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From the Editor

James Martin

When opening this issue to browse the table of contents and the abstracts, did you notice the issue number? This is the third issue of volume 21 and represents the first time that JPED has published a third issue in many years. The increase volume of submissions and future topical issues prompted JPED’s move to three issues per volume. I hope you enjoy this third issue which includes four articles, a practice brief, and a book review. 

To introduce the first study by Roger Wessel and his colleagues from Ball State University, I want to use the words from one of the reviewers who said, “ . . . this research challenges some fundamental thoughts that people with disabilities being inherently less capable than other students. Some in our field do not look at graduation rates stating that our mission is access not success . . . I have often wondered if we harbored fears about what we might find. What we really need is research such as this to be done on a larger scale so the results can’t be attributed to the nuances of a particular campus.” I don’t want to say any more than this. You must read this paper to find out what Wessel and his colleagues discovered from their study of eight years of student data. 
Roessler, Hennessey, Hogan, and Savickas describe in the second paper a career assessment and planning process to prepare students to transition into post-school life. These authors demonstrate a process using case study descriptions. This interesting paper suggests that students with disabilities attending postsecondary educational programs need additional support to make the transition into life after college. Emerging practices often begin by case study demonstration. We hope this paper will prompt other researchers to undertake more rigorous studies to examine the impact of a crafted transition plan from postsecondary programs into post-school life. This paper may also prompt discussion between career development and disability resource and support offices. 
In the third study, Wendy Harbour used data from an AHEAD survey to examine the relationship between the institutional unit and administrative features of disability support offices. Interestingly, this survey found that support and resource centers most often called themselves Disability Services. Read the paper to discover how Disability Services varied depending on its location in either student or academic affairs. 

In the fourth study, Burgstahler and Moore used 27 focus groups of students with disabilities and their disability support office providers from multiple states to identify access problems and potential solutions. The authors first present their findings from the staff perspective, followed by the student viewpoint. The paper ends with a discussion of possible solutions to the identified problems. 

The Practice Brief by Nancy Chinn in this issue describes an acquired brain injury club that a junior college developed and implemented to support and facilitate academic success. In 1999 Santa Rosa Junior College established the Acquired Brain Injury Students Club. The paper describes what this Club does and presents descriptive outcomes. 

Last, Rebecca Daly Cofer from Texas Tech University reviews Daniel Tammet’s book entitled Born on a Blue Day: Inside the Extraordinary Mind of An Autistic Savant. Cofer tells us up front that this book increased her “understanding and appreciation for the people I have met that live with autism.” When a disability support specialist makes this statement, the rest of us should listen and read this autobiography. 
Enjoy this third JPED issue. 

Retention and Graduation of Students with Disabilities: Facilitating Student Success

Roger D. Wessel

James A. Jones

Larry Markle

Curt Westfall

Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana

Abstract

In this longitudinal study of 11,317 students, the retention and graduation rates of students with apparent and nonapparent disabilities were compared to students without disabilities. The annual retention and graduation rates (six years after matriculation) were similar for all students, regardless of the presence or absence of a disability except for variations during years four and five. The mean number of years required to graduate were similar for all students, regardless of the presence or absence of a disability. Examples of institutional interventions for disability services offices are provided to facilitate student success among students with disabilities.

As more colleges and universities focus on enrollment management, retention plays an increasingly important role. Retention has been referred to as the painless recruiter (Wright, 1995). Every student that stops attending college, for whatever reason, has to be replaced; thus, making enrollment management more challenging. The Digest of Educational Statistics (Synder, Tan, & Hoffman, 2004) reported that among the more than 19 million students in American colleges and universities, 8.7% of them, 1,669,000 undergraduate and graduate students, had disabilities. deFur, Getzel, and Trossi (1996) said that “the likelihood of earning a degree is decreased by the presence of a disability” (p. 232). Many colleges and universities have disability services offices to help facilitate access to higher education and the academic success of students with disabilities, reducing the number of students with disabilities that drop out of college.
Access, Retention, and Attrition
The theoretical framework for this study rests in the retention literature, among the college impact models as identified by Pascarella and Terenzini (2005). Tinto’s (1993) interactional theory of individual departure from institutions of higher education focused on the college attrition process. He identified three distinct phases of association with other members of an institution: separation from communities of the past, transition between high school and college, and incorporation into the society of the college. Tinto’s subsequent work addressed effective formal and informal institutional retention interventions that result in persistence to graduation from college. The foundation of Tinto’s work was Van Gennep’s (1909/1960) anthropological study that identified a three-stage model on rites of passage of tribal societies: separation, transition, and incorporation. A revision of Tinto’s student departure theory for residential colleges and universities suggested six influences on social integration that impacted retention: commitment of the institution to student welfare, communal potential, institutional integrity, proactive social adjustment, psychological engagement, and ability to pay (Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004). The revision for commuter colleges and universities was more complex with sixteen economic, organizational, psychological, and sociological considerations. 
Attrition can be influenced by the social and academic backgrounds of students, as well as other out-of-class learning factors (Ratcliff, 1991). These factors were divided into three large categories: student characteristics, environmental characteristics, and interaction (Beal & Noel, 1980). Retention can also be influenced by “a set of factors external to the institution, such as finances or family responsibilities, that draw an individual away from college” (Eaton & Bean, 1995, p. 618). 

Belonging, involvement, purpose, and self-determination were identified as important factors affecting retention for college students with apparent and nonapparent disabilities (Belch, 2004). Some authors, approaching retention from an ecosystems perspective, discussed the importance of minimizing obstacles and barriers for students with disabilities so that they would be served more effectively (e.g., Nutter & Ringgenberg, 1993). 
Institutional interventions to encourage academic persistence can take many forms. Encouraging student persistence to graduation is not the responsibility of one office but several offices across multiple divisions of a university (Hossler, 1996). Each university department has a role to play; “support systems and programs assist students to move successfully through the college or university” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 444). Many colleges have an office dedicated to access for students with disabilities and disability support services whose role is to “provide academic services such as note takers . . . improve physical access on campus for students with mobility challenges, advise students about their rights and responsibilities, and provide outreach and consultation to other campus offices and academic units” (Komives, Woodard, & Associates, 2003, p. 346). Disability services staff advocate for students with disabilities, working on their behalf and for the institution to provide appropriate support services. Twenty-seven program standards for disability service offices were identified (Shaw & Dukes, 2001). Many disability services offices in colleges and universities are members of the Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD, 2004), a professional association committed to “full participation of persons with disabilities in postsecondary education” (¶ 1).

Academic Success for Students with Disabilities
Berkner, Curraro-Alamin, McCormick, and Bobbit (1996) studied the academic persistence of undergraduates with and without disabilities. Students who first began college in 1989-90, and followed up on in 1992 and 1994, were included in the study. Students with disabilities had lower persistence and graduation rates than students without disabilities. Fifty-three percent of students with disabilities had persisted (defined as having obtained a degree or still enrolled) compared with 64% of students without disabilities. Forty-one percent of students with disabilities had graduated compared with 51% of students without disabilities. Zang (1996) found that the retention variable of intent to persist was a significant indicator of academic persistence for community college students in a northwestern Oklahoma community college
Students with learning disabilities in high school were less likely to attend college and were less likely to graduate than were their peers without learning disabilities (Murray, Goldstein, Nourse, & Edgar, 2000). Within five years of graduation from high school, most (80.5%) of the learning disabled students had not graduated, and of those who had graduated, 15.9% had graduated from training/vocational programs, and 3.6% had graduated from a community college or four-year college programs. Adler (1999) examined why community and technical college students with apparent and nonapparent disabilities, who were using the disability student services office, dropped out of college. She found that the dropout rate was highest during the first part of the quarter and that the largest number of dropouts did so in the fall quarter. The same reasons for dropping out were provided by both students with and without disabilities (financial problems, personal problems, work); however, the students with disabilities said that stress of school, health, problems with medications, and weather conditions also impacted their enrollment.

The educational outcomes of students with disabilities might be dissimilar to those without disabilities (Horn, Berktold, & Bobbitt, 1999). In many respects the two groups of students differed when considering characteristics associated with leaving college. These attributes were correlated with age and were shown to impede postsecondary and degree attainment. For example students with disabilities, when compared with their counterparts without disabilities, were more likely to delay their college attendance a year or more after finishing high school (43 versus 32 percent). They were also more likely to have earned a GED or alternative high school credential (12 versus 6 percent), to have dependents other than a spouse (25 versus 13 percent), and to have financial and family obligations that potentially conflicted with their schooling. Horn, Cataldi, and Sikora (2005) found that undergraduates who delayed entrance to college after high school were at a significant disadvantage to students who entered college immediately after high school.

The purpose of this longitudinal study was to determine if students with apparent disabilities (hereafter referred to as SWADs) and students with nonapparent disabilities (hereafter referred to as SWNDs) differed in their initial academic potential and were retained and persisted to baccalaureate graduation at different rates than students without disabilities (hereafter referred to as SWODs). Previous research indicated that Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, gender (DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julka, 2004), and HS percent standing (Rugsaken, Robertson, & Jones, 1998) among other variables were predictive of academic success in the student’s first semesters of college work. These variables were included and controlled for in the analyses to help isolate the effect of the student’s disability classification on retention, graduation, and stop-out rates. Additionally, we sought to determine if stop-out rate variations could be predicted from the student’s disability status (i.e., SWADs, SWNDs, SWODs). The study sought to answer three key questions. Is there a difference in the retention and graduation rates among SWADs, SWNDs, and SWODs? Is there a difference in how long it takes for SWADs, SWNDs, and SWODs to graduate? Does the student’s disability classification (SWADs, SWNDs, SWODs) impact the stop-out rate (attrition event) after controlling for other predictors? 


Method
Participating Students
For the purpose of this study students with apparent disabilities (i.e., SWADs) were defined as having physical disabilities such as mobility impairments, hearing impairments, or visual impairments. Students with nonapparent disabilities (i.e., SWNDs) were defined as having cognitive disabilities, such as learning disabilities or attention deficit disorder; psychological disabilities; or chronic health disabilities, such as cancer or heart disease. Students were classified into one of these two groups by the disability services office based upon the medical verification information received from medical professionals independent of the university. Students without disabilities (i.e., SWODs) did not have apparent or nonapparent disabilities. Students with disabilities (hereafter referred to as SWDs) was a broader term that included students with both apparent and nonapparent disabilities.
The population consisted of 11,317 matriculating freshmen during the summer and fall semesters of 1994, 1995, and 1996. These three years were chosen to allow the researchers an eight year window from matriculation to observe graduation rates. An eight year window was selected because the researchers believed that SWDs may need a year or two more to achieve the same graduation rates as SWODs. The sample equaled the population. The population was divided into three groups: 81 SWADs, 92 SWNDs, and 11,144 SWODs.

Setting
The study took place at a public, four-year, Carnegie doctoral-granting institution in the Midwest. The university had 20,000 students, 17,000 undergraduates and 3,000 graduate students. The university focused on residential undergraduate education with emphases on the professions plus the arts and sciences. The role of the Office of Disability Support Services (hereafter referred to as ODSS) at this institution was to facilitate student success by providing access and opportunity for SWDs. As an institution receiving federal funding, the university abides by the provisions of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (referred to as 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (referred to as ADA). According to 504:

No otherwise qualified person with a disability in the United States . . . shall, solely by reason of her or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance (Rehabilitation Act of 1973, § 794).
For students who want a disability-related accommodation ODSS staff review documentation, which students provide, to determine if the request is reasonable and appropriate according to 504, the ADA, and the university’s policies. The ODSS attempts to find the balance between the legitimate civil rights of SWDs and the essential standards that the university expects of all students. Commonly provided accommodations include extended time on examinations, sign language interpreters, note-takers, textbooks provided in alternative formats, and priority class scheduling.

Data Collection Procedures
Students with disabilities, thus qualifying for services and reasonable accommodations from ODSS, were verified by the official statistic day, the first Saturday following the first day of classes during the fall semester. Data were collected from university databases on retention and graduation rates for each student. Retention was defined as the student being enrolled in at least one course for credit, and retention rates were checked at the beginning of the fall semester of the second through eighth years after matriculation. Baccalaureate graduation rates were checked at the completion of the summer semester of the third through eighth years after matriculation. Data collection was reviewed and verified by two independent individuals who both had access to university databases and were able to insure the accuracy of the data that had been extracted.
Data Analysis Procedures
Quantitative research methodology was selected because it allowed for statistical techniques to analyze the data (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996), with factorial ANOVA, chi square test of association, Cox regression, and logistic regression used in the data analysis depending upon the hypothesis being tested and the nature of the data involved. In addition to the retention and graduation variables, HS percent standing ((1 – HS rank / HS size) * 100%), the verbal and quantitative SAT scores, gender, and disability classification for each student were extracted from the student database. The statistical analysis was conducted by a university statistician who assists with research that may be conducted by faculty, staff, or university offices.

Results
Participant Demographics
The 11,317 student cohort group consisted of 3,619 students from 1994, 3,903 students from 1995, and 3,795 students from 1996. There were more females (n = 6,116; 54%) than males (n = 5,201; 46%), and 9% (n = 1,019) of the students were minorities. Overall, the students had a mean high school percent standing of 62.25. An ANOVA comparing high school percent standing by gender and disability type was run but found to have violated the equal variance assumption (Levene’s test, F(5, 9,411) = 6.24, p < .001). After reducing all the larger cells to the same size as the smallest cell by the random elimination of cases within the cell, a second ANOVA met the equal variance assumption. Overall, females had a higher high school percent (65.57) standing than males (55.34; F(1, 156) = 11.30, p < .001), and SWNDs had lower standing (52.17%) than either SWODs (62.15%) or SWADs (67.04%; F(2, 156) = 8.28, p < .001). There was also an interaction of gender by disability in which females had higher standing than males, except in the SWAD condition (F(2, 156) = 3.81, p = .024). For SWADs, males and females were of nearly identical HS percent standing.
The SAT verbal and quantitative scores were also compared for gender and disability type in separate two-way ANOVAs. Although the overall SAT verbal mean score was 498.54, SWNDs had a lower mean score (448.64) than either SWODs (498.92) or SWADs (499.06; F(2, 8,590) = 10.10, p < .001). For the SAT quantitative score, the overall mean was 496.47, with SWNDs having a lower mean score (460.99) than SWODs (497.96) but not SWADs (476.81; F(2, 8,590) = 6.63, p < .001). Regardless of disability, males had a higher SAT quantitative score (500.63) than females (456.54; F(1, 8,590) = 16.07, p < .001). No interactions were found for either type of SAT score.
Retention and Graduation Rates
Approximately one percent of both SWODs and SWDs (n = 131 and n = 2, respectively) pursued a two-year rather than a four-year degree. For consistency, these students were dropped from the sample for the comparisons of retention and graduation outcomes, resulting in a sample size of 11,184 students. As shown in Table 1, the students were followed longitudinally for eight years, and with the exception of two years, had similar retention and graduation rates. At year four, SWNDs had a lower a graduation rate (11.96%) than either SWODs (20.38%) or SWADs (18.99%), and also had the lowest non-retention rate (38.04% versus 45.08% for SWODs and 40.51% for SWADs). By year five, the graduation rate for SWNDs (41.30%) was nearly the same as SWODs (42.05%), but SWADs fell behind (36.71%). Non-retention rates for SWNDs (42.39%) and SWADs (43.04%) were similar and lower than that of SWODs (47.67%). For subsequent years, the retention and graduation rates did not show statistically significant differences among the three groups. For 5,558 students who did obtain a four-year degree by the conclusion of the eighth year, the mean number of years required was 4.45 for all students, with SWODs, SWNDs, and SWADs students taking 4.44, 4.67, and 4.61 years to graduate, respectively. However, a two-way ANOVA comparing years taken to graduate, using the factors gender and disability type, found no significant main effects or interactions. 

