed to harbor more self-doubt about their own abilities.  They also seemed to take a stronger initiative in making sure of their success by self-determination.  The students with LD who participated in this study may be an exceptional group when compared to the general population of LD students, but the results point out that even when these individuals are doing well, they may still have underlying self-doubt and feelings that they are not as successful as their counterparts.  
This study also has potential implications for students with LD who are thinking about pursuing college-level academics.  These students need to have an understanding of metacognitive processes and be encouraged to take an active role in their education.  Students with LD who are considering postsecondary education benefit from a strong basic academic framework, but they can also benefit from help with reframing their learning disability and building course-specific strategies (Allsopp et al., 2005; Field et al., 2003; Gregg, 2007; Reiff, 2004).  
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Abstract

In order to address the significant gap in the availability of information on postsecondary students with disabilities in Illinois, the Illinois Board of Higher Education funded a three-year project to develop a disability metrics model to improve accountability efforts and strategic policy development. The Metrics on Disability and Postsecondary Education (MDPE) team designed the model to determine the extent to which the needs of students with disabilities were being met throughout their educational careers. The project consists of three phases. Phase I sought to identify the critical questions/issues related to disability access that the model needed to address. Phase II focused on instrument development, data collection methods, and implementation of a pilot study. Phase III was dedicated to dissemination across institutions of higher education in Illinois and finalizing the model. This paper reports the activities and findings of Phase I. 

The Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) report Gateway to Success: Rethinking Access and Success for a New Century (2002) revealed significant gaps in existing information on students with disabilities in postsecondary education. While national surveys indicated that over 9% of postsecondary students report disabilities (Henderson, 2001), the IBHE report showed a range from less than 1% to 4%. Furthermore, existing data resources and practices were found frequently to be incomplete and difficult to analyze on a system-wide basis, because institutions varied widely in their methods of counting students with disabilities and assessing service provision and quality. Institutions lacked reliable comparative data on the experiences in and benefits of postsecondary education for students with and without disabilities. IBHE determined that to effectively respond to public need, a comprehensive and continuous approach to this issue was needed. 
The discrepancies in expected versus reported representation of people with disabilities revealed in comparisons between national surveys and the IBHE report, sent up red flags. Several explanations for the discrepancies might apply; however, identifying a cause was not possible given existing data resources. This dearth of information is not limited to Illinois. As Lex Frieden (2004) of the National Council on Disability points out, “the amount of rigorous, evidence-based research on programs that promote positive outcomes for students with disabilities is severely limited” (p. 6). Furthermore, most existing research has focused on the elementary and secondary levels and on the initial transition period/process from high school to work or postsecondary education. 
Demographics on Disability in the United States
 Examining the data on people with disabilities provided by the U.S. Census Bureau helps establish a general context. Thus, 2005 American Community Survey found that 12.1% of the population between the ages of 16 and 65 had some type of disability (the relative impact of the disability is not known). When we move beyond “how many” to examine issues such as life experiences, findings of considerable importance emerge. For example, according to the Census Bureau Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP), poverty rates are heavily skewed in relation to disability. In a sample of 149,031 individuals aged 25 to 64 years old, 16.33% had some form of disability and of those, 20.9% were living in poverty. Of those with a “severe” disability (66.25% of all with a disability) 25.9% were in poverty. By comparison, among those with no disability (83.66%), only 7.7% were in poverty (National Center for Education Statistics; 2002). Individuals with disabilities are also less likely to be employed (Frieden, 2004), When they are, they earn less than nondisabled peers. (Stodden, Conway & Chang, 2003). 
In addition, persons with disabilities are for example, likely to endure a “layering” of disadvantages due to other demographic characteristics. For example, research suggests that minorities (other than Asians) and people with low incomes are more likely to have a disability. A “catch 22” scenario emerges whereby persons with disabilities are perpetually confronted with challenge and adversity (Horn & Berktold, 1999; Wolanin & Steele, 2004). It is likely that people with disabilities experience similar layering of challenges within the educational system.
Characteristics of Students With Disabilities in Postsecondary Education 
Students with disabilities are less likely to pursue postsecondary education (Frieden, 2004). When they do, they are often less well prepared. They are also more likely to enroll in community colleges rather than baccalaureate institutions. This varies somewhat by disability type; however, we know little about what contributes to this trend (Stodden et al., 2003). Many enroll in community colleges with intentions of transferring to baccalaureate institutions	We have chosen to use the term “baccalaureate” to refer to what have traditionally been termed four-year institutions. This term reflects a more accurate emphasis on the nature of the institution rather than on the (increasingly inaccurate) time to degree reference.
, but the majority (with and without disabilities) do not get there (Horn & Berktold, 1999). 
According to the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS, 2000), approximately 9% of all undergraduates reported having a disability (Frieden, 2004). These students tend to be older than their counterparts without disabilities, delay enrollment, and are likely to have more dependents (Wolanin & Steele, 2004). Further, they are more likely to enroll on a half-time basis (George Washington University HEATH Center, 2000 and have lower overall retention rates and take longer to obtain their degrees. (Freiden, 2004; Stodden et al., 2003).	Community colleges tend to serve more minority students and more low-income students. The differences in student populations have significant impact on the culture of these institutions and on the capacity of  institution to provide for the needs of the students (Perna, L., 2000; National Center for Educatio n Statistics, 2005).
 Finally, though many of the post-graduation experiences of students with and without disabilities are similar, there are troubling differences, including the following:
Those who earn a bachelor's degree appear to have relatively similar early labor market outcomes and graduate school enrollment rates as their counterparts without disabilities ...Students with disabilities however, were more likely to be unemployed. (Horn & Berktold, 1999, p. vii)
Many policies attempt to assist students with disabilities in confronting these challenges. However, the effects of such policies differ by disability type, both within and across education levels (Stodden, Jones, & Chang, 2002).Though we are becoming aware of these differences, we know very little about the consequences they may have for students. As is the case with many underrepresented and underserved groups, complex and overlapping factors that affect student success. 
The postsecondary outcomes of students with disabilities, however, may not be directly comparable to those students without disabilities… in addition to the obstacles they may have experienced related to their disabilities, [they] were also more likely to have other experiences and circumstances that potentially conflicted with their schooling. (Horn & Berktold, 1999, p. 41)
As Horn and Berktold suggest, these differences can add to the barriers to success students with disabilities face. 