Using a Cox regression, gender, disability group, SAT verbal and quantitative scores, and HS percent standing were regressed on graduation outcome to assess the impact of disability, after controlling for gender and indicators of academic aptitude. The regression as a whole was statistically significant (χ2 = 982.63, df = 6, p < .001; Φ = .34), but the individual effect of disability was not (Wald = 2.12, df = 2, p = .347). There were significant effects for SAT quantitative scores (Exp(B) = 1.001; Wald = 19.07, df = 1, p < .001), HS percent standing (Exp(B) = 1.018; Wald = 459.48, df = 1, p < .001), and gender (Exp(B) = 1.187; Wald = 31.15, df = 1, p < .001), indicating that higher SAT quantitative scores, higher HS percent standing, and being female resulted in reductions in the number of years needed for a student to graduate. 


Table 1

Retention and Graduation Status by Student Disability Group

	Year
	Group 1
	Not Retained 2
	Retained 2
	Graduate 3
	χ2
	p 4

	1
	SWOD
	
	
	11,013
	(100%)
	
	
	
	

	
	SWND
	
	
	92
	(100%)
	
	
	
	

	
	SWAD
	
	
	79
	(100%)
	
	
	
	

	2
	SWOD
	3,427
	(31.12%)
	7,586
	(68.88%)
	0
	(0%)
	.68
	.71

	
	SWND
	31
	(33.70%)
	61
	(66.30%)
	0
	(0%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	22
	(27.85%)
	57
	(72.15%)
	0
	(0%)
	
	

	3
	SWOD
	4,484
	(40.72%)
	6,490
	(58.93%)
	39
	(.35%)
	1.58
	.81

	
	SWND
	37
	(40.22%)
	55
	(59.78%)
	0
	(0%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	28
	(35.44%)
	51
	(64.56%)
	0
	(0%)
	
	

	4
	SWOD
	4,965
	(45.08%)
	3,804
	(34.54%)
	2,244
	(20.38%)
	11.67
	.02

	
	SWND
	35
	(38.04%)
	46
	(50.00%)
	11
	(11.96%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	32
	(40.51%)
	32
	(40.51%)
	15
	(18.99%)
	
	

	5
	SWOD
	5,250
	(47.67%)
	1,132
	(10.28%)
	4,631
	(42.05%)
	12.04
	.02

	
	SWND
	39
	(42.39%)
	15
	(16.30%)
	38
	(41.30%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	34
	(43.04%)
	16
	(20.25%)
	29
	(36.71%)
	
	

	6
	SWOD
	5,403
	(49.06%)
	404
	(3.67%)
	5,206
	(47.27%)
	2.17
	.70

	
	SWND
	42
	(45.65%)
	4
	(4.35%)
	46
	(50.00%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	36
	(45.57%)
	5
	(6.33%)
	38
	(48.10%)
	
	

	7
	SWOD
	5,442
	(49.41%)
	187
	(1.70%)
	5,384
	(48.89%)
	.98
	.91

	
	SWND
	42
	(45.65%)
	1
	(1.09%)
	49
	(53.26%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	38
	(48.10%)
	1
	(1.27%)
	40
	(50.63%)
	
	

	8
	SWOD
	5,429
	(49.30%)
	115
	(1.04%)
	5,469
	(49.66%)
	1.33
	.86

	
	SWND
	42
	(45.65%)
	1
	(1.09%)
	49
	(53.26%)
	
	

	
	SWAD
	39
	(49.37%)
	0
	(0%)
	40
	(50.63%)
	
	


Notes.

1 SWOD is students without disabilities. SWND is students with nonapparent disabilities. SWAD is students with apparent disabilities.

2 Status at beginning of the academic year.

3 Status by end of the academic year.

4 DF = 4.

Stop-out Rates
Although graduation for this sample was a clear event, students may stop-out (i.e., withdraw or fail to register for a semester or more) but return at a later time, making retention a variable event. For the purpose of this analysis, any stop-out (attrition) event occurring within the eight year span was counted as stop-out event, even if the student later returned. With the outcome variable of retention coded as 1=any attrition within the eight years and 0=continuous retention up to graduation, a logistic regression was run with gender, disability group, SAT verbal and quantitative scores, and HS percent standing as covariates. The overall regression was statistically significant (χ2=953.52, df=6, p<.001; Φ = .29) with the coefficients for the covariates shown in Table 2 gender, SAT quantitative score, HS percent standing, and disability group were all statistically significant predictors. Males and students with low SAT quantitative scores and HS percent standing had greater risk of an attrition event. Compared to males, females had their odds of attrition reduced 19% (Exp(B)=.807; Wald=18.20, df=1, p<.001); each 10 point gain in the SAT quantitative score would reduce odds of attrition by 2% (Exp(B)=.998; Wald=25.61, df=1, p<.001); and each one point increase in HS percent standing lowered odds of attrition by 3.8% (Exp(B)=.972; Wald=453.84, df=1, p<.001), after controlling for the other variables in the model. Disability also affected the odds of attrition, but SWNDs as compared to SWODs decreased the odds ratio of attrition by 56% (Exp(B)=.438; Wald=7.57, df=1, p=.006). The original odds ratios for an attrition event for SWNDs and SWADs to SWODs were .6675 and .7322, respectively, based on odds of attrition of .8371, .5588, and .6129 for SWODs, SWNDs, and SWADs, respectively. After controlling for the other variables in the model, the new odds ratio for an attrition event for SWNDs to SWODs  dropped from .6675 to .2924. Thus, SWNDs actually had a lower predicted risk of attrition than SWODs once academic aptitude and gender were controlled. The original odds ratio of 19 students with non-retention events to 34 students who were retained to graduation would become approximately a 10 to 43 ratio if effects of academic aptitude and gender could be mitigated for the SWNDs group.

Table 2

Prediction of Attrition Events Within an Eight Year Span

	
	Unstandardized
	
	
	
	
	95.0% C.I.

for Exp(B)

	Covariates
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	p
	Exp(B)
	Lower
	Upper

	Disability 1
	 
	 
	8.24
	2
	.016
	 
	 
	 

	 
	SWND vs. SWOD; (SWOD=0)
	-.825
	.300
	7.57
	1
	.006
	.438
	.243
	.789

	 
	SWAD vs. SWOD; (SWOD=0)
	-.255
	.307
	.69
	1
	.405
	.775
	.425
	1.413

	Gender; 0=Male, 1=Female
	-.214
	.050
	18.20
	1
	>.001
	.807
	.732
	.891

	SAT scores
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Verbal
	>.001
	>.001
	.250
	1
	.617
	1.000
	.999
	1.001

	 
	Quantitative
	-.002
	>.001
	25.61
	1
	>.001
	.998
	.997
	.999

	HS Percent Standing
	-.028
	.001
	453.84
	1
	>.001
	.972
	.970
	.975

	Constant
	2.518
	.169
	222.32
	1
	>.001
	12.409
	 
	 


Note.

1 SWOD is students without disabilities. SWND is students with nonapparent disabilities. SWAD is students with apparent disabilities.

Discussion

The data from this study both confirm and challenge the findings of other researchers relating to the retention and graduation rates of students with disabilities. deFur et al. (1996) reported that the likelihood of earning a degree was decreased when a student had a disability. That conclusion did not hold true in this study. The retention and graduation rates for all students, regardless of the presence or absence of a disability (i.e., SWODs, SWADs, and SWNDs) were similar, except for variations during years four and five. During years two and three, and again during years six through eight, the retention and graduation rates were statistically the same across all student categories, with SWNDs and SWADs actually having slightly higher graduation rates than SWODs.
Why did SWNDs graduate in year four at a lower rate than did SWODs and SWADs? The researcher’s observation is that many SWNDs, typically students with cognitive disabilities such as learning disabilities and attention deficit disorder, may take the lowest number of credit hours possible to maintain full-time status. As a result, they are retained annually but may take a semester or two longer than other students to graduate. It was also observed that SWADs may take slightly longer to graduate because many SWADs, especially those with severe disabilities, often have several semesters in which they take less than a full load and have semesters where medical concerns have an impact on their ability to take classes.

The mean number of years that were required to obtain the bachelors degree were essentially the same for all students, regardless of the presence or absence of a disability. The average years for degree completion for SWODs were 4.44 compared with 4.67 for SWNDs and 4.61 for SWADs.

In examining the impact of disability on years taken to graduate, other factors were found to play more important roles. The student’s academic aptitude, as measured by SAT scores or prior academic standing in HS, indicated that the better academically prepared students took less time and were less likely to drop out of school, as suggested by Ratcliff (1991). Also, female students tended to require less time needed to graduate and have less risk of attrition than their male counterparts. After controlling for academic aptitude and gender, having a disability did not significantly impact the length of time required for the student to complete a four-year degree. When it came to risk of attrition, SWNDs actually had a lower predicted risk of attrition as compared to SWODs once academic aptitude and gender were controlled.

Providing Access and Facilitating Student Success
ODSS staff often advocate for students with disabilities by providing access to higher education: that is a very appropriate role. Because of its history of providing access, opportunity, and facilitating success for students with disabilities, the ODSS at the institution where this study took place is especially well regarded on campus. Since this was not a cause and effect study, the effect of the ODSS office interventions cannot be statistically measured. However, the culture for SWDs on this campus, as facilitated by the ODSS office, provides for student success as defined by retention and persistence to graduation (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Students with disabilities can be as successful (as defined by persistence to graduation) as students without disabilities because of interventions by ODSS. Beginning before the student is admitted to the university, students are made aware of the office, services, and accommodations it provides. Brochures, Web sites, and other promotional information typically include mention of disability or pictures of students with disabilities on campus. All admitted students receive a “Self-Disclosure for Disability” form, an outreach to all students to inform them of the existence of the ODSS and accommodations available on campus. Students desiring further information are encouraged to fill out the form and return it to ODSS. Upon receipt of the self-disclosure form, ODSS sends information about the office and a verification of disability form to the student. This form must be completed by an appropriate licensed professional and returned to ODSS. The office follows up with students who need accommodations (e.g., accommodated housing, sign language interpreters, note-takers, and textbooks in an alternate format) and makes the necessary arrangements before the fall semester begins.

All incoming students with disabilities are invited to attend an orientation session held after they move to campus. Four sessions are offered: one each for the three major groups of SWADs (mobility, hearing, and visual impairments), and one for SWNDs. At these sessions, staff from ODSS and various campus offices explain the range of services offered and how to access these services. Students are also encouraged to schedule a time to meet with ODSS staff to discuss accommodations specific to them. Though ODSS strongly encourages students to attend these sessions and a subsequent meeting, ODSS recognizes that some students, for various reasons, may not want to utilize any disability services or accommodations.

Students requesting academic accommodations (e.g., extended time for examinations or an alternate testing location) provide each of their instructors with a letter from ODSS that verifies the disability, lists the appropriate accommodations, and explains procedures for implementing these accommodations. Students are encouraged to meet with professors early in the semester to discuss the listed accommodations. Hossler (1996) indicated that persistence to graduation was the responsibility of offices and staff across university divisions. ODSS also makes arrangements for services such as note-takers, sign language interpreters, and readers or books on tape or CD for students with disabilities. These are examples of how institutional obstacles and barriers have been successfully minimized, positively impacting the campus culture for students with disabilities (Nutter & Ringgenberg, 1993).

ODSS is also highly involved in faculty and staff training regarding disability issues on campus. Each year, ODSS presents information regarding the institution’s history of providing access for students with disabilities and about policies and procedures for accommodating students with disabilities. This information is presented yearly to new faculty, teaching assistants, and various campus departments. As a result of these multiple efforts, many faculty and staff on campus are open to SWDs and the needs they may have in order to achieve similar persistence to graduation rates of SWODs.
Many students with disabilities become actively engaged in campus life in a variety of ways, thus helping with the transition between high school and college and incorporation into the life of the college as suggested by Tinto (1993). There is a recognized (and funded) student group for students with disabilities. This group offers activities and programming to enhance disability awareness on campus. With more than 300 student groups available on campus, students with all types of disabilities often become involved in one or more of these groups. If needed, accommodations are provided to enhance students with disabilities’ opportunities to participate in extra curricular activities. These occurrences confirm Belch’s (2004) conclusion that identified belonging, involvement, purpose, and self-determination as factors affecting retention and graduation for students with disabilities.

Recommendations and Limitations
Replicating this study at other institutions would allow for the data to be compared to see if any common themes occurred. Subsequent studies could provide an expanded understanding on the retention and graduation rates of students with disabilities. 

Most students, who use services provided by an ODSS, send documentation and have their disabilities verified by the official statistics day. However, students may disclose a disability to ODSS at any time. Some students do not have their disability verified until after the official statistics day; those students were not included in this study. Subsequent studies should look at students who were verified to have disabilities and became eligible for reasonable accommodations, but who delayed doing so until later in their undergraduate experience. These students did not take advantage of available services as early as possible. Does this delay impact the retention and graduation rates?

Staff serving in disability support services should seek the assistance of professional staff that is provided by the university to assist with data collection and statistical analyses. By using these available resources, gathering data on characteristics of students with disabilities may become more achievable.

As is the case of any single-site study, readers should be cautious about generalizing findings of this study to other colleges or universities. This study was limited in that participants were only from one midsize, public, doctoral-granting university in the Midwest. This study provides a model for analyzing the retention and graduation rates of students with disabilities at one institution; however, one should not conclude that the findings from this study necessarily would apply to other colleges or universities.
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Abstract

Career assessment and planning services that enable students with disabilities to make successful transitions from higher education to careers are an important component often missing in the postsecondary educational experience. Comprehensive services in this regard involve students in considering how to incorporate their preferences, assets, and disability-related limitations in career and accommodation planning. In this article, one such technique for doing so is demonstrated in four case studies with both undergraduate and graduate students. The career assessment and planning approach includes reliable and valid measures of vocational interests, barriers to productivity, strengths, and disability-related limitations, culminating in an accommodation plan that specifies the technology and/or modifications students need to perform essential functions of desired jobs. Important outcomes of the career planning experience are also discussed. 

A critical need exists in postsecondary educational programming to assist students with disabilities in their efforts to link their accomplishments in postsecondary education with their future career goals. Too often the transition experience is viewed more in terms of moving from secondary school to work or higher education rather than in terms of moving from postsecondary education to careers and the supports needed to maintain those careers (Carroll & Johnson-Bown, 1996; Kundu, Dutta, Schiro-Geist, & Crandall, 2003). Certainly both perspectives on transition are integral to improved quality of life for young people with disabilities, but the emphasis of this paper is on proper preparation for career development, i.e., on the transition from postsecondary education to the world of work. 

Preparation for the transition from higher education to career is not simply about identifying and securing supports for vocational success; it is also about identifying interests and assets and matching those characteristics to activities in and demands of the world of work. Therefore career assessment and planning strategies are needed at the postsecondary level that address multiple goals which include (a) identifying the student’s interests, assets, and disability-related limitations; (b) helping the student develop vocational goals consistent with those interests, assets, and limitations; and (c) creating problem-solving or accommodation strategies consistent with personal career goals and perceived barriers. The purpose of this paper is to describe such a career assessment and planning methodology in terms of four case studies, two undergraduate students with disabilities and two graduate students with disabilities. 