Accommodations and Assessment 
The NCSPES provided a broad-stroke picture of the services provided to undergraduates, illuminating some of the differences between baccalaureate and community college institutions. 
One of the findings that stand out is that undergraduates “reported much higher use of all types of accommodations at the postsecondary level” (Stodden et al., 2003, p.33).	 The NCSPES sample consisted of 650 institutions (246 two-year/less than two-year, and 369 four-year).
 This and other findings suggest that institutional culture has a powerful impact on services provision: 
… four-year institutions surveyed are more likely to provide … [services that are] adaptations… such as making on-campus transportation accessible; or, they are services offered to all students, such as career counseling and work study. [two-year institutions] are more likely to [provide services that are] specialized, varied, and focused on serving students with disabilities specifically. (Stodden, p. 34).
Community colleges provided more interpreter services and baccalaureates provided more meta-cognitive, study-skills, and memory-skills training. Impetuses for differences in some service provision are less clear; for example, two-year institutions provided linkages to outside organizations and personnel more often than baccalaureates (Chang & Logan, 2002).  
We also know little about postsecondary students’ qualitative experiences with services and the effects of services on outcomes. The counts and comparisons of services offered are often generalized and simply address what might be available, not what students actively use and benefit from (Frieden, 2004). As Stodden and his colleagues point out, “there is very little empirical evidence that actually matches the provision of specific types of assistance with any type of outcome at the postsecondary level” (2003, p. 39). 

Problems With Existing Data Collection Methods 
Some data collection challenges are inherent in conditions regarding students with disabilities. As Wolanin and Steele (2004) pointed out: 
One cannot simply look at the figures of students with disability who have graduated and examine who enrolls in college … every student with a disability who completes high school is not college qualified; many … with a disability delay entry to college, and data … do not adequately capture this delay … students with disabilities may not [self-identify or] seek disability services; … some students are diagnosed … for the first time when they begin college, while others are diagnosed while enrolled … (p. 7) 
Such demographic characteristics increase the likelihood of students with disabilities being left out in standard data collection practices of institutions. Many students with disabilities require specific accommodations relating to the format in which information is being presented in order to be able to access it. Researchers often construct surveys and other data collection mechanisms without attention to accessibility and response rates thereby artificially reducing the sample of an already small population. 
Other research design elements negatively affect data collection on students with disabilities. Wolanin and Steele (2004) examined the National Longitudinal Transition Study of Special Education (NLTS), the National Educational Longitudinal Survey (NELS), the NPSAS (already mentioned), the Harris Survey of Americans with Disabilities, and the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP). The construction of these otherwise valuable sources of information is problematic. Specifically, the authors found that, “none of these data sources use the categories of disability outlined in the Americans with Disabilities Act … They also fail to account for those who have a ‘record of such an impairment’ and those who are ‘regarded as having an impairment” (p. 2).	This study refers to specific editions of these surveys and may not reflect the most current forms: IDEA Section 602 (3)(A)(i), Census 2000, Education Dept./Office of Special, Education Programs 2001, NLTS-2, 2000, NELS 1988, NPSAS 1999-2000, Baccalaureate &, Beyond and the Beginning Postsecondary Student Longitudinal Studies 2000, Harris Poll/National Organization on Disability 2000, and the CIRP 2000. However, the lack of ADA compatibility in these editions highlights a is indicative of an existing challenge for researchers to address the diversity of definitions in use.
 These surveys also lack information on how long the students have lived with their disability and whether the disability has been officially documented. Students may have the option of selecting among a list of disability types; however, the options are often limited and constrain critical information. Thus,  respondents with multiple disabilities can select only one category or must prioritize (perhaps arbitrarily) using primary, secondary, and tertiary categorizations.