Postsecondary Education and Employment Outcomes
Explication of a career assessment and planning approach is particularly timely. Enrollment of students with disabilities is at an all-time high in postsecondary education. The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES; 2003) reports that approximately 9.3 percent of students in postsecondary education in 2000 had disabilities, which is approximately three times the number of such students in 1978 (Torkelson, Lynch & Gussel, 1996). Disability types of students enrolled in postsecondary education include learning disabilities (30%), orthopedic disabilities (25%), hearing loss (16%), vision loss (16%), and mental illness and depression (14%) (NCES, 2003). 

Increased enrollment of students with disabilities is, in and of itself, a sufficient reason for advocating for improved career assessment and planning services. However, one can also argue for improvement and expansion of such services based on outcome information regarding employment. Among postsecondary graduates with disabilities who are able to work, nearly one in three (33%) is unemployed. The gravity of such a statistic becomes evident in comparisons with unemployment rates of students without disabilities. Only 2.5% of this group is employed following completion of postsecondary education (Gingerich, 1995 quoted in Rumrill, Koch, Murphy, & Jannerone, 1999).

Unemployment is only one facet of the problem. For those students with disabilities who do become employed, evidence of underemployment also exists. Students with disabilities are also less likely to participate in training and advancement opportunities and consequently have a much lower probability of holding professional positions. In fact, many college graduates with disabilities acquire jobs that do not even require a postsecondary degree, jobs that typically do not provide good salaries or fringe benefits (National Council on Disability, 2003).
Barriers to Employment

Students with disabilities face many barriers in their efforts to secure satisfying employment which have very little to do with their training since they are in fact college graduates. Some of these barriers are difficult to document as they are the product of social attitudes manifested in subtle employer discrimination during the hiring process (Perry, Hendricks, & Broadbent, 2000). Evidence of discrimination beyond the hiring phase of employment exists as well because students indicate that they encounter resistance when they request reasonable accommodations and/or training related to career advancement (National Council on Disability, 2003; Roessler & Rumrill, 1995). It is not enough that these barriers pose significant external impediments to career success. Over time they become internalized as negative beliefs held by the students regarding their personal potential as applicants and employees (Hennessey, Roessler, Cook, Unger, & Rumrill, 2006). In this regard, Corrigan, Jones, and McWhirter (2001) argued for career interventions to help postsecondary students with disabilities form more positive self-perceptions and career plans. The case can be made that career assessment and planning services represent the first step in helping students create a positive vision of their own employment potential.

Career Success and Student Characteristics 
Another argument for improving career assessment and planning services is implicit in research that describes the characteristics of students with disabilities who do succeed in securing and maintaining desirable employment. For example, Satcher (1995) described the attributes of students with learning disabilities who embark on meaningful careers; these characteristics are the very qualities that effective career assessment and planning services can identify and enhance. Students with learning disabilities who are more likely to achieve their career goals understand not only how their disabilities affect their performance but also how they can accommodate relevant vocational limitations through proper job/person match, assistive technology, or job restructuring. Successful students describe their limitations in functional terms, investing no time in denying the impact of their disabilities. They are aware of their vocational interests and can relate them to vocational roles consistent with their preferences and strengths. Finally, they have confidence in their abilities to approach their supervisors and employers about accommodations needed on the job (Palmer & Roessler, 2000; Roessler, Rumrill, & Brown, 1998). 

Without major improvements in career assessment and planning services, students with disabilities will also remain uninformed about available employment-related legislative protections (Hennessey, Roessler, Cook, Unger, & Rumrill, 2006). For example, Title I of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA; Coker, 2005) assures individuals with disabilities access to nondiscriminatory hiring processes. The ADA protects the rights of applicants and workers with disabilities in their efforts to request and receive reasonable accommodations needed to perform the essential functions of their positions (Blanck, 2004; Torkelson, Lynch & Gussel, 1996). Career assessment and planning services would help students with disabilities understand these employment protections and the types of hiring or employment actions that are in violation of these protections (Roessler, Neath, McMahon, & Rumrill, 2007). Furthermore, these services would provide students with information about the types of reasonable accommodations that would help them perform satisfactorily on the job as well as about the procedures involved in requesting those accommodations post-offer or on the job (Friehe, Aune, & Leuenberger, 1996; Roessler et al, 1998).
The purpose of this paper is to present via case studies one methodology for career assessment and planning that is tailored to the needs of students with disabilities in postsecondary education. This methodology is an example of one of many types of interventions or programs that could be implemented to help students with disabilities secure and maintain employment post-graduation. The methodology is demonstrated in four case studies involving students with disabilities who are enrolled in either undergraduate or graduate studies. In part the approach includes traditional assessments such as Holland’s Self-Directed Search (Gottfredson & Holland, 1996) that help individuals clarify their vocational interests. At the same time the approach recognizes that disability is one of several important social and personal factors affecting employment outcomes (Enright, Conyers, & Szymanski, 1996). Consequently, disability-specific assessments such as the Personal Capacities Questionnaire (PCQ; Crewe & Athelstan, 1984) and the Work Experience Survey (Roessler, 1995) are included in the battery. Assessments of this nature provide students with disabilities information about their own strengths and limitations and the types of assistive technology and accommodations needed in the workplace to reduce or remove the work-related effects of those functional limitations (Coomber, 1996). Information regarding the career assessment methodology and the four case studies is presented in ensuing sections.

A Career Assessment and Planning Methodology

Four students with disabilities in postsecondary education (two undergraduate and two graduate students) participated in the model career assessment and planning strategy. In this section, the individual students are presented in terms of their background characteristics. Each of the measures used in the career assessment and planning approach is introduced along with the specific steps involved in administering the various phases of the assessment. Data from the career planning and assessment process provide information for case studies in terms of participant interests, strengths, limitations, accommodation needs, and career planning considerations. 

Participants 

Participant 1 was a 41-year-old Caucasian male who was attending a community college with the goal of receiving his associate degree. Participant 2 was a 21-year-old African American female attending a four year university. Participant 3 was a 40-year-old African American female in the third year of her doctoral program in cultural foundations of education. Participant 4 was a 50-year-old Caucasian female in a master’s program at a four year university.

Instrumentation 
The Self-Directed Search (SDS). Participants completed Holland’s Self-Directed Search (Holland, 1994) to clarify their vocational interests and possible vocational directions. Results from the SDS provide insights into an individual’s preferences among vocational activities found in realistic, investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and conventional occupations. Profiles based on the student’s strongest preferences for two to three of the occupational interests represent the Holland summary or high point code which can be matched with numerous related vocational titles listed in the Dictionary of Holland Occupational Codes (Gottfredson & Holland, 1996). The SDS is a widely used measure of occupational interests with considerable support for its reliability and validity (Spokane & Cruza-Guet, 2005). 

The Work Experience Survey (WES). The Work Experience Survey (Roessler, 1995; Roessler, Reed, & Rumrill, 1995) was developed to identify barriers to productivity in the workplace as perceived by individuals with disabilities who are currently employed or are expecting to be employed in the near future. It consists of six sections: background information, barriers to physical access in the workplace, problems with essential job functions, job mastery concerns, job satisfaction, and accommodation planning priorities. In checklists addressing barriers to access and performance of essential functions, respondents also list job accommodations that would enhance their performance. Measures of job mastery concerns (coefficient alpha, .78) and job satisfaction (coefficient alpha, .74) provide additional information regarding needed job modifications (Roessler & Rumrill, 1995). In research with individuals with severe chronic illnesses such as multiple sclerosis and rheumatoid arthritis, findings consistently demonstrate inverse relationships between number of access and performance barriers and job satisfaction (Allaire, Wei, & LaValley, 2003; Roessler & Rumrill, 1995). 

The Personal Capacities Questionnaire. Developed by Crewe and Athelstan (1984) from research on the Functional Assessment Inventory (FAI), the Personal Capacities Questionnaire (PCQ) is a self-report measure of an individual’s employment-related strengths and limitations. Results from the PCQ indicate the extent to which the person believes they have capabilities or disability-related limitations in areas such as vision, mobility, judgment, finances, acceptability to employers, and skills. Researched widely in the field of rehabilitation, the PCQ is frequently used to estimate severity of disability for vocational rehabilitation agencies in the State-Federal system to determine order of selection of applicants for services. In research with the FAI on which the PCQ is based, alpha coefficients were .79 to .80. Perceived employment-related assets and limitations provide valuable information regarding the extent of job/person match possible with or without accommodations. Information from the PCQ is analyzed in relation to results of job analyses to determine the suitability of the match between person and job.

Administration
The career assessment and planning strategy involves the student and career assessor in a process of completing and discussing the SDS, WES, and the PCQ. Results from the SDS are used to direct students toward a variety of occupational titles consistent with their Holland summary or high point code. Students may even consider the implications of these results for selection of a major or for other more immediate educational planning purposes. The WES helps students clarify prospective barriers that exist in the workplace in terms of physical access, performance of essential functions, and/or job mastery. These barriers merit consideration not only for their impact on job performance but also for their impact on job satisfaction (Dawis, 2005). In every case, the student with a disability and the career assessor review the need for job accommodations to reduce or remove perceived impediments to productivity. In relation to tasks identified in jobs of interest to the student, information from the PCQ indicates areas in which student strengths match job responsibilities and areas in which student disability-related limitations may affect task performance. The purpose of the accommodation plan developed at the end of the career assessment session is to both enumerate jobs of interest following graduation from postsecondary education and accommodations needed to address barriers to access or performance of essential functions in those jobs.

Student personnel professionals or disability specialists are qualified to administer and score the measures in the career assessment and planning battery. Students with disabilities may complete the measures, with the assistance of the administrator, in one or several sessions. Forms are available for listing information such as Holland summary codes, related educational majors and job titles, personal capacities and limitations, job analysis and personal capacities consistency, aspects of an accommodation plan including accommodations needed, who can assist in procuring such accommodations, and how they can help in that process. Information on these summary forms provides students with disabilities an in-depth and practical plan for their transition from postsecondary education to careers. 

Analysis of Case Studies
The sections to follow provide detailed case studies of four students who completed the career assessment and planning strategy recommended in this article. Each case study includes information regarding the person’s background, vocational interests, perceived barriers to workplace productivity, personal capacities and limitations as they relate to job tasks, and aspects of an accommodation plan. 

Case Studies

Participant 1: 40-year-old Caucasian male with Attention-Deficit Disorder, rheumatoid arthritis, chronic back pain, and schizotypal personality disorder.

Interests of Participant 1. Interest results from the Self-Directed Search indicated a summary code of I (Investigative), S (Social), and R (Realistic), with related job titles in areas pertaining to physiology, security, and ecology. Although Participant 1 stated that he would like to work in a position related to the government, he was unable to identify any jobs of interest in Holland’s (1996) booklet, “The Occupations Finder.” He stated that he “was on the right path, proceeding with education, but still searching for a satisfying career path.” Additional assistance from career services staff is needed to help Participant 1 clarify his educational and career interests and goals.

Perceived barriers to productivity. In the WES, Participant 1 enumerated both physical and cognitive limitations such as inability to lift more than 25 pounds; difficulty standing, sitting, and walking for more than eight hours; intolerance for high temperatures or poor ventilation; fatigue; muscle deterioration in left upper extremity; and short and long-term memory problems. He also indicated that he has dyslexia and panic attacks and difficulty with computer navigation. The career assessor suggested accommodations such as an individual cubicle at work, Java coding for computer navigation problems, and equipment to overcome productivity problems due to upper extremity weakness. 

Assets of Participant 1. The self-described strengths of Participant 1 included good work habits, the desire and ability to work, willingness to participate in the state-Federal vocational rehabilitation system, effectiveness as a communicator, and a moderately optimistic belief that he would obtain employment. These strengths represent a readiness to work, presuming that proper workplace accommodations are in place. 

Limitations of Participant 1. Participant 1 indicated three areas that would present potential limitations concerning future employment. The first area on the PCQ was learning ability. Participant 1 indicated that, although he could learn difficult material, he would need extended time and “extra” help to accomplish learning tasks. He indicated that his memory was poor and noted frequently being confused. He appeared to have short-term memory problems. The third area of limitation was in perceptual abilities. He stated difficulty in performing tasks that required “looking closely at details.”

Accommodation and Career Planning. The following physical accommodations were suggested upon completion of the assessments: individual cubicle at work, software for computer navigation, and proper equipment for upper extremity weakness. With assistance from a rehabilitation engineer with the Bureau of Vocational Rehabilitation (BVR), Participant 1 could obtain further information about the feasibility and availability of these accommodations. BVR could also assist in the purchase of the accommodations. 

Regarding the issues that Participant 1 may have with his dyslexia the following accommodations could be made: convert text to audio or use a reading pen, provide documents in large print or double space text, use screen reading software, or a manual or electrical line guide to help him “keep his place” on the computer monitor. When composing or writing documents he could use software programs that assist with spelling, reading, and grammar; use electronic or talking dictionaries and/or spell checkers or allow him to create verbal responses instead of written responses to reports and correspondence.

To accommodate panic attacks, Participant 1 could utilize counseling through an employee assistance program, be permitted to make phone calls during work hours to physicians and others for support, and receive permission to take breaks to practice stress management techniques. If attendance at work is an issue, the employer could create an opportunity for a self-paced workload and flexible hours. To cope with change in the work environment management could maintain open communication channels between the employee and old and new supervisors, and provide weekly or monthly meetings with the employee to discuss workplace issues and production levels. Other accommodations that keep anxiety at a minimum include providing written job instructions, establish long and short term goals, develop strategies to deal with problems before they occur, and develop procedures to evaluate the effectiveness of implemented accommodations.

Although he did not indicate a strong preference for any positions related to his Holland Code, Participant 1 stressed both the compatibility of his educational plans with his measured interests and the need to complete his educational program to increase his access to properly accommodated jobs. Because he did not have concrete job goals at the time of the assessment, Participant 1 should engage in further career counseling and academic advisement to ensure that completion of his education will translate into feasible employment opportunities 

Participant 2: 21-year-old African American female with dyslexia and partial vision loss. 

Interests of Participant 2. In terms of occupational daydreams, Participant 2 listed her interests as art, music, and teaching, with her main stated interest being “art teacher.” In part, her Holland summary code, ASI, was consistent with her self-reported vocational interests; however, the only ASI job title of interest to Participant 2 was art exhibitor which requires more of a focus on art display than on art instruction. Fortunately, her expressed interests and her measured interests differed only slightly in that the code for art teacher is ASE, indicating that the job tasks of an art teacher requires a more outgoing or enterprising orientation than the job tasks of an art exhibitor which require a more investigative orientation. Of course, working with art in any capacity represents something of a challenge given the visual limitations of Participant 2. 

Perceived barriers to productivity. Results from the WES underscored the significance of barriers to productivity related to her vision loss rather than to her learning disability. In terms of physical access barriers, Participant 2 identified lighting and identification of signs and labels as concerns. She suggested several accommodations for those barriers that would eventually become part of her overall accommodation plan. To accommodate her vision loss, she first needed to have prescription eye glasses. She also needed to work in rooms where she could control the lighting by making it dimmer or brighter depending on the type of activity. She felt confident to perform nearly all of the essential functions of the role of teacher with the exception of some of the visual requirements. Having written materials such as papers, notes, and signs in large print would help greatly. She also expressed a need for reliable transportation to and from work since she was not a licensed driver. 
Assets of Participant 2. Although reporting very little work experience, Participant 2 had assisted in a local hospital as a volunteer working with children. Her self-reported assets on the PCQ included many characteristics of a good teacher such as pleasant personality, intelligent, interest and achievement in academics, and sound practical judgment. When combined with her love of children and her volunteer work at the hospital, these personal attributes provided further evidence of the appropriateness of art teacher as a vocational goal. 

Limitations of Participant 2. In completing the PCQ, Participant 2 manifested an awareness of how her moderate vision loss and dyslexia would affect her employment potential. First she expected to encounter discrimination on the part of some employers, i.e., school personnel, who would not believe that job accommodations would enable her to work as a teacher. Believing that she would be less acceptable to some employers, Participant 2 predicted that she would encounter limited job opportunities. Even though she considered herself to be a person of good judgment, she did note a limitation on the PCQ in terms of her tendency to “rush into things” before considering all of the options. Her responses to the PCQ indicated that she lacked self-confidence regarding her transition into a teaching career. She reported that some types of work were impossible given her disabilities and that special working arrangements may be difficult to find. As with many people with significant disabilities, Participant 2 commented on certain disincentives to employment in that remuneration and benefits of a teaching position must be equivalent to the financial support and health insurance benefits that she was receiving from Social Security. 
Accommodation and Career Planning. With effective accommodation and career planning, Participant 2 can not only reduce or remove the practical barriers to assuming a career as an art teacher but also the self-imposed barriers due to her low self-confidence. With Participant 2, the career specialist must consider financial disincentives to employment, along with the relationship of personal assets and limitations to performance of essential functions in desired vocations. Of course, the most important step in planning for the transition from postsecondary education to career is the development of the accommodation plan. For Participant 2, this plan must include procurement and use of eyeglasses, adjustable lighting in classroom and work areas, large print for all reading materials and signage, and access to public transportation. Regarding the issue of dyslexia, Participant 2 could implement the same accommodations addressed under Participant 1.With these accommodations, Participant 2 can demonstrate to prospective employers how she can perform the essential functions of an art teacher, a vocation consistent with her expressed interests and self-perceived personal assets. 

Participant 3: 40-year-old African American female with depression and degenerative bone disease.
Interests of Participant 3. A third year doctoral student in cultural foundations of education, Participant 3 expressed interests in the areas of writing and educational research. Her Holland summary code, ASC, was an excellent match with these self-reported vocational interests. In fact, the summary code of ASC is the code for teacher, and Participant 3 had long-time interests in becoming a college professor and researcher. In a search of job titles with the ASC code in the Dictionary of Holland Occupational Codes (Gottfredson & Holland, 1996), Participant 3 singled out other related occupations of interest such as public relations, ministry, career counselor, teacher, script supervisor, and receptionist. The consistency of the expressed and measured interests of Participant 3 bode well for her personal satisfaction in teaching and research roles in higher education. Therefore, it becomes extremely important to identify any barriers to her productivity or “satisfactoriness” (Dawis, 2005) in those roles.

Perceived barriers to productivity. In completing the two sections of the WES, Participant 3 primarily expressed concern about a significant problem she had encountered in the past, namely, access to the work site. Consequently she indicated on the WES the need for elevator service if working above the first floor or the need for ramp access to office assignments on the first floor. Participant 3 was not overly concerned about performance of essential functions in teaching or writing/research roles, but she did worry about excessive standing (physical ability), rigid work schedules, and inflexible sick leave policies (company policies). Accommodations of interest included proper seating for both instructional and research activities and flexibility in scheduling her work and in the use of sick leave. 

Assets of Participant 3. Participant 3 was hesitant to single out any particular areas as personal strengths during the PCQ assessment. In several instances, she indicated that mentioning her strengths seemed quite vain on her part. Later, in relating PCQ results to the job analysis of a teacher/researcher, Participant 3 did mention her strong written communication skills and her abilities in the areas of instruction and research. 

Limitations of Participant 3. Results from the PCQ were quite revealing in the case of Participant 3 for they clearly identified her self-perceived areas of work limitations. Participant 3 singled out nine areas of functioning that might cause her significant problems in the workplace. Her questionable areas included: vision (seeing small print), speed (moved slower than others), ability to get around, ability to do heavy work, endurance and availability for work (rest periods needed if working full-time), absence from work (need for a flexible work schedule), stability of condition (concerned about maintaining proper diet, treatment regimen, and exercise routine), skill utilization, (need for a job well matched to her perceived limitations), and special job requirements (importance of access to on-the-job accommodations). She also mentioned her previous work history as a matter of some concern given her record of disability-related absences.

Based on job analysis results for teaching and research positions, the career assessment specialist collaborated with Participant 3 in developing accommodations for mismatches between capacities and job duties. Concerned about her verbal communication skills, Participant 3 felt that e-mail communications would be helpful as would a graduate assistant to handle some face-to-face communications. She remained concerned about her ability to stand and expressed the need for proper seating. To accommodate her need for a flexible schedule, she suggested that appointments with students were preferable to set office hours. Because she needed to work indoors and to have control of classroom temperature, Participant 3 wanted to have a classroom with windows and an individual thermostat. 

Accommodation and Career Planning. The primary functions of teaching and research caused few concerns for Participant 3. However, she did have a number of other accommodation needs pertaining to both the acquisition and maintenance phases of her career. In her accommodation plan, she expressed the need for adequate seating, access to a graduate assistant, and the freedom to schedule appointments with students. Physical access remained a high priority as well, and Participant 3 needed a job in which parking, classroom, and general use areas were accessible. For Participant 3, ramp and elevator availability were high priority items in accommodation and career planning. 

Regarding accommodations for depression, Participant 3 could request a flexible schedule and additional time to learn new responsibilities to maintain stamina. Her employer could provide a distraction-free work area, allow for the use of white noise or soothing music, increased natural lighting, and uninterrupted work time to help her maintain concentration. If she has difficulty with organization, Participant 3 could make daily lists to accomplish tasks, use an electronic organizer, and divide large assignments into smaller tasks. For memory-related deficits she could tape record meetings and request all information provided by the employer in written form such as instructions and checklists. Regarding her diagnosis of anxiety, Participant 3 could implement the same accommodations listed for Participant 1 under panic attacks. 

She felt that she could initiate action to identify and acquire accommodations needed but that assistance from other campus personnel such as ADA supervisors, physical plant representatives, or architects would be helpful. Participant 3 has much to offer as a college professor, and a few inexpensive accommodations are her only requirements to fulfill that potential. 

Participant 4:  50-year-old Caucasian female with multiple sclerosis.
Interests of Participant 4. A part-time master’s degree student in rehabilitation counseling, Participant 4 articulated interests in the areas of education, advocacy, public relations, gardening, childcare, and interior design. Her Holland summary code, SAE, was a good match with her reported vocational interests. This summary code is consistent not only with the current job of Participant 4 but also with her current educational program and career goal. The compatibility of her expressed and assessed interests suggests that Participant 4 will be personally and vocationally satisfied with her career goal of becoming a certified rehabilitation counselor.

Perceived barriers to productivity. In completing the two sections of the WES, Participant 4 expressed the need for moderate temperatures at work, well-ventilated spaces, and accessible parking spaces. Participant 4 indicated that she had difficulty with vision and could not work for more than eight hours a day. Accommodations listed in the WES included assistive technology to enlarge print in books and on computer screens such as closed circuit TV and screen enhancers, time management techniques such as proper delegation of work tasks to others, and flexibility in scheduling work with the option to work from home if necessary.

Assets of Participant 4. In completing the PCQ, Participant 4 was confident regarding her areas of personal strength. She described herself as someone able to function and work independently, maintain full-time employment, and expand her knowledge base. She indicated she is a diligent worker, highly social, and is willing to use any and all accommodations necessary to maintain her job or obtain a new position. Participant 4 reported high levels of vocational satisfaction.

Limitations of Participant 4. Participant 4 identified four areas of functioning in the PCQ that might cause problems in the workplace: vision (seeing small print), speed (move slower than others), lifting (difficulty lifting heavy objects), and numbness in the legs and feet. Based on job analysis results for a rehabilitation counselor, Participant 4 and the career specialist decided that these limitations could be easily accommodated.

Accommodation and Career Planning. Although the job functions of a rehabilitation counselor pose few problems for Participant 4, she does require some accommodations in her current and future employment. In her accommodation plan, she expressed the need for large print materials, both in paper and electronic formats. She also stated the need for a rubber mat in her office to allow her to move her desk chair easily. She could control the temperature of her office using a small fan or space heater when necessary. She would negotiate her work schedule with her supervisor to include working from home when necessary. Participant 4 felt confident in her ability to request and obtain these accommodations. She is convinced that she is on the appropriate career path.

Discussion
Results from the four participants underscore the value of the career assessment and planning strategy. By combining measures of vocational interests, barriers to productivity, personal strengths and disability-related limitations with information from job analyses, career specialists can involve postsecondary students with disabilities in a careful and comprehensive evaluation of their needs in the transition from higher education to career. The approach addresses the problem stressed earlier, specifically the need to view transition for students with disabilities more broadly than simply the move from high school to work. The transition from postsecondary education to career should receive equal scrutiny in a process that involves students in prospective assessments of how personal capabilities, disability-related limitations, and job accommodations will enable them to work in jobs consistent with their expressed and measured vocational interests. 

The limitations of this study include the fact that the model used in this instance was only performed on four students. Another limitation is the lack of follow-up data regarding the implementation of the suggested accommodations and their effectiveness. A third limitation is the fact that the assessment process does not address all career transition issues of students with disabilities. It is noted that this is one model that could be implemented to serve students with disabilities.

The descriptions of Participants 1 – 4 provide evidence that this type of information is needed to help increase the probability of successful linkages with the world of work, thereby avoiding the unfortunate situation for postsecondary students with disabilities often referred to as “failure to launch.” Using the recommended career assessment strategy, students and career counselors can clarify important issues such as what students want to do, perception of barriers to their personal productivity, and what they understand to be personal strengths and disability-related limitations. Consequently, students come to understand the aspects of chosen jobs they can perform well with or without reasonable accommodations. Interview data from students with disabilities indicate that career assessment is an important component of their postsecondary experience, and the techniques described in this article represent a feasible way of incorporating the impact of disability in career planning (Hennessey et al., 2006). More research is needed to determine the success of this approach. Follow-up with participants would provide evidence of the usefulness of the career assessment and planning tools used in these case studies.

The Person-Environment-Congruence Theory (PEC) as described by Dawis (2005) provides a rationale for the career assessment strategy. PEC theory stresses the importance of person/environment congruence, without adhering to the traditional position that presumes that both person and job are static entities. The PEC theory makes provisions for adjustments in both person and environment to enhance the match over time. Occupational fit is important in two ways. First the match between personal abilities and job tasks relates directly to the probability that the employer will consider the person satisfactory in the position. The compatibility between the individual’s interests and the activities of the job relates directly to the probability that the person will be satisfied in the position. The career assessment strategy not only helps students understand the demands and activities of various jobs but also the way in which changes in jobs via assistive technology and/or accommodations could improve personal satisfaction and satisfactoriness.

Participation in the career assessment approach allows students to gain important insights regarding personal attributes (e.g., interests, capabilities, and limitations) that will influence their career outcomes. The value of this information extends beyond clarifying matches and mismatches between student and job characteristics to specifying solutions to those mismatches in an accommodation plan. In fact, the accommodation plan is the culmination of the assessment experience because it indicates not only the job modifications or assistive technology that students need to address disability issues in their careers but also who can help (e.g., State-Federal VR counselor) and how they can help (financial assistance for purchase of accommodations). For example, a wide range of accommodations were identified in the four case studies such as control of lighting and temperature levels, an individual work cubicle, screen enhancers and closed circuit TV for magnifying text, ramp or elevator access to the workplace, proper seating, flexible scheduling of work, and work-at-home options. 

The assessment process does not address all career transition issues for students with disabilities. Specifically, the approach does not focus on helping students learn how to request reasonable accommodations at work. Career advisors for students with disabilities should discuss with students the meaning of concepts such as reasonable accommodation, undue hardship, harm to self and others, and nature of the business. Advisors need to prepare students with disabilities to approach employers and supervisors regarding the need for accommodations as part of the job interview process and as a part of their day-to-day work lives after securing employment (Friehe, Aune, & Leuenberger, 1996). As stated on the Job Accommodation Network (2008) an employee does not need to disclose his or her disability unless they need an accommodation to perform the essential functions of the job for which they are applying. Applicants never have to disclose a disability on a job application or during the interview unless they need an accommodation to assist them with the process. Requesting accommodations in the workplace requires the student to understand company policies, appropriate ways to approach his or her supervisor, and effective verbal and nonverbal techniques during the accommodation request (Roessler, Rumrill, & Brown, 1998). 

Other important outcomes of the career assessment strategy are less obvious initially. For example, the technique is compatible with the emphasis in social work on the strengths approach to interviewing (DeJong & Miller, 1995). Information pertaining to personal capacities gathered through administration of the PCQ helps students appreciate what they have to contribute in the work role. Approaching the assessment process with the strengths perspective is considered an important way to convey the assessor’s respect for the student which provides a solid foundation for a positive working alliance. It also helps students develop a sense of self-efficacy, with respect to their abilities, to seek and hold jobs on completion of their postsecondary education. As Participant 3 demonstrated, some students may resist discussing their strengths at first, but they will eventually feel comfortable doing so. 

The career assessment experience led to another unexpected outcome which was the overt discussion of the impact of employment discrimination on the lives of students with disabilities. Stereotypical thinking about applicants with disabilities on the part of employers includes concerns about the high costs of accommodations, anticipated poor attendance, safety, and productivity records of people with disabilities (Perry, Hendricks, & Broadbent, 2000; Roessler & Rubin, 2006; Stodden, Whelley, Chang, & Harding, 2001). Participant 2 realized that many employers would first perceive her in terms of what she could not do because of her visual limitations rather than what she could do given her personal strengths. Consequently, she will need to plan her job seeking approach accordingly. She needs to understand the difference between legal (can you describe how you would perform the essential functions of the position)? and illegal (do you have a disability?) questions in the job interview and how to handle illegal questions should they occur. She will need to consider whether or how and when to disclose her disability, keeping in mind that she is only required to discuss her disability following a job offer and only if she wishes to request accommodations (Coker, 2005). She may wish to disclose her disability in the application letter, early on in the interview, or as part of her discussion of her job qualifications (Ryan, 2004). Regardless, she must be very clear about describing how personal strengths and experiences qualify her for the position to counter employer stereotypes about people with visual limitations.
Besides its obvious contribution of clarifying vocational interests, personal strengths, limitations, and accommodation needs, the assessment process enabled one of the students to begin the process of discussing how disincentives to employment will affect her career plans (Roessler, Williams, Featherston, & Featherston, 2006). In this case, the student was realistically concerned about the impact of earnings from employment on the financial and health insurance benefits that she receives from Social Security. To contribute to this discussion, the career specialist should have some basic understanding or know where to direct students to receive information regarding Social Security initiatives such as work incentives and the Ticket to Work. In the past, students with disabilities have indicated that they were unable to acquire information from student personnel staff about programs such as the Social Security Administration and about legislation such as the Americans with Disabilities Act and the Family Medical Leave Act (Hennessey et al., 2006). 
As stated earlier, this is one potential model that postsecondary institutions could use to promote post-graduation employment for students with disabilities. Future researchers could replicate these case studies and collect follow-up information to gauge the usefulness of this approach in gaining and maintaining employment. Another important consideration would be to convince postsecondary institutions of the importance of providing and encouraging career assessment and planning services specifically for students with disabilities.