Statement of Purpose

The MDPE project seeks to address the paucity of information available about students with disabilities in higher education revealed in reviews of the existing literature. A first step in addressing the gap involved reaching a consensus on the focal areas to address. We needed to identify the critical areas where information about students with disabilities and higher education was needed. Recognizing that such information can be difficult to obtain, we also needed to identify the barriers to obtaining information.
The project consisted of three phases. Phase I was to identify the critical questions/issues related to disability access, to assess the extent to which postsecondary institutions in Illinois were collecting such data, and to determine their existing capacity to do so. Phase II involved designing instruments and methods to gather data and pilot test them. Finally, during Phase III, the findings of the pilot as well as additional feedback were used to design a disability metrics model that could be implemented statewide. The remainder of this article will focus on the activities and findings of Phase I. 

Methods

Preliminary Questions
The literature review highlighted five areas that are critical to effectively address the goals of the project. The MDPE team used these as a template for instrument development. 
In addition to these core areas, the team included specific questions drawn directly from the existing literature. Further, project investigators drafted additional questions out of their own knowledge of postsecondary disability services and underrepresented student data metrics.
Focus Groups 
Participants.  In spring 2005, the MDPE team invited postsecondary disability service providers, ADA coordinators and other institutional liaisons to the IBHE, students with disabilities, parents of students with disabilities, and high school transition specialists to participate in focus groups. The choice of such a wide range of stakeholders attempted to maximize diversity of perspectives. The focus groups were hosted at institutions across Illinois in an effort to reach a geographically representative mix. The MDPE team paid particular attention to institutional type, size, and location. Members of the Association on Higher Education and Disability and the Illinois Advisory Council on the Education of Children with Disabilities recommended specific participants.  Disability service directors recommended students for participation. All participants were contacted by phone and via email. 
A total of 28 individuals participated in the three focus groups (see Table 1). This sample included representatives from 8 of the 11 public universities and 6 of the 48 public community colleges in Illinois. Each session was to include the following: 2 disability service providers from community colleges and 2 from baccalaureates, 1 parent, 1 student, 1 director of special education. In addition, the three co-principal investigators as well, and group facilitators attend. In actual practice, slightly different combinations were present. 

Table 1 Question Development Focus Groups 
Position of Participants
Number of Participants
Disability Services Staff 
10
Directors of Disability Services
9
Student Services Personnel
1
Directors of Special Education
2
Institutional Research Personnel
2
Students
3
Parents
1
Total 
28



Logistics. Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, Northern Illinois University in DeKalb, and the University of Illinois at Springfield hosted meetings scheduled for two-hour timeframes. Sign language interpreters and computer-assisted real-time transcription services were provided when requested.
Process. The facilitator informed participants that the intent of the focus group was threefold: (a) to review the preliminary set of questions, (b) to solicit comments on the importance of the questions/issues identified and identify questions and/or issues deemed to be of equal or greater importance,  and (c) to generate consensus recommendation regarding the final set of questions that the model instruments and methods should be designed to address. 
The focus groups encourage three types of interaction. The first two stages were highly structured and directive. First, principal investigators presented a summary of the project goals and design. Participants identified (privately and independently) information/questions they considered most important with respect to students with disabilities in high schools, community colleges, and universities. Next, they shared these ideas and voted for the three questions they found most important in each category. 
In the second stage, the facilitator read aloud the set of questions generated by the project investigators. Participants rated questions from highest to lowest priority. They identified questions for elimination or modification, and suggested questions to address issues they felt had been left out. They completed this process independently, and the facilitator limited discussion to obtain a maximum of individual responses. 
In the final stage, participants had a more open-ended opportunity to engage in shared discourse about the questions and issues, including potential barriers/challenges related to the development and implementation of a postsecondary disability metrics model.