Conclusions
Unless specific programming steps are taken in career assessment and planning, students with disabilities will continue to fare poorly in the transition from higher education to personal careers. More comprehensive assessment approaches are needed that involve students in considering how to incorporate their preferences, strengths, and disability-related limitations in career and accommodation planning. In this study, the technique for doing so is demonstrated in four case studies with students in both undergraduate and graduate education. This career assessment includes reliable and valid measures of vocational interests, barriers to productivity, strengths, and limitations, culminating in an accommodation plan that specifies the technology and/or modifications students need to perform essential functions of desired jobs. The underlying theoretical premise for the approach is Person-Environment-Congruence theory which stresses that both person and work environment must respond to meet each other’s needs. 

The most significant value of the career assessment and planning process is its potential to begin the anticipatory coping process for students with disabilities, i.e., the experience of identifying career goals, potential barriers to achieving those goals, and accommodations needed to reduce or remove those barriers (i.e., accommodation planning). Students benefit in many other ways from the activity, for example, it enables them to identify and appreciate their strengths and thereby gain confidence in their abilities to work. It prompts students to investigate a) new technologies and ways to access and finance such technologies as job accommodations and b) important pieces of legislation and social policy that affect their career plans and outcomes. It raises important issues for students to consider such as how to develop the skills of disclosing disability and requesting accommodations. Finally, it helps students confront realities of employment seeking such as employer discrimination and disincentives to employment and the strategies required to deal with such issues.  
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Abstract

Using data from an Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) survey, this study of 424 postsecondary disability services (DS) administrators examines how campus and office characteristics may vary with disability services placement in academic or student affairs. The results of this survey suggest that only modest differences exist, and that disability service offices provide opportunities for collaboration across units, and may serve as a model for collaboration in higher education.

Despite a common mission of ensuring disability access on campuses, disability services (DS) offices are as diverse as the educational institutions they serve. These offices may be found in almost any campus unit, including health services or counseling, business offices or human resources, or departments of general counsel, but the most common placement is in student affairs or academic affairs (Harbour, 2004). These administrative units have different philosophical foundations and campus roles, as well as a traditionally dualistic relationship. This article will explore whether there is any relationship between institutional placement of DS offices in academic affairs and students affairs, administrative features of the DS offices, and campus characteristics.

The Development of Disability Services

It is interesting to note that although disability access is a campus-wide concern, and a primary responsibility of DS providers is to ensure access to academics, academic affairs has had a peripheral role in the history of disability services. Even in recent decades, as higher education administrators complied with new laws like Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), they recruited DS personnel from across campuses. Most DS directors, however, continued to come from student services or counseling backgrounds because they seemed most qualified to provide direct services to students and understand (or learn about) any disability-related needs (Blosser, 1984; Madaus, 2000). 

Since 2000, the field of disability services has reached a critical point. The Association on Disability And Higher Education (AHEAD) has developed program standards and professional indicators and started to define critical knowledge and skill bases for DS professionals, as a first step towards developing a national DS certification process (R. Allegra, personal communication, November 9, 2007; Shaw & Dukes, 2005), but considerable variability exists among DS offices, professional backgrounds of DS staff, and the availability (or lack thereof) of professional development opportunities (Blosser, 1984; Madaus, 1998). Adding to the complexity of the issue, DS offices are becoming more diverse and are required to provide increasing numbers of educational services and accommodations (Tagayuna, Stodden, Chang, Zeleznik, & Whelley, 2005). Offices may also serve disabled undergraduates and graduate students, faculty and staff (Harbour, 2004).1 

Disabilities that were once considered rare, like autism, Asperger’s Syndrome, Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) and psychiatric disabilities, are becoming commonplace (although there is still debate about whether these disabilities were really rare, underdiagnosed, or underserved) (Collins & Mowbray, 2005; Harbour, 2004; Henderson, 2001). In fact, the number of people with mild disabilities who have graduated from college (13%) is nearly the same as the number of people with severe disabilities who have graduated from college (12%) (NOD & Harris, 2004), indicating the extent to which DS offices must deal with a variety of individuals, disabilities and accommodations. The context of higher education has also changed; with the emergence of disability studies as an academic discipline, DS offices are no longer the sole authorities on disability in higher education. As with women’s studies and other cultural studies, disability studies uses disability as a lens for academic and cultural critique, developing a body of critical theory which is simultaneously challenging and informing the field of disability services (Brueggemann, 2002; Linton, 1998). With these trends happening simultaneously, administration of DS offices is a complicated task with external pressures (e.g., legislation, evolving societal attitudes, advances in technology and medicine) and internal pressures (e.g., disability studies, faculty concerns, funding constraints). 

The Evolution of Student Affairs and Academic Affairs
The majority of DS offices are located in student affairs or academic affairs (Harbour, 2004). If there are differences in DS offices by administrative placement, it is important to understand how differences between the two units may explain the findings. This section provides a brief overview of the development of student affairs and academic affairs and their roles in higher education today.

Academic affairs began to split from student affairs in the late 19th century. Academic affairs became more focused on managing curriculum, faculty and academic programs, and student affairs became more focused on extracurricular concerns (Caple, 1994). As academic affairs and student affairs evolved, they developed very different cultures, values and attitudes even though both dealt with increasing student diversity, information technologies and globalization in higher education (Kramer & Associates, 2003). Differences between the two units have also been more tangible, including staffing size, budget and centrality of activities, with academic affairs being perceived as “preeminent” in each of these categories (Ferren & Stanton, 2004, p. 21). All of these differences are obstacles towards collaboration and evidence of a dualism that continues today (Bourassa & Kruger, 2001).

In the 1990s, various organizations for academic and student affairs professionals began actively calling for collaboration between academic and student affairs (see, e.g., Berson, Engelkemeyer, Oliaro, Potter, Terenzini, & Walker-Johnson, 1998; Bourassa & Kruger, 2001; Kuh, Lyons, Miller, & Trow, 1995). Yet even as student affairs and academic affairs begin to come together across philosophical and pragmatic differences, they continued to be two very different units and a dualistic relationship is the prevalent model on most campuses. 

This leads to the current study of DS offices and administrators. If student affairs and academic affairs have considerable differences, it is reasonable to question whether DS offices in each unit will have considerable differences, as well. DS service providers are concerned with access for the whole campus, necessitating work with both units, as well as collaboration between them. The question for this study, however, is focused on the administration of DS offices rather than their work, and how administrative features of the offices may vary by institutional placement.

Best Practices for Institutional Placement of Disability Services Offices
With the development of professional and programmatic standards, as well as the beginnings of a national certification process for DS providers, it seems possible that the field of disability services is mature, stable, and consistent enough that offices would differ little by administrative unit. However, given the different cultures and orientations of student affairs and academic affairs, it also seems possible that DS offices may vary by supervising unit. 

Support for DS placement in academic affairs largely stems from the argument that DS needs to be involved in the same facets of university administration that academic affairs oversees. It is important for DS to be involved with institutional policy-making and long-range planning (Van Meter, 1993). DS offices are also often working on facilities across campus, concerned about access issues and academic needs in all colleges and units (Ferren & Stanton, 2004), including access to every academic program and all curricula (Konur, 2006). Zavos (1995) conducted a study of 62 departmental directors and deans at private and public colleges in Pennsylvania. Although respondents were familiar with disability-related legislation and satisfied with the overall level of services at DS offices, Zavos noted that DS offices still needed frequent ongoing contact with academic affairs for access to buildings, student orientation, faculty development, and financial resources.

The question about whether DS offices should be in academic or student affairs also reflects broader questions about diversity, student learning, pedagogy and the role of faculty in efforts to make campuses diverse and accessible (Jensen, McCrary, Krampe, & Cooper, 2004).  For example, in a 1993 study of 761 students with disabilities in Virginia public and private higher education institutions, over half of the students were reasonably or very satisfied with accommodations and services from the DS office; the most frequently reported barrier for students’ access was instructors and professors who were insensitive or unknowledgeable about students with disabilities (West, Kregel, Getzel, Zhu, Ipsen, & Marh, 1993). Classrooms are often places where disabled students don’t feel comfortable or “safe” in showing they are not learning, or in asking for assistance from instructors (Scott, 1991, p. 729). Whether positive or negative, the attitudes of faculty not only affect students with disabilities, but also the classroom climate for other underrepresented students, as well as general expectations for pedagogy in diverse classrooms and the role of faculty in maintaining or supporting diversity efforts (Jensen et al., 2004). 

Furthermore, one of the central stereotypes about disabled students (as with many other underrepresented groups on campus) is that they lower academic standards, a concern noted by various authors since the 1950s (Madaus, 2000; Rusalem, 1962a, 1962b; White, 2002). Despite provisions in the ADA that require students to be qualified and to meet the standards of any given college or university, faculty continue to worry that accommodations either give disabled students an unfair advantage or require a watered-down curriculum. Some faculty have noted that their colleagues see increasing numbers of students with learning disabilities as “an egregious instance of political correctness,” trying “to replace academic rigor with excuses” (White, 2002, p. 705). 
 DS offices in academic affairs can work closely with academic deans, who need to know about legislation pertaining to students with disabilities, especially to address these concerns about maintaining high academic standards while providing disability accommodations and meeting legal requirements (Findlen, 2000a, 2000b). DS offices in academic affairs may be well-positioned to address these concerns related to faculty and academic access. However, faculty biases, misperceptions of DS work, or other attitudinal barriers in academic affairs may in fact become barriers to service delivery and continued growth of DS offices, making student affairs a better “home base” for DS offices.

Student affairs has a historical tradition of explicitly and vocally valuing difference, diversity and equality, as well as supporting diverse and affirming learning experiences for students (Engstrom & Tinto, 2000; Hall & Belch, 2000). With its stated moral values of diversity and student development, student affairs also provides a complement to DS’s consistent focus on access as a matter of law and legislation (Hall & Belch, 2000). With training in student developmental theories, student affairs staff may also promote student involvement “in determining the creative accommodation which best suits the individual situation” (Frank & Wade, 1993, p. 28). Frank and Wade (1993) note that student affairs staff may also be better at creating a holistic picture of accommodations and disabled student development, since they have a concept of what is variable or individualized about student learning and what is invariable or the same for all students; this may eventually help develop comparative models of nondisabled and disabled student development and needs. Hall and Belch (2000) summarize the advantages of placement in student affairs: “Increased campus diversity requires that we face head on the growing concerns of students with disabilities and respond in multiple ways to a wide variety of needs, issues and student assumptions. Who better to respond than student affairs?” (pp. 8-9).

Yet student affairs has been “built on helping” (Caple, 1994, p. 201), an attitude which disabled people and disability scholars may associate with patronizing or pathological models of disability oriented towards helping or taking care of students with disabilities (see, e.g., discussion in Linton, 1998). Student affairs has also been critiqued for focusing on the short-term, refining old student development models rather than reflecting and developing new best practices for providing student services in the long-term (Caple, 1994; Engstrom & Tinto, 2000; Hall & Belch, 2000), and that lack of critical reflection may not bode well for DS professionals trying to change the campus climate. Also, while student affairs values diversity, it has not been highly successful in truly helping underrepresented groups feel like a part of campus (Hall & Belch, 2000). Student services and organizations can be disjointed or fragmented in their attempts to serve multiple constituents (Engstrom & Tinto, 2000; Hall & Belch, 2000). 

Thus, the question of best practices for office placement remains unanswered. With arguments for and against DS offices in academic affairs and student affairs, the best course of action is to determine what campuses are doing at this point in time. While not providing guidance about what is best for the field, it does provide a picture of what offices are doing, and whether DS office administration or campus features vary by institutional placement. 

Method

Data Collection
This research utilizes data from a 2004 survey conducted by the Association on Disability And Higher Education (AHEAD). While other recent studies of DS services include the 1999 and 2001 studies of postsecondary supports reported by Tagayuna et al., (2005), and Stodden, Roberts, Picklesimer, Jackson and Chang (2006), the 2004 AHEAD data remains the most current data at the time this article was submitted for publication. 

The AHEAD survey was extensive, and collected data on a wide range of variables related to DS staff, their offices and campuses, including information about the institutional unit where participants’ DS offices were housed. AHEAD board members developed the questions, which were grouped into four categories: (a) personal and professional demographic information about respondents; (b) information about survey respondents’ work in DS offices; (c) salary and compensation information; (d) characteristics of respondents’ DS offices and campuses. The survey had 38 questions, and space limitations prohibit inclusion of the full list of questions. Table 1 shows examples of questions from each of the survey’s four categories.

Participants were self-selected and recruited via e-mail and listservs related to the DS field. AHEAD sent out one general recruitment e-mail through listservs related to disability services, the AHEAD e-mail membership rosters, and through AHEAD regional affiliates and special interest groups. The e-mail contained a direct link to the survey, and used a snowball recruitment technique, asking those receiving the e-mail to distribute it to colleagues in the disability services field. After two months, a second follow-up e-mail was sent out before the AHEAD survey data collection period closed. The follow-up e-mail utilized the same snowball recruitment technique. 
AHEAD’s anonymous survey was in English and available through the AHEAD Web site, which included information about how to access the survey and update web browsers, as needed. Respondents were not required to be AHEAD members. Various AHEAD members with disabilities tested disability access and Mac/PC compatibility before its implementation. After the AHEAD survey closed, database responses were downloaded into Excel software, and then analyzed using SPSS software. 

Participants. The larger AHEAD survey had over 1300 respondents. This study, however, only used data from the 424 full-time administrators in the United States who responded to the survey. All administrators were full-time employees of colleges and universities. The term “administrators” includes professionals with the title of office or departmental director, coordinator or manager; project or program director, coordinator or manager; and associate or assistant director, coordinator or manager (some participants had more than one position or title). Respondents were asked to identify their position by the title they use for their job, whether or not it was the same title campus administration used for job classification purposes. 

The 876 AHEAD survey responses from DS assistive technology staff, sign language interpreters, support staff, and direct service providers were not included in this study. Responses from outside the United States were also not included. This study restricts data to the 424 administrators to eliminate inaccurate responses from staff who may not have access to exact administrative figures and statistics for the office and campus, and to eliminate multiple responses from personnel in different roles at the same campus (e.g., a project director, secretary, and disability specialist from one campus). Thus, when this paper discusses study “participants” or “respondents,” the terms refer to the 424 DS administrators. 

Validity and reliability. As with any survey involving self-selected participants instead of randomly selected participants, this sample of DS administrators may be affected by selection bias and not be representative of DS administrators in the United States. 

Another concern is the online nature of the survey. Many DS providers attempted to do the survey and found that their computers lacked the software, memory, Internet access or processing speed to respond. Although AHEAD offered ongoing technical guidance through the survey’s Web site and phone-in technical support, respondents most likely represent the more technologically savvy DS administrators, as well as the DS offices best equipped with current computer technology. 

Also, it became apparent that a lack of centralized information about disability and disability services created other concerns. For example, there are no organizations in the United States that currently collect ongoing systematic statistics about disabled students in higher education. Because there are no agreed-upon standards or categories for data collection, most DS statistics vary by office or by administrator. For example, some offices may count deaf, deaf-blind and hard-of-hearing students as having three distinct types of disabilities. Other campuses may count these students with blind and visually impaired students as having one type of disability: sensory disabilities. 
AHEAD staff members responding to these concerns were consistent, and in constant communication with each other about how to best respond to emerging issues. AHEAD staff also offered extensive technical advice over the phone, through e-mail, and on the AHEAD Web site. To eliminate inconsistencies in how staff responded to the survey, the survey frequently used embedded explanations to clarify questions (e.g., when asking for the number of staff in the office, the survey question explained that this figure included all staff, including part-time workers). 

Table 1

Examples of questions from the AHEAD survey, by category of questions

	Category
	Examples of Survey Questions 



	Part 1 – Personal and professional demographic information
	· How many years of experience do you have in your current position? 

· Are you a member of the Association on Higher Education And Disability? 

· What is the highest (most advanced) degree you have completed at this time? Do not include degrees that are in progress.

· What is your ethnicity?

· Do you consider yourself to be a person with a disability?



	Part 2 – Information about respondents’ work 
	· What is the job title(s) you use to describe your job? Choose the title(s) you use for your current position, whether or not it is the title used by your campus administration for job classification purposes. Select all titles that apply to you.

· Are you employed full-time or part-time?

· What is the minimum educational level required for your job?



	Part 3 – Salary and compensation information
	· Is your position funded through permanent funding (hard money) or through grants and other limited funding sources (soft money)? 

· What is your gross annual wage? If you are a temporary or part-time employee, enter the amount you will be paid in your current Disability Services position this year. 

· Are you paid on salary, an hourly wage, or on a contract/temporary basis?

· What other forms of compensation do you receive? 



	Part 4 – Characteristics of DS offices and campuses
	· What is the title of your office? 

· How many staff members work in your office? Include full-time and part-time employees. Do not identify full-time equivalent (FTE) hours – your answer should indicate the number of people working in your office.

· How many students and employees does your office serve annually? (Please include only those who are registered with your office, not one-time users.) 

· What are some programs and services offered by your office? Check all that apply and indicate whether that service is offered free of charge or for a fee. IMPORTANT: Do not include services offered by other departments on campus. Include only those offered by your office.

· What is the annual budget for your office? 

· How many students (undergraduate, graduate and extension) attend your campus?

· Is your institution public, private or church-sponsored?


Results
Campus and University Level
Of the 424 full-time DS administrators in the sample, 69% of their DS offices were located in student affairs, and 31% were in academic affairs. Most campuses (82.9%) had a centralized DS office, with one office serving the entire campus, as opposed to having a decentralized office with a DS office in each college or department (1.2%), or a mix of each with some students going to a centralized office and others going to decentralized offices (11.2%). The percentage of centralized offices in student affairs (83.7%) and academic affairs (81.0%) did not differ significantly. A minority of DS administrators (4.6%) did not have any disability services office on their campus. 

Office titles varied considerably. “Disability Services” was the most common title among DS offices in student affairs (34.9% of offices). For administrators from academic affairs, the majority (40%) reported that the title of their office did not match any options presented in the survey. For the sample as a whole, the title of the DS office was “Disability Services” (33.9%), not listed (26.8%), “Office for Students with Disabilities” (14.7%), “Disabled Student Services” (10.2%), “Disability Resource Center” (9.7%), and “Access Center” (4.7%).
The average campus had 11,338 students (SD = 10,828), with the smallest campus having only 350 students and the largest having 72,000. The distribution was skewed, with a higher representation of smaller schools in the sample. On average, administrators from DS offices in student affairs were from larger campuses, with an average of 12,806 (SD = 11,481), compared with DS offices located in academic affairs reporting an average of 7,496 (SD = 7,714) (t (362) = 4.289, p < .001). 

Dividing the total number of DS student clients by the total number of students on campus gave an approximation of the percentage of registered disabled students on campus. For offices in student affairs, the average was 4.29%, and for academic affairs the average was 5.01%. These results were not significantly different.

Slightly more than two-thirds of respondents were from public colleges and universities (69.6%), and a majority of DS administrators from these campuses reported to student affairs (78.2%). For DS administrators at private colleges and universities, however, exactly half (50%) reported to student affairs and half reported to academic affairs. A Chi-Square test found these differences in percentages to be statistically significant (x2 (1, N = 417) = 33.00, p < .001). Slightly more than two-thirds of the DS administrators (69.6%) were from four-year institutions, including research universities, comprehensive universities that do not offer graduate degrees, and four-year colleges offering only bachelor’s degrees. The other 30.4% of administrators were from two-year colleges and universities, such as community colleges offering associates degrees, technical colleges or professional schools offering associate degrees. For the majority of campuses, 64.7% of four-year colleges and 84.0% of two-year colleges, the DS offices were located in student affairs (x2 (1, N = 391) = 14.90, p < .001). 
Most respondents were from urban campuses (84.6%), in cities or suburbs, and of these nearly three-quarters of respondents (71.6%) were under student affairs. In rural areas, however, the percentage of DS offices in student affairs (57.8%) was closer to the percentage of DS offices in academic affairs (42.2%). These differences by urban and rural location were statistically significant (x2 (1, N = 416) = 4.85, p < .05). 

All regions of the United States were well represented, with 32.4% from the South, 26.3% from the Midwest, 23.4% from New England, and 17.9% from the West. There were, however, regional differences by institutional unit. More respondents from Western states and Southern states were from student affairs, and more administrators from the Midwest and the Northeast were from academic affairs, differences that were significant with a Chi-square test (x2 (3, N = 414) = 22.87, p < .001). 

When controlling for private versus public colleges and universities, differences among regions change considerably. DS administrators from private colleges tend to be housed in student affairs, except in the Midwest (a difference that is not significant). At public colleges, all DS offices tend to be housed in student affairs. Statistics on DS offices by region are summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2

Percentages of DS administrators and their institutional placement in student affairs and academic affairs, based on regions of the United States, for all campuses, private institutions, and public institutions

	
	Percent of Respondents


	
	
	Chi Square Results



	Group and Region†

	Student 

Affairs
	Academic Affairs


	

	
	
	
	

	All Campuses 

West
	85.1
	14.9
	(2 (3, N=414) = 22.87***


	
	
	
	

	South
	76.1
	23.9
	

	
	
	
	

	Midwest
	64.2
	35.8
	

	
	
	
	

	Northeast
	54.6
	45.4


	

	Private Institutions 

West
	 58.3
	41.7
	(2 (3, N=124) = 4.78


	
	
	
	

	South
	58.3
	41.7
	

	
	
	
	

	Midwest
	34.3
	65.7
	

	
	
	
	

	Northeast
	51.2
	48.8


	

	Public Institutions 

West
	90.3
	9.7
	(2 (3, N=281) = 20.02***


	
	
	
	

	South
	83.2
	16.8
	

	
	
	
	

	Midwest
	79.2
	20.8
	

	
	
	
	

	Northeast
	57.7
	42.3


	


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

† States are identified as follows: West (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming); South (Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia); Midwest (Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin); Northeast (Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Massachusetts, Maine, Maryland, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont).

Table 3

Budgets of DS offices, controlling for public versus private institutions

	
	   Student

   Affairs
	
	   Academic  

  Affairs
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Type of Campus
	   n
	M (SD)
	   n
	M (SD)
	df
	t
	p

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Private
	   26
	$93,108 (14,812)
	   31
	$55,601 (93,792)
	55
	1.162
	.250

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Public
	   113
	$35,1507 (387,499)
	   24
	$22,1723 (239,919)
	135
	1.211
	.228

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Office Level
DS offices in student affairs also had an average of 8 staff members (SD = 12), which was nearly double that of an average of 4 staff members in academic affairs (SD = 6). This difference in staff sizes is statistically significant (t (386) = 2.985, p =.003). For the sample, the average budget was $234,109 (SD = $329,423), with the smallest annual budget of $0 and the largest of $2,500,000. Consistent with larger staff numbers, the average budget for DS offices in student affairs was $277,150 (SD = $364,999) and the average budget for DS offices in academic affairs was nearly one-third less at $126,696 (SD = $189,118) (t (194) = 2.93, p = .004). There was also a strong positive correlation between the size of DS annual budgets and the size of institutions as measured by the total number of students on campus (r(183) = .51, p < .001 for original data; r(180) = .63, p < .001 for data transformed by natural log (ln)), with a tendency for DS offices at larger schools to have larger annual budgets. 

In addition to a large range for DS budgets, the budget sizes are also strongly skewed, with large variability in the sample (i.e., large standard deviation). As a result, this data was transformed using natural log to minimize the asymmetry of the distribution and residuals. After transforming the data, the difference between budgets of offices in student affairs and academic affairs was still significant (t (191) = 3.354, p < .001). 

However, when controlling for whether the institution was public or private, the difference in budgets (whether using the original sample or transformed data) was no longer significant, meaning that the relationship between DS budgets and institutional unit was spurious. Table 3 shows the difference in budgets for student affairs and academic affairs, using the original untransformed data. 

As seen in Table 4, there were no significant differences in the numbers of undergraduates, graduate students, extension students or employees served by DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs. Table 5 shows the differences in percentages of disabled undergraduates, graduate students and extension students on campus (calculated by dividing the numbers in each group by the campus’ total student population). Staff in DS offices under academic affairs reported significantly higher percentages of disabled undergraduates on students. They also reported significantly higher total percentages of disabled students in the student body, with offices in student affairs serving 3.9% of the total student body, and offices in academic affairs serving 6.7%.

There were also some differences in the average numbers of students by types of disability. DS offices in student affairs reported higher average numbers of students with disabilities in nearly every disability category (see Table 6). However, in Table 7, numbers of disabled students are reported as percentages of the total student body. Statistically significant differences between percentages reported by student affairs and academic affairs are somewhat spurious when further analyzed by type of institution (i.e., public or private) as seen in Table 7. Taken together, these tables suggest that there are relatively little differences between student populations served by DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs. 
While there were no differences in the percentage of offices in student affairs (22.9%) and academic affairs (27.9%) serving employees (i.e., faculty and staff) with disabilities, this changed when controlling for public versus private colleges and universities. At public campuses, the percentages of offices in student affairs (27.2%) and academic affairs (30.8%) were only slightly different. At private colleges the difference between DS offices in student affairs (8.5%) and academic affairs (25.9%) was more pronounced (x2 (1, N=113) = 6.14, p<.05). 

Table 8 shows the percent of DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs offering various services. While some of these services (e.g., conversion of documents into alternative format) are required by law, others (e.g., online training) are optional. The survey asked DS administrators to indicate whether or not their office offered the service, and if so, whether the service was on a fee-for-service basis. Only services offered by the DS office (i.e., not services offered elsewhere on campus) are shown in Table 8. There are no significant differences in the types of services offered, except for online training, disabled student clubs or groups, and a lounge or rest area, which are all more common in student affairs’ DS offices. For services offered on a fee-for-service basis, only LD assessments show a significant difference between student affairs and academic affairs. No DS offices in academic affairs offered this, but 27 offices in student affairs did. 


Table 4

Differences in numbers of undergraduates, graduate students, extension students, and employees with disabilities served in DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs

	
	   Student Affairs
	
	  Academic Affairs
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consumer Group
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	df
	t

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undergraduates
	272.45
	307
	232.60
	265
	359
	1.175

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Graduate students
	30.79
	81
	15.71
	32
	359
	1.884

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employees


	25.21
	232
	19.76
	65
	359
	.237

	Extension students
	18.82
	105
	10.00
	53
	 359
	.828

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total number of clients
	348.67
	458
	278.26
	313
	359
	1.458

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 5

Proportions of disabled students in total student population, with differences in means between DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs

	
	   Student Affairs
	
	  Academic Affairs
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consumer Group
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	df
	t

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Undergraduates
	0.034
	0.057
	0.064
	0.144
	335 
	-2.756**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Graduate students
	0.002
	0.005
	0.002
	0.005
	348 
	0.274

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extension students
	0.003
	0.021
	0.001
	0.002
	353 
	1.080

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total percent of students with disabilities
	0.039
	0.060
	0.067
	0.144
	333 
	-2.537**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 6

Total numbers of students with disabilities served in DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs, by type of disability, in descending order of prevalence

	
	Student Affairs
(n=220)


	Academic Affairs
(n=100)


	
	

	Disability 
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	df
	t

	
	
	
	
	

	Learning disabilities
	121.40 (132)
	79.29 (88)
	318 
	2.906**

	
	
	
	
	

	ADD/ADHD
	76.91 (95)
	54.43 (71)
	277
	1.944*

	
	
	
	
	

	Psychiatric disabilities
	43.49 (53)
	22.18 (25)
	 271
	3.472***

	
	
	
	
	

	Chronic health conditions (e.g., diabetes)
	39.98 (50)
	21.19 (28)
	268 
	3.118**

	
	
	
	
	

	Mobility and orthopedic 
	24.72 (32)
	12.45 (23)
	 273
	3.038**

	
	
	
	
	

	Deaf and hard of hearing
	13.42 (15)
	6.43 (9)
	 300
	3.929***

	
	
	
	
	

	Visual impairments
	12.38 (15.00)
	5.04 (6.57)
	273
	4.142***

	
	
	
	
	

	Traumatic brain injuries
	8.37 (14.09)
	3.65 (5.63)
	279
	2.841**

	
	
	
	
	

	Developmental disabilities
	5.75 (1.84)
	1.84 (6.88)
	228
	1.448

	
	
	
	
	

	Speech and language
	4.65 (13.36)
	6.18 (25.54)
	219
	-0.577

	
	
	
	
	

	Autism and Asperger’s
	3.60 (5.12)
	2.36 (2.86)
	260
	2.033*

	
	
	
	
	

	Deaf-blind
	2.13 (8.35)
	0.71 (1.85)
	248
	1.434


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 7

Proportion of disabled students served in DS offices to total campus student population, by DS office placement in student affairs or academic affairs, type of disability and type of institution (public or private)

	
	   Public Institution
	
	
	
	
	Private Institution
	
	

	
	Student Affairs


	Academic Affairs
	
	
	Student Affairs
	Academic Affairs
	
	

	Disability


	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	df
	t
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	df
	t

	Learning disabilities
	0.014 (0.017)
	0.016 (0.021)
	177
	-0.715
	0.014 (0.010)
	0.023 (0.020)
	98
	-2.776**

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ADD/ADHD
	0.007 (0.007)
	0.007 (0.005)
	166
	-0.030
	0.012 (0.009)
	0.019 (0.023)
	92
	-1.761

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Psychiatric disabilities
	0.005 (0.004)
	0.006 (0.004)
	167
	0.945
	0.005 (0.011)
	0.007 (0.009)
	89
	-0.932

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Chronic health conditions (e.g., diabetes)
	0.000 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.002)
	137
	-2.938**
	0.002 (0.002)
	0.004 (0.007)
	62
	-1.437

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mobility and orthopedic
	0.003 (0.005)
	0.003 (0.003)
	171
	0.775
	0.002 (0.009)
	0.002 (0.001)
	86
	0.538

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Deaf and hard of hearing
	0.002 (0.002)
	0.001 (0.001)
	181
	0.980
	0.001 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	90
	-0.767

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Visual impairments
	0.001 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	169
	1.006
	0.001 (0.002)
	0.001 (0.001)
	88
	0.352

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Traumatic brain injuries
	0.001 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	167
	0.874
	0.001 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	86
	-0.543

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Developmental disabilities
	0.001 (0.002)
	0.001 (0.003)
	142
	-0.023
	0.000 (0.000)
	0.000 (0.001)
	76
	-1.084

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Speech and language
	0.001 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	130
	-0.293
	0.001 (0.003)
	0.003 (0.010)
	77
	-1.249

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Autism and Asperger’s
	0.000 (0.001)
	0.001 (0.001)
	161
	-0.664
	0.001 (0.002)
	0.001 (0.001)
	85
	0.687

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Deaf-blind


	0.000 (0.001)
	0.000 (0.001)