Results

Topic Areas 
As indicated, the project investigators began with five topic areas and created an extensive question set to address them: (a) Transition from high school to postsecondary; (b) Postsecondary student demographics and service use; (c) Satisfaction regarding accessibility in postsecondary institutions (d) learning and employment outcomes following participation in postsecondary institutions and (5) institutional disability services structures in postsecondary institutions. 
Focus group participants identified a sixth topic area: campus climate related to participation and attitudes of students, instructors, and staff. Participants considered these six areas essential to developing a rich understanding of issues related to disabilities in higher education. 
Specific Questions
Focus group participants deemed the majority of questions to be of critical importance and validity. This finding represents a triangulation of perspectives between the principal investigators, concepts within the literature base, and stakeholders in the field. Such triangulation is critical to validating the direction of research. Differences in the priorities assigned to specific questions emerged, and several participants suggested that ranking the questions was difficult. One of the respondents commented, “I feel at this stage ranking these questions is arbitrary. Each is pertinent to address and should definitely be included.” Some suggested specific modifications to certain questions and identified additional questions as well. The final list of questions included addressed the six areas identified in the research process (see Tables 2-7). 

Discussion

Critical Information
The study began with an analysis of the existing literature on students with disabilities in higher education. This revealed a paucity of information that seriously hinders any efforts to effectively serve students and design policy. The team took a first step in addressing this gap by seeking to identify consensus on key areas on which it would be critical to gather information. Six areas emerged: student demographics and service use, satisfaction and access, climate, learning and employment outcomes, and institutional disability services structures and characteristics. 
Challenges and Barriers
Recognizing that information on students can be difficult to obtain, the MDPE team sought to identify challenges and barriers that would have to be addressed to achieve a viable and useful systemic model. The process of implementing any new policy raises suspicions and concerns among all the various stakeholders in a system, so careful planning and attention to detail in the design is critical. 
The challenges and barriers raised by participants can be categorized primarily as falling within two camps, institutional idiosyncrasies and data collection complexities. What follows are the specific issues raised by participants.
Context
One theme that emerged from the focus groups was the importance of context, specifically regarding the differences among each unique institution and between types of institutions. With respect to transition from high school to postsecondary institutions, participants pointed out the significance of the different philosophies embedded within IDEA vs. ADA/504 policies. Specifically, they insisted that this translates into very different expectations for students and attitudes towards them. Stodden and his colleagues (2002) pointed to this as well: 
[Secondary schools] are responsible for identifying and assessing students with disabilities, and with developing an Individual Education Program (IEP), that outlines each student’s assistance needs. … secondary schools [tend] to place students with disabilities in special classrooms for all or part of their curricula, [this is] deemed a ‘direct service.’ … At the postsecondary level, students are no longer covered under IDEA and must identify themselves… Postsecondary schools … [provide] “accommodations” based on their type of disability … [and] a minimalist interpretation of the concept of ‘reasonableness’.  (p. 3)
Participants also mentioned several issues related to the unique characteristics of postsecondary institutions that can compound this shift in culture, including institutional resources, including personnel, time, and money; institutional mission, especially regarding differences between community colleges and baccalaureate institutions; and structural factors, such as academic scheduling with respect to the length of courses and academic programs, and so on. For example, several participants asserted that transition from high school is a particularly complex issue for community colleges. That is open-enrollment policies of community colleges translate into a student population that is considerably more heterogeneous than that of the majority of baccalaureate institutions with respect to student academic backgrounds and educational goals. 

Table 2 Topics 1 and 2 Combined: Transition From High School and Demographics & Services	
How many students who had Individual Educational Plans (IEPs) matriculate to your institution?
How many students who had 504 Plans matriculate to your institution?
How many students with disabilities enter your institution through conventional admissions processes?
How many students with disabilities enter your institution through an alternative admissions process?
How many students with disabilities enter your institution annually?
What is the total enrollment of students with disabilities in your institution?
How many students with disabilities enter your institution from home-schooling programs?
How many students with disabilities enrolled full-time? Part-time?
How many students with disabilities are participating in dual/concurrent programs?
How many students with disabilities participate in distance learning programs?
What are the reasons identified by students with disabilities for choosing an institution (e.g. financial support offered, specific program, perceived supportive environment, other)?
How many students receive support from the Illinois Division of Rehabilitation Services?
How do students with disabilities finance their education (e.g. grants, athletic scholarships, other)?
How many students received disability support services over a given year?
What support services are provided (in total and specific to each students with disabilities)?
How often do students with disabilities participate in transition preparation (career fairs, internships, interview training, etc.)?