	162
	0.396
	0.000 (0.001)
	0.000 (0.001)
	80
	-0.450


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 8

Services offered by DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs, for free and on a fee-for-service basis, in descending order of prevalence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Percent Offering Service
	
	
	
	
	Percent Offering Service for Fee
	
	
	

	Service
	n
	Student Affairs
	Academic Affairs
	df
	(2
	n
	Student Affairs
	Academic Affairs
	df
	(2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Online training


	395
	93.4
	84.4
	1
	8.01**
	358
	0
	1.0
	1
	2.483

	Adaptive technology, computer lab


	398
	88.3
	85.5
	1
	.584
	348
	2.4
	1.0
	1
	.728

	Document conversion


	408
	88.2
	81.0
	1
	3.632
	351
	1.6
	1.0
	1
	.728

	Orientation and transition services


	392
	72.5
	63.9
	1
	2.96
	274
	4.0
	5.3
	1
	.196

	Study abroad counseling


	394
	72.4
	63.9
	1
	2.845
	275
	3.5
	0
	1
	2.743

	Resource

Library


	393
	56.3
	55.2
	1
	.044
	220
	0
	0
	--
	--

	Career counseling


	396
	42.7
	32.5
	1
	3.566
	157
	2.5
	2.6
	1
	.001

	PCA, tutor, typist, and other personal services
	402
	40.4
	38.3
	1
	.154
	160
	5.3
	4.3
	1
	.058

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Disabled student clubs or groups


	385
	39.5
	28.1
	1
	4.531*
	139
	0.9
	6.3
	1
	3.296

	Counseling or therapy


	386
	33.5
	41.0
	1
	.207
	132
	0
	0
	--
	--

	Workshops and seminars


	390
	28.6
	22.8
	1
	1.387
	105
	8.9
	0
	1
	2.468

	Lounge or rest area


	382
	22.2
	10.7
	1
	6.854**
	72
	6.7
	0
	1
	.847

	Gym or athletic programs


	382
	21.6
	24.5
	1
	.016
	82
	3.4
	4.2
	1
	.025

	Tutoring


	381
	21.3
	26.3
	1
	1.119
	87
	1.8
	3.3
	1
	.218

	LD assessment


	403
	14.5
	10.7
	1
	1.051
	54
	53.7
	0
	1
	11.771***

	Equipment repairs (e.g., wheelchairs)


	391
	6.2
	3.4
	1
	1.199
	21
	23.5
	25
	1
	.004

	Physical therapy
	394
	2.2
	1.7
	1
	.086
	8
	33.3
	50
	1
	.178

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Discussion
Summary of Findings
The working hypothesis for this study was that DS offices would differ in quantifiable ways, depending on their placement in student affairs or academic affairs. This hypothesis was largely based on literature about the differences between student affairs and academic affairs. In part, offices in the two units were different, but not to the degree suggested by the literature. In most respects, disability services offices were remarkably similar across units. Analyzing data at two levels (by campus and office characteristics) proved helpful in understanding the results and the degree to which offices did vary.

On the campus level, most DS offices are located in student affairs, and placement within student affairs is especially common among public, urban, four-year or two-year colleges and universities. Among private colleges and universities, as well as rural campuses, there was a more even split between the percentages of offices in student affairs versus academic affairs. Campus size (as measured by the total number of students on campus) was also a factor of interest; administrators housed in student affairs reported that they were from significantly larger campuses compared with offices in academic affairs. 

At the office level, there were differences between annual budgets of DS offices in student affairs and academic affairs, but this difference was not significant when controlling for whether the institution was public or private. This is a finding of particular interest, since there is a perception of academic affairs units having greater funding and resources on most campuses (Ferren & Stanton, 2004). Whether campuses were public or private was also a factor when examining the percentages of offices in student affairs and academic affairs serving campus staff and employees with disabilities. In public colleges and universities, there were no real differences. At private colleges and universities, however, a significantly higher percentage of DS offices in academic affairs served employees, compared with student affairs. This difference itself is not surprising, given that academic affairs typically works with students, staff and faculty, and student affairs’ priority is to work with students; it is reasonable to expect that offices in academic affairs may be more willing or able to serve campus employees with disabilities. However, the difference between public and private campuses is less expected. Another variable at the college level of analysis was the size of the campus. Even though most larger campuses had DS offices in student affairs, there were no significant differences by unit in the total number of students served by DS offices, although academic affairs staff reported a higher total percentage of undergraduates with disabilities and students with disabilities on campus. While student affairs staff reported significantly higher average numbers and percentages of students within almost all disability categories (e.g., learning disabilities, ADD/ADHD, and psychiatric disabilities), the percentages were not significant when controlling for public and private institutions. 

There were few differences in the types of services offered by DS offices in each unit, although a higher percentage of offices in student affairs had online training for students or faculty, disabled student clubs or groups, and a lounge or rest area for students to use (the latter being not only a potential social space but also a possible disability-related need for students with chronic health issues who need a quiet area to rest during the day). These results are not surprising, as each of these (especially clubs and groups) are common in student affairs, which typically has responsibility for campus outreach and training about diversity, as well as student organizations and social spaces (e.g., lounges). 

The unexpected finding, however, was that while there were no differences in the percentage of DS offices offering learning disability assessments (i.e., testing to learn whether students have learning disabilities), a significantly higher percentage of DS offices in student affairs charged a fee for this service. Indeed, none of the offices in academic affairs charged a fee. Given student affairs’ tradition of strong services and student advocacy, a fee-for-service mentality may seem paradoxical. Yet the issue of DS offices providing LD assessments is still controversial and context sheds light on this statistic. Under the ADA, DS offices are not required to provide accommodations unless disabled students can provide written documentation verifying that they have a disability (Block, 1993; Simon, 2000). Since the impact of learning disabilities changes over time, students need updated documentation on a regular basis, even though most health insurance companies do not cover the cost of these assessments. Despite the costs and concerns about a conflict of interest (i.e., DS offices providing the documentation they will use to justify the accommodations they will provide), some offices view in-house LD assessments as a way to assist and advocate for students who may otherwise fall through the cracks of the bureaucracy; a fee for LD assessment at a DS office is likely to still be less than the cost of going to an off-campus psychologist for the same testing (Block, 1993). Seen from this perspective, LD assessments do not seem as contradictory to the nature of student service in student affairs work. 
The Need for Collaboration
In 1990, Richardson and Skinner conducted case studies at ten public universities across the United States, examining achievement of students of color by studying four levels of organizational influences on student learning: institutional/campus, state policies, off-campus community, and student levels. They also looked at academic affairs, student affairs, and collaboration between the two. They noted that campuses generally use student affairs to “change minority students before they enter the institution, to buffer them from hostile elements of the institutional environment and to retain them in ‘special’ programs that do not threaten the status quo in the rest of the institution” (p. 503). 

For these two researchers, the essential question was one of diversity versus high standards and achievement, and how they were related or mutually exclusive. They found no correlation between increased diversity and lower academic quality. They did, however, learn that selective institutions often deemphasize diversity, or they try to expand diversity but are ill-equipped to deal with problems of diversely prepared learners. In selective institutions, academic failure (regardless of context or individual circumstances) is the equivalent of failing to meet academic standards. Campuses with open enrollment are vulnerable to criticisms about their academic quality even though they have a culture of openness and are better prepared for diverse types of students (Richardson & Skinner, 1990). 

Richardson and Skinner (1990) found that behavior patterns for diversity and achievement involved three campus units: campus administration, student affairs and academic affairs. If institutions had low minority participation and graduation rates or disparate enrollments across majors, those findings typically correlated to low or absent academic affairs involvement, as well as a lack of “concurrent and coordinated” strategies across the three units (p. 505). They noted that no particular program or policy leads to success of minority students, but the two most important factors are coordination between campus units and a simultaneous focus on both student achievement and diversity. Each campus may do this in different ways, according to its own culture, resources, or student needs. Their recommendations for resolving “quality versus diversity” tensions involve better coordination between units and a focus on the larger campus environment (Richardson & Skinner, 1990, p. 489). They noted that most “interventions” to raise participation and achievement rates are simply directed at students, helping them survive a “cold, hostile or racist environment” instead of focusing on ways to change the institution as a whole (pp. 485-486). As a result, the focus becomes how the students are of lesser quality instead of how the campus needs to improve.

Others have published similar findings. In a review of the literature, Torres (2003) reported that predictors for success of diverse students included social integration (extracurricular involvement, being engaged with campus life) and academic integration (relationships with faculty, developing “cognitive maps” to navigate the campus and its climate) (p. 338). Creating programming and policies for these two domains requires close collaboration between student affairs and academic affairs. 
Professional organizations have advocated for collaboration as well. The American College Personnel Association (ACPA) and NASPA advocated for collaboration for decades (Bourassa & Kruger, 2001). As early as 1937, the American Council on Education (ACE) published The Student Personnel Point of View, which defined higher education’s obligation to consider students holistically, rather than simply focusing on their intellectual growth (Caple, 1994). Student affairs adopted this view, emphasizing the way services, support, extracurricular activities and the educational climate can influence learning (Berson et al., 1998; Engstrom & Tinto, 2000; Winston, 2003), and how learning can be “an ongoing part of everyone’s job” across campus (Burnett & Oblinges, 2003, p. 18). The 1998 Powerful Partnerships: A Shared Responsibility for Learning, a joint report published by AAHE, ACPA, and NASPA further notes that when organizational units work and learn together, they model collaborative learning and connections for students (Berson et al., 1998). Just as the academy has worked toward eliminating other dualisms of mind vs. body, individual vs. society, and knowledge vs. action, the “in class/out of class dualism” of academic and student affairs is no longer as assumed as it once was (Caple, 1996, p. 198).

There are other signs of positive movement toward collaboration. Kezar (2001) studied 128 chief student affairs officers, in research supported by ACPA and NASPA. Although there was more collaboration at two-year colleges than four-year colleges, 70% of institutions had moderate or high levels of collaboration, and all institutions were engaged in some type of collaboration, with most of it for first year programs, counseling services, orientation programs, and admission recruiting (Greenbaum & Shearer, 1982). Likewise, many student affairs offices now report to academic affairs (Bourassa & Kruger, 2001), and “academic services” often have an emphasis on student development and a similarity to services traditionally found in student affairs (Winston, 2003). Furthermore, many campuses are integrating multiple functions and services, with one-stop web-based service or information centers, cross-training of staff, and other integrative organizational designs (Burnett & Oblinges, 2003). 

While these reports are optimistic about the possibility of collaboration between student affairs and academic affairs, there was no research or commentary about disability and DS offices as another opportunity for collaboration. Tagayuna et al. (2005), did note what is at stake, however, commenting that a “lack of institutional collaboration and coordination in [DS] support provision exacerbates the [current problems with DS service provision]” (p. 20). DS offices must work across campus, with student affairs, academic affairs, and administration (Dailey & Jeffress, 1981; Greenbaum & Shearer, 1982; Schuck & Kroeger, 1993), with the potential for the kind of collaboration Richardson and Skinner (1990) suggest as best practices. Increasing diversity of disabled students and the increasing frequency of once rare or traditionally underserved disabilities (e.g., AIDS, eating disorders, severe psychiatric conditions) have also required increasing collaboration across units, as questions arise about how to serve these students and their complex, often fluctuating needs and whether they are covered by disability legislation (Bishop, 1995; Collins & Mowbray, 2005). Although determining academic accommodations are a major responsibility of DS staff, they also arrange accommodations for extracurricular activities that largely fall under the domain of student affairs (Johnson, 2000). Some researchers have also noted that collaborative efforts unrelated to disability per se, such as prevention of substance abuse, must make an effort to include disability as part of the diversity among students served; they also recommend including campus disability services offices to ensure accessibility of programs and outreach to disabled students (West & Graham, 2005). 
Further research on this topic can investigate whether DS professionals’ philosophical orientations or approaches to direct service differ by institutional unit, as well as whether one unit is better equipped to implement campus change (a question that goes beyond simple quantitative differences in funding or staff size examined in this study).  Also of interest is how administration of DS offices may differ among public and private schools, since that was an important variable of consideration in this study (especially at the office level of analysis) and in other recent surveys of disability services providers (see, e.g., Stodden et al., 2006). Finally, while this study focused on DS offices, other inquiries into disability from the perspective of students, faculty, or non-DS staff may be valuable in providing depth and breadth for the ideas and statistics discussed in this paper.

Conclusion
This study examined how DS offices differ by placement in student affairs and academic affairs, examining features of campuses and DS offices. It found that DS offices had only modest differences by institutional units. Disability and disability services is re-framed as an opportunity to create cross-campus collaborations that have implications for higher education as a whole.   
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Abstract

Thirteen focus groups with a total of 53 postsecondary students with disabilities and 14 focus groups with a total of 72 personnel from student service offices on campuses nationwide identified access problems encountered by students with disabilities in these offices and potential solutions to these problems. Students shared experiences in which student service personnel did not know how to deal with them and where they felt disrespected. Participants in focus groups identified a need to increase staff comfort level in working with students who have disabilities as well as to increase staff knowledge and skills regarding disabilities, especially “invisible” disabilities that are not disclosed by service users; communication and accommodation strategies; rights and responsibilities; campus resources; and issues unique to specific offices. Students and practitioners recommended a variety of publications and training options. The authors share general approaches, categorized as the delivery of accommodations and the application of universal design, and specific on-site and online training materials that address issues identified in this exploratory study.

Civil rights legislation, social equity awareness, advancements in assistive technology, and medical breakthroughs are among the factors that have resulted in higher expectations, better pre-college academic preparation, and greater numbers of people with disabilities pursuing higher education (Henderson, 2001; National Council on Disability, 2000). It has been estimated that 6-9% of college students have disabilities, and the members of the largest and fastest growing group of college students with disabilities have learning disabilities (Henderson, 2001; Horn & Nevill, 2006; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2000). Of those who report a disability, 40% report a learning disability, 16% a visual impairment, 16% a health-related disability, 9% a hearing impairment, 7% a mobility/orthopedic disability, and 3% a speech impairment (Henderson, 2001).

Students with disabilities are less likely than students without disabilities to pursue a postsecondary education, stay enrolled, successfully transition from two-year to four-year schools, earn postsecondary degrees, and secure employment (Horn & Berktold, 1999; National Council on Disability, 2000; Wagner & Blackorby, 1996; Yelin & Katz, 1994). These facts are of particular concern because, for individuals with disabilities, the positive correlation between level of education and rate of employment is stronger than for the general population (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996; Stodden, 1998; Stodden & Dowrick, 2000; Yelin & Katz, 1994). This positive correlation suggests that further education may lead people with disabilities to a level playing field with peers who do not have disabilities. Creating a postsecondary environment that increases the number of students with disabilities completing degrees has the potential to help the United States fully employ all potential workers and thereby maximize productivity and international competitiveness (National Council on Disability and Social Security Administration, 2000; Office of Disability Employment Policy, 2001).

Federal legislation, specifically Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, requires that postsecondary institutions provide reasonable accommodations to ensure equal access to program offerings for qualified students who disclose their disabilities and present appropriate documentation (Frank & Wade, 1993; West, Kregel, Getzel, Zhu, Ipsen, & Martin, 1993; Waddell, 1999). This legislation is interpreted to mean that, besides academic courses, institutions must provide students with disabilities access to services offered by admissions, registration, financial aid, housing and residential life, and advising offices; computer labs; libraries; career centers; tutoring centers; and other student services (Milani, 1996; Simon, 2000).To comply with this legislation, campuses have developed policies, procedures, and specialized staff to help students who disclose their disabilities arrange reasonable accommodations to ensure access to classes and other campus facilities, products, and services. Students who do not require or choose not to request accommodations do not need to disclose their disabilities to anyone on campus. It is estimated that only one in four (26%) postsecondary students with disabilities self-disclose their disabilities to the campus disability services office (U.S. Department of Education, 2000).