Table 2 Topics 1 and 2 combined: Transition from High School and Demographics & Services (Cont.)
How many students with disabilities attend the various non-disability specific skills trainings offered by the institution (e.g. information technology use, computer technology use (software/hardware), study skills)?
How do withdrawal rates compare for students with disabilities and cohorts without disabilities?
How many switch enrollment from one community/junior college to another (horizontal transfer)?
How many enroll in a community college after having been at a baccalaureate institution (reverse transfer)?
How many engage in conventional transfer (from a community college to a baccalaureate institution)?
To what extent is architectural inaccessibility a barrier for students with disabilities?
To what extent are design factors in IT barriers to students with disabilities?
What did students with disabilities report as unmet disability service needs?
What did students with disabilities recommend to enhance disability access and support?



Further, some cultural differences relate to the different missions of the general types of institutions. In addition, individual school factors make for unique environments. For example, one respondent indicated that her school has an unusually large number of students who use wheelchairs. This demographic characteristic is both a result of cultural factors and an influence on culture. The primary implication of these institutional differences is that context is a critical component of any attempt to design a model for understanding the experiences and outcomes of students with disabilities in higher education. 

Table 3 Topic 3: Satisfaction
How satisfied were students with disabilities with non-academic campus programs related to climate (fraternities/sororities, campus rec., athletics, student govt., music/art/cultural events, etc)?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with the disability support services received?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with the accessibility of admissions processes?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with the accessibility of the new student orientation?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with access in their chosen field of study/major?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with access outside their chosen field of study/major?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with the knowledge of instructors regarding disability support services, and willingness to implement supports?
How satisfied were students with disabilities with ancillary student service programs (e.g., housing, counseling services, career services, health services, financial aid, community/campus transportation, etc)?
	

Table 4 Topic 4: Learning Outcomes
What were the self-reported learning outcomes of students with disabilities? (regarding disability-specific, academic, and non-academic skills/knowledge)
Did graduating/completing students with disabilities assess their skills as adequate in the following areas: self-management, self-advocacy, use of information technology use of computer technology, other?
How many times did students with disabilities change majors/programs of study?
What were the exiting academic demographics of students with disabilities (program of study, GPA, etc.)?
How many students with disabilities (specifically those with developmental delay) failed to meet the minimum performance requirements of academic courses?
What is the graduation/completion rate of students with disabilities who enroll at your institution?
How many years did students with disabilities require to complete their programs/degrees?


Table 5 Topic 5: Employment Outcomes
How many students with disabilities received a job offer prior to graduation?
How many students with disabilities accepted a job offer prior to graduation?
On average, how soon after graduation do your alumni with disabilities obtain their first job? 
How many graduates/completers with disabilities pursue additional education within a year of graduation? 
How many graduates/completers with disabilities obtain employment within a year of graduation?
Of students with disabilities graduates/completers who obtain employment within a year of graduation, how many are employed full-time for pay; part-time for pay; not employed for pay? Of those, how many are employed in fields related to their programs/majors? 
What were the average salaries of alumni with disabilities (of those employed after one year)? 
How satisfied are alumni with disabilities with their current employment? 



Table 6 Topic 6: Climate & Accessibility
What number of faculty attend trainings/workshops on disability issues and accommodations yearly?
How often are faculty trainings/workshops on disability issues/accommodations held?
How often do faculty/staff request information/consultation on student accommodation issues?
How many faculty made accessibility related curricular/instructional changes over the past year?
What percent of faculty are informed of responsibilities regarding disability issues in the classroom?
How many internal/external grievances on disability issues have been filed over the past year?
How many of these filings were upheld? Dismissed? under review?


Table 7 Additional Data Interests: Institutional Commitment to Disability Access and Supports
What is the annual expenditure for each institution for disability support services?
What are the income sources for disability services at each institution?
How many personnel are employed in disability support services and what is their expertise or function?
What is the full time equivalent of professional staff and nonacademic staff by area of expertise/function?
How many volunteers are utilized in the coordination and provision of services?
How many students are employed in disability services? How many of these are students with disabilities?




Meaning-Interpretation of Questions
The diversity of Illinois institutions presents significant benefits for students with disabilities; however, that same diversity can serve as an impediment to gathering meaningful data about students. For example, participants pointed out that their institutions differ in the terms used to categorize disabilities. Institutions often arrive at these different terms reactively or in an ad hoc fashion as the need arises. While this practice serves the immediate needs of the institution, the cumulative result is that the educational system at large is crowded with idiosyncrasies that make systematic research and policy-making difficult and limit researchers’ abilities to make accurate observations about the populations are limited.	 This is an issue across the educational system. The Illinois Board of Higher Education, the Illinois State Board of Education, and the Illinois Community College Board themselves employ varied terminologies. Furthermore, new terms emerge with advances/changes in the medical and mental health fields.
 The significance of this diversity in terminology for this project is that the model must include processes to account for diversity without losing the ability to make meaningful analyses of large-scale trends/issues. 
Diversity of Student Populations
While any model must account for diversity of terminology to ensure validity in data collection and interpretation, this diversity is something of a byproduct of the autonomy of educational systems. There is another area in which diversity is perhaps a more fundamental characteristic inherent in the subject itself: the population of students with disabilities. In this case, diversity is not an element to manage through development of a common language or some other method of conceptual alignment. Instead, we must explore diversity in the population to develop a rich and comprehensive understanding. Meaningful research of disability issues requires comparisons across and within disability types (including analysis of those who register for services and those who do not), and between the population of students with disabilities and those without. Past data collection efforts have tended to report on all students with disabilities; however, the issues relevant to students with muscular dystrophy, for example, are likely to be quite different from those of students with dyslexia. Therefore, without disaggregation of disability types, it would be difficult, perhaps impossible, to make informed policy decisions and assist in accountability efforts regarding outcomes of students with disabilities.
Methods
Data to address the six areas of interest fall primarily within two categories: student information and institutional information. For effective and comprehensive information, we must design the MDPE model to gather data from multiple sources. Some information will come directly from students with and without disabilities to support comparative analyses. Other information will result from mining existing institutional sources. 
Though participants agreed that the questions target relevant and high-priority information, the majority raised concerns about the feasibility of obtaining answers. Challenges revolved around issues of logistics, resources and capacity, confidentiality, accountability, and institutional willingness to collect such data. Informants frequently strayed from the task of determining the priority of a given question due to concerns regarding pragmatics and politics of data collection. They had considerable difficulty imagining an ideal situation in which they could have access to whatever information they deemed most important to the needs of students with disabilities. 
Unpacking the issue of feasibility by linking it to issues raised by participants helped identify areas the metrics model must address. Though there is considerable overlap and inter-contextuality among issues, examining each individually allows for a design that is more effective.
Logistics
Many focus group participants raised the issue of logistics. Typical questions included the following: 
•	Where would information come from?
•	Who would do the collecting; who would know the “answers” to different types of questions?
•	How would answers be obtained?
•	How often would data be collected?
•	Where would data be stored?
•	Who would have access to the data?
•	How would the data be used?
Several pointed out that some information would only be available directly from the students whereas other data would have to come from high school counselors, college admissions departments, and direct service providers. The multiple sources of data would require multiple methods for data collection. For example, admissions and records offices in postsecondary institutions could answer some questions regarding secondary student demographics; however, there is no uniform model for what information is currently available. Institutions design their own admissions applications and set their own requirements. Furthermore, the general categories of data collected also vary across institutional types. To gather information on service use at the secondary level some agreement would need to be established between secondary and postsecondary institutions. This would be challenging enough without taking into consideration confidentiality requirements and data system compatibility. Tracking students from secondary to postsecondary settings is also problematic.
The task of collecting data on postsecondary student demographics and service use is perhaps less daunting in many respects because there are some common models/variables in place; however, the process is still quite involved. Information is readily available on what services are offered at an institution, but accurate data on actual use is less easily obtained. Many disability service units have summative information on service use and anecdotal insights into differences in use across and between disability types and the significance of differences. In-depth understandings are rare. 
The reports of disability service providers and their staff can inform questions of satisfaction; however, detailed information and understandings can only come directly from students. The same is true of issues related to institutional climate and attitudes. On the other hand, information regarding institutional disability services structures and characteristics in postsecondary institutions would come from disability services staff and other institutional offices with very little input from students.
Some learning and employment outcomes are available via existing structures to fulfill reporting requirements for IBHE. Other outcomes are more subjective, though no less important, and only students can assess them. This is especially true of outcomes relating to advocacy skills and personal development. In addition, assessments of achievement may vary depending on the perspective of the respondents; that is, students may give quite different answers than staff.
The challenges related to who can provide data are joined with those encountered in simply trying to reach the various informants. Gaining access to those who have left a given institution can be difficult, simply with respect to tracking them down to a valid address or email. Furthermore, such efforts become even more complicated when the informants have disabilities related to communication. The nature of the population exacerbates the difficulties of obtaining meaningful response rates.
Tracking students. Questions and insights regarding where data would come from raised additional considerations. One of the significant challenges highlighted by participants was the complicated and interrelated issues inherent in trying to track down and contact students. Participants noted that there is currently no systematic method in place for tracking students across the K-20 system. The student identifiers used before postsecondary enrollment differ from those used post enrollment. Colleges and universities are moving away from relying on social security numbers for a number of reasons and have begun to use unique identifiers created upon a student’s entry to the institution. Legal and ethical constraints regarding confidentiality further complicate the process. Institutions cannot require students to identify themselves as having a disability. They can only offer the option of self-reporting. The mobility of the student population while in school (both in place of residence and transferring across institutions), the (likely) higher rates of temporary and permanent withdrawal among students with disabilities, and the general mobility of students upon exiting postsecondary institutions adds to the difficulties of any data collection efforts.	 Although these challenges are not unique to the population of students with disabilities, they may be exacerbated.

Resources and capacity. Any effort to collect data, much less to analyze it, requires resources, namely time, money, and personnel (including specific needs regarding technical skills for such an undertaking). Focus group participants pointed out that in the current climate of limited resources and belt-tightening, such resources may be hard to come by. One participant addressed this head-on suggesting: “IBHE needs to designate funding and staff if this data is to be obtained.” Of course, resources include much beyond dollars and cents. Personnel, technical expertise, research infrastructure, and time all represent critical necessities for successful empirical research. In light of the differing availability of resources, focus group participants suggested that instruments be developed outside individual institutions and that researchers take advantage of existing resources such as the shared enrollment database and the high school transition forms mandated yearly for students with disabilities from the age of 14.5.
Institutional will and accountability. On top of the challenges mentioned above, institutions may resist efforts to track the experiences and outcomes of their students with disabilities for many reasons. As the previous issues imply, this type of effort would be quite complex and involve considerable investment of university resources. Any effort requiring additional resources in the current fiscal climate raises concern. The small size of the population of students with disabilities might also raise questions regarding the relative efficiency of taking on such a complicated effort. 
Participants viewed the complexities and difficulties of data collection efforts as only part of the rationale for resistance, noting that institutions may view data collection efforts as inherently threatening because they can be used to pressure institutions to make changes. Though not suggesting any overt bias against such changes, participants suggested that all institutions resist change, especially when it will require a redistribution of resources. 

Conclusion

Critical Questions 
The efforts of the project investigators and the focus group participants culminated in the identification of six fundamental areas of critical importance in addressing the needs and experiences of students with disabilities in postsecondary education. Concomitantly, a detailed and comprehensive (though not complete) set of questions within each of these areas was developed. It was agreed that, if postsecondary institutions were capable of answering these questions, policymakers and service providers could better meet the needs of all students in postsecondary institutions. The data such questions would provide could go a long way to establish a rich empirical foundation for institutional planning and programming.
Challenges and Barriers 
The researchers and informants also began the important process of identifying challenges and barriers to effecting change in the educational system. Many of these had to do with the interplay inherent in institutions of higher education between the uniqueness of each institution, common characteristics across specific institution types, and characteristics shared by all postsecondary institutions. 
Focus group participants raised the issue of interplay in a broad sense in their concerns regarding context, diversity of the population, resources and capacity, and institutional will and accountability. The differences and similarities embedded within these areas make up the context within which the needs of students with disabilities’ are to be explored, understood, and addressed. Participants also broached challenges and barriers at the applied level in their discussions of the methods and logistics of data collection. The analysis of these issues presented in the discussion section illustrates the considerable complexity facing researchers as they seek to address the needs of students with disabilities. 
Implications
As mentioned, the MDPE project was designed to address the paucity of information available about students with disabilities in higher education as revealed in reviews of existing literature. Our findings moved us closer to answering key questions about students with disabilities. Identification of critical questions about the transition phase between high school and postsecondary settings begins the process of addressing gaps in recruitment and retention of students. This area highlights the importance of readiness factors and educational pathways. The other five areas focus our attentions on factors related to how we can most effectively and efficiently serve our students with disabilities as they go through higher education and how we will assess our successes in this area when they complete their formal involvement in this area.
Though we include students with disabilities under the umbrella of “underrepresented” students, institutions have not been pressed to account for their policies and for student outcomes with this unique population. The call for greater accountability in this area is coming, and the specific questions identified in this study are invaluable in our efforts to use our institutional resources strategically and to engage in continuous improvement. These six areas together provide a map for higher education to use in designing data-collection mechanisms.  
Having identified and validated these critical areas of information, the next step toward closing the information gap was to conduct an institutional capacity study to determine what resources and mechanisms are already in place and what further mechanisms would be required. Further, the capacity study provides an even richer and more detailed understanding of the specific challenges implementation of a systemic model might entail. Upon completion and analysis of the institutional capacity study, a preliminary model for data collection was designed and pilot tested. These efforts will be reported in a later article.
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Levine, Mel, M.D.  (2005).  Ready or Not, Here Life Comes.  New York: Simon & Schuster, 286 pp., $26.00.

Mel Levine (2005), author of Ready or Not, Here Life Comes, has a varied professional background, which contributes greatly to the information and the perspective he provides in this insightful and truthful text.  Ready or Not, Here Life Comes may appear, at first glance, to have a somewhat cliché title, but the concepts presented are quite unique and related in a very organized way.  This very detailed text explains a phenomenon many advisors, counselors, parents, and students confront, what Levine calls “work-life unreadiness”: “A particularly challenging period is the opening stages of a life at work, the school-to-career years” (3).
Levine’s book focuses on work-life unreadiness and its status as an epidemic in our society. The text is divided which are further divided into three parts, into chapters.  Placed somewhat in the middle are chapters that describe the four areas of the growth process for the startup years: Inner direction, Interpretation, Instrumentation and Interaction (pp. 12-13).  In addition, initial chapters are devoted to the general categories of those who are affected by work-life unreadiness, such as “Ones Who Were Once Revered” and “Victims of Brain Neglect” (p. ix).
Although Levine’s main argument of this social theory in young adults can be lost in his critique of the current state of the educational system, his ideas are fresh and truthful.  Levine claims, “our kids are not learning in school some vital lessons they need to prepare for the hidden challenges of the real world” (56). While his intentions of reform are admirable, his analysis of the educational system sometimes hinders his analysis of work-life unreadiness. However, it seems virtually impossible to discuss the latter without the former.
The first part of Ready or Not, Here Life Comes details the four types of people who struggle with work-life unreadiness. At the opening of every chapter, Levine includes quotations from students he has worked with; these quotations proved to be, for me, some of the most interesting portions of the book, as they offer insight into the challenges a student faces upon graduating from college and entering the real world.  Many of Levine’s ideas about who falls victim to this theory seem to be obvious in hindsight, but his discussion of the groups is new and honest. For instance, he argues that a large portion of these unready adults are the idols, such as athletes, who have been praised too much in their early years and have not had enough struggles in life to prepare them (35).  Faculty and staff at all levels deal with these students daily, but Levine offers a new look at how too much success can harm a student. Mixed throughout each chapter are anonymous examples from the author’s own patients.
Part two of the text goes in to detail on how one can become work-life ready, including the four stages of the growth process. It is through the bad examples of those who are unready that one can learn how best to prepare for these difficult years.  One way, Levine argues, to best prepare a student for this time is to teach him/her to self-launch. Another way to help the student is to find his/her motivation. As Levine states, “numerous teenagers and young adults are sapped of motivation out of a fear of failure” (113).  Kids need cheering squads so they feel brave enough to be motivated.  This section demonstrates yet another good quality of this text - Levine’s work is applicable for teachers, parents, staff, and for students.
The final part of the book explains the role the parents, educators, adolescents, and current startup adults play in the effort to prevent work-life unreadiness.  Ready or Not, Here Life Comes takes a more hands-off approach for the parents.  Levine states, “kids need priming and personal experience to handle the dilemmas and the glitches of life … they have to become resilient in the face of setbacks” (202).  Each chapter within this section addresses a different readership, parents or educators.  Educators, Levine says, need to prepare students to understand expectations. The text even suggests using case studies to put students in a real-life scenario to better prepare them.
The final chapter of the book is fitting, as it is a description of the role of the startup adult.  It is, after all, ultimately the student’s responsibility to be ready. Much of this chapter, and the book as a whole, focuses on reasonable expectations and dealing with failure.  Levine says that startup adults cannot let themselves feel downtrodden, but need to think of their current work as part of a cycle.  They need to understand that “the twenty-something years aren’t supposed to be a consistent high” (256). Levine concludes by offering these adults some practical, sound advice about who to take advice from and how to handle the beginning years of one’s work life. 
Ready or Not, Here Life Comes, in my opinion, is best suited for educators and parents. While the material within the book is helpful to students, I doubt students would be likely to pick up Levine’s text and complete it.  As a startup adult myself, I found the book incredibly helpful and reassuring.  Often, startup adults feel they are the only ones going through the challenges of first finding a job and then working in the new environment.  I especially enjoyed the final section that addressed work life as more of a process and less an immediate reward for attending college.
Levine provides many examples from his own work and offers sound and practical advice on how to deal with unreadiness, throughout every stage of the process, from birth to the startup years. Not only does he discuss how to prevent this unreadiness, he also explains to the reader what to do if he/she is dealing with this unreadiness at the time.
While Levine’s ideas apply to all students, I feel that many students with disabilities especially fall within the category of work-life unreadiness because of the lack of real-life preparation they often receive. Students with disabilities, in many cases, are not self-advocates until college, and even then it is a struggle for many.  For this reason, they are not always prepared to face the real world without an advocate.  Ready or Not, Here Life Comes is especially useful for the parent, educator and advisor working with a student with a disability.
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