Review of Research and Practice

Research on the experiences of postsecondary students who disclose their disabilities has revealed that although most students report being generally satisfied with the accommodations they receive (Lancaster et al., 2001; Lehman, Davies, & Laurin, 2000), the level and types of support services provided to students with disabilities vary greatly among postsecondary campuses (Stodden, Welley, Chang, & Harding, 2001). Students with disabilities report difficulties in accessing courses, financial aid, housing, and other services (National Council on Disability, 2003). Some students, especially those with learning disabilities, report having difficulty acquiring accommodations and maintaining confidentiality of disability-related information with their instructors (Hill, 1996; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b). Some are reluctant to disclose their disabilities to faculty they suspect may have negative attitudes about them or may share this information with others. They note that some instructors are unaware of the rights and accommodation needs of students with disabilities (Frank & Wade, 1993; Hill, 1996; Lehman, Davies, & Laurin, 2000; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000b).

A large and growing body of published research addresses the training needs of faculty and academic administrators with respect to effectively teaching students with disabilities (Bourke, Strehorn, & Silver, 2000; Burgstahler, 2008b, c; Burgstahler, Corrigan, & McCarter, 2004; Burgstahler & Doe, 2006; Doña & Edmister, 2001; Hill, 1996; Leyser, Vogel, Wyland, & Brulle, 1998; National Center for the Study of Postsecondary Educational Supports, 2000a; Scott & Gregg, 2000; Sheppard-Jones, Krampe, Danner, & Berdine, 2002; Vogel et al., 1999; Yuker, 1994). Researchers have reported that many individuals in these positions have little experience with students who have disabilities and are not sufficiently familiar with the legal issues of access, do not know what policies and procedures they should employ, what specific accommodations are appropriate and ensure that academic standards are maintained, what their role is in making accommodations, how to communicate with students who have disabilities, and what campus and community resources are available. Additionally, it has been found that some faculty members and administrators are more willing to accommodate mobility and sensory impairments than “invisible” disabilities such as learning disabilities and psychiatric impairments (Lehmann, Davies & Laurin, 2000; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland, & Brulle, 1999; Sheppard-Jones, Krampe, Danner, & Berdine, 2002).
A very small body of published research and practice has begun to identify barriers students with disabilities face in using campus services (Burgstahler, 2008d) such as tutoring centers (Higbee & Eaton, 2003), libraries (Schmetzke, 2001), counseling centers (Uzes & Connely, 2003), residential living (Wisbey & Kalivoda, 2003), and computer labs (Thompson, 2008). Sheppard-Jones et al. (2002) identified specific needs for information in the areas of providing accessible transportation and parking, hiring students with disabilities, using accessible technologies in libraries, ensuring physical campus accessibility, and making campus and community resources available to students with disabilities.

Background and Purpose of the Present Study

DO-IT (Disabilities, Opportunities, Internetworking and Technology), located at the University of Washington, was funded by the U.S. Department of Education (grant #P33A990042) to design and deliver professional development for faculty and academic administrators to increase their knowledge and skills in educating students with disabilities. As a needs assessment, focus groups of students with disabilities and of faculty and academic administrators were conducted (Burgstahler & Doe, 2006). Based on the results, project staff created professional development options that include printed checklists and other materials, on-site instruction, video presentations, and a comprehensive Web site called The Faculty Room (DO-IT, n.b.d.). Evaluative data suggest that training positively impacted: (a) the knowledge and skills of faculty and academic administrators, (b) the application of accessible practices in classes of trained faculty, and (c) the average course grades of students with documented disabilities, bringing them closer to those of students without disabilities (DO-IT, 2008). During this project, universal design emerged as an approach for helping faculty effectively teach students with a wide range of abilities and disabilities as well as other characteristics, such as those related to age, gender, and race/ethnicity. In universal design of instruction, rather than focusing on the average student, instructors proactively design their teaching materials, delivery methods, and environments to address the wide range of characteristics of potential students. Instruction developed in this way maximizes inclusion, minimizes the need for accommodations for specific students with disabilities, and benefits students with disabilities who do not disclose their disabilities as well as students with a variety of learning styles and other characteristics (Burgstahler, 2008c). 
DO-IT received funding from the U.S. Department of Education (#P116D990138-01) to conduct focus groups of postsecondary students with disabilities and student service office (SSO) personnel to understand SSO problems and solutions as perceived by members of each group and to use these perceptions to inform policy and practice with respect to SSOs. The study presented in this article gathered relevant information from SSO personnel and students with disabilities to develop content and strategies for the professional development of SSO personnel to guide them in being both (a) proactive in designing welcoming, accessible, and usable services (i.e., employ universal design principles) and then (b) reactive in providing accommodations to specific students with disabilities for whom the design is not fully accessible. Since campus services play important roles in the academic, social, and career success of postsecondary students (Seidman, 2005), the results of this study have the potential to ensure equal access to postsecondary education and career outcomes for individuals with disabilities. 

Research Questions
The following research questions were established for this study.

What challenges do students with disabilities face in effectively using student services at postsecondary institutions? 

What challenges do SSO personnel at postsecondary institutions face in providing services to students with disabilities?

What are potential solutions for making SSOs more accessible to students with disabilities?

What are the best options for professional development of SSO personnel to help them more effectively deliver services to students with disabilities? 
Method
Focus groups were selected as the best method to gather this data because it was desirable that “participants can qualify their responses or identify certain contingencies associated with their answers. Thus, responses have a certain ecological validity not found in traditional survey research” (Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990, p.12). Focus groups can provide insights into what people think, as well as why they think the way they do (Jacobi, 1991; Krueger & Casey, 2000; Mertens, 1998; Morgan, 1998). Participants can challenge one another, possibly leading to better-developed ideas and more creative solutions, and stimulate one another to remember a situation that might otherwise not have occurred to the participant. 

Procedures and Participants
DO-IT’s project team members who are disability services administrators recruited participants through departmental notices, postings on electronic discussion lists, and professional contacts and also moderated the focus groups. They verified the disabilities of participants based on documentation within disability service offices. Moderator guidelines and a script were created by research staff and distributed to focus group moderators to ensure consistency in the conduct of the focus groups. Table 1 contains the list of question areas covered in the focus groups; however, since the moderators followed principles of non-directedness as they solicited views from group members, the order and wording of the questions differed from group to group. Focus group meetings were approximately 90 minutes long and were audiotaped. Research staff transcribed all spoken utterances that were on the tapes, using arbitrary codes to identify each speaker. None of the moderators were involved in data analysis or research reporting. 
Fourteen SSO personnel focus groups with 72 participants were conducted at 14 postsecondary institutions in 11 states (CA, GA, MN, NE, NY, PA, RI, SC, TN, TX, and WA,). Forty-three of the SSO personnel were women and 14 were men; the gender of 15 participants was not recorded. A diverse mix of institution types was represented. Four of the institutions were 2-year and 10 were 4-year. Six of the participating institutions were in an urban setting, three were in a rural community, and five were in a suburban location. Focus group participants worked in many different types of student service units, including those related to counseling, careers, admissions, academics, health, housing, registration, access and accommodations, transportation, advising, testing, writing, financial aid, and libraries; two participants identified themselves as instructors; one was simply identified as an older female student. Focus groups ranged from two participants to seven participants, with an average of 4.8 participants. Focus groups of SSO personnel examined participant challenges in working with students who have disabilities and made suggestions for addressing these issues, including recommendations for effective professional development for SSO personnel to make student services more effective for students with disabilities. 
Thirteen student focus groups were conducted at 12 institutions in 9 states (GA, IA, MO, NE, NY, PA, RI, TN, WI); eight of these institutions also conducted focus groups with SSO personnel as noted above. Focus groups ranged from one to seven participants with an average of 4.1 participants. Institutions with a diverse set of characteristics were represented. Four of the institutions were rural, two were suburban, and six were urban. Two of the participating institutions were two-year and 10 were four-year schools. A total of 53 students with disabilities participated; 17 were males, 23 were females, and 13 did not specify gender. Disabilities represented among focus group participants, who in some cases reported multiple disabilities, included eight visual impairments, four hearing impairments, 10 mobility impairments; six health impairments (including seizure and immune system disorders), seven Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), one psychiatric disability, and nine learning disabilities. Thirteen of the participants did not disclose their specific disability type. The focus groups of students with disabilities examined challenges participants encountered when using student services, proposed solutions to address the identified problems, and offered suggestions for how SSO staff could become better prepared to work with students who have disabilities. 
Table 1

Questions Asked of Students and SSO Personnel

	SSO personnel questions

	1. Describe your familiarity with services on this campus that provide accommodations to students with disabilities and your experience interacting with these services.

	2. What's your understanding of the legal responsibilities to provide access to your services to students with disabilities? How has your unit responded to these legal responsibilities? 

	3. How accessible is your unit to individual disabilities? That is, is it wheelchair accessible? Do you provide documents in alternative formats: Braille, large print? How accessible is the web site? And do you have a statement about requesting accommodations in your publications?

	4. Describe your positive and negative experiences working with students with disabilities. 

	5. Have you ever heard of, or been offered, professional development opportunities to learn how to work with students with disabilities? Did you participate? What did it involve? How was it scheduled? Was it satisfactory?

	6. Tell me what you think staff and administrators of student services need to know about working with students with disabilities.

	7. If you were offered professional development on accommodating students with disabilities, which method of delivery would you prefer and why? 

	Student questions

	1. Tell me what you know about the services on your campus that provide accommodations to students who have disabilities and describe your level of satisfaction with these services?

	2. What is your understanding of the legal responsibilities of the college to accommodate students with disabilities?

	3. Tell me about your experiences, positive and negative, that you've had regarding disability-related access issues with staff and administrators of student service offices such as financial aid, admissions, registrar's office, counseling center, and others.

	4. How could administrators and support staff become better prepared to provide services for students with disabilities in their activities and offices? What information would be most useful for them to have?




Data Analysis
Both traditional and computer-assisted methods were employed to analyze focus group data. The first step in data analysis was to manipulate the large amounts of raw data into manageable sets. Preliminary review of the data helped researchers organize it around specific topics. As unexpected yet relevant issues emerged from reviewing raw data, new categories were coded. Several levels of analysis were implemented before the analysis was complete (Krueger, 1998). Computer-aided analysis provided an efficient and systematic way to code and sort the large amount of data collected (Ford, Oberski, & Higgins, 2000; Krueger, 1998). Atlas.ti software was used to code the transcripts, making it relatively easy to develop hierarchical categories of coding, create new categories, delete old categories, re-organize existing categories, and re-index sections. Quotations of participants that substantiated summary statements were also collected.
A codebook was developed to identify and quantify problems and solutions. “Problems” were classified as to whether they were related to the student, the SSO, or the system. “Proposed solutions” were suggested actions to be implemented by the student, SSO personnel, or by the institution as a whole. The content of this article focuses on problems related to the SSOs and proposed solutions SSOs could undertake. Separate subsequent papers will report on problems and solutions related to students and to institutions. The types of problems and proposed solutions for the SSOs were categorized as “knowledge” (e.g., lack of awareness, inadequate information), “attitude” (e.g., closed-mindedness, negative perspectives), “skills” (e.g., lack of ability to communicate or offer accommodations) and “other” (i.e., problems not falling into the other three categories). Figure 1 illustrates the coding scheme; there were a total of 90 codes related to SSOs, students, and the institution or system overall. Thirty of these codes were related to the SSOs and used for the results reported in this article. 

Results
As indicated in Figure 2, nearly all (93%) of the focus groups of SSO personnel identified at least one problem with their SSO, as did nearly three fourths (71%) of the student focus groups. The type of problem most frequently identified by both groups is in the category of knowledge of SSO staff; a problem in this area was mentioned in 12 of the 14 groups of SSO personnel and in eight of the student groups. 

Figure 3 shows the percentage of groups proposing solutions to problems with the SSOs. All of the focus groups of SSO personnel proposed at least one solution for such problems, as did nearly all (86%) of the student focus groups. Figure 4 shows that, overall, SSO personnel participating in the focus groups made an average of 20.4 comments relating to proposed solutions to problems in the student services offices, while the students made an average of 7.1 comments. SSO personnel proposed solutions for a lack of knowledge most frequently (11 groups); students offered more suggestions for skill development and attitude improvement in these offices (10 groups).
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SSO Personnel Perspectives Regarding SSO Problems
SSO personnel were asked to discuss three general areas of challenges faced when serving students with disabilities—knowledge, attitudes, and skills—that were sub-coded into more specific categories. Table 2 summarizes the number of comments receiving each sub-code in each of these general areas, as well as the number of groups in which each category of comments was made. The number of groups provides some indication of the prevalence of the category across the institutions, while the number of comments provides an indication of the prevalence of the category within the institutions. 

Overall, comments of SSO personnel suggest that they are generally reactive rather than proactive in their approach to dealing with students who have disabilities. They (a) design services for the average or “typical” student, (b) deal with students who have disabilities on a case-by-case basis, and (c) rely on referrals to the campus office with expertise in addressing the needs of students with disabilities. As clarified by one participant:

… the majority of our students are your average, your ‘normal’ students or whatever and we kind of tend to cater towards them and we don’t—it’s not that we don’t think about [students with disabilities], it’s just that… awareness is not there until you’re in the situation where you see the person in the wheelchair or the blind person with the cane.

Table 2

 SSO Personnel: Number of Comments/Groups Receiving Code for Problem in Knowledge, Skill, or Attitude Area and Subarea

	Problem Area and Subarea
	# Comments
	# Groups with at least one such comment

	Knowledge:
	
	

	Rights and responsibilities
	7
	6

	Disabilities
	9
	6

	Accommodations – strategies
	9
	4

	Accommodations – adaptive technology
	7
	7

	Disability resources and processes
	9
	5

	Other
	17
	4

	Attitude:
	
	

	Resistance
	3
	3

	Other
	5
	3

	Skill:
	
	

	Poor communication
	6
	4

	Not knowing how to respond to students with disabilities
	8
	4

	Other
	5
	2


SSO knowledge. Problems related to inadequate knowledge of SSO personnel with respect to serving students with disabilities fell into five categories: “Rights and responsibilities,” “Disabilities;” “Accommodations – strategies,” “Accommodations – adaptive technology,” “Disability resources and processes,” and “Other.” See Table 2 for comment and group counts.

SSO personnel reported a lack of knowledge about their legal obligations, the needs of students with disabilities, strategies for meeting those needs (especially for students with invisible disabilities), general SSO accessibility issues (e.g., accessibility of Web sites), and campus and community resources for students with disabilities. As reported by one SSO staff member, “If we don’t know what’s correct and what’s successful…then we tend to either stay back and not do anything or go overboard.” 

Another SSO staff member said:

It’s not so much “How do I work with this student?”, but “Where can I get the necessary services for this student?” Now I don’t know anything about AD/HD [Attention Deficit / Hyperactivity Disorder] [and]…I don’t know anything about special needs for the blind…and I don’t necessarily want to become super-knowledgeable in those areas. But, what I do want to know is, when a student comes to my counter and says, which they do frequently, “I need testing for AD/HD. I think I have it and I need to be tested.” I want to know… (a) do we do that? and (b) can I send them to you? Because I don’t want to send them if we can’t do it. So … what’s real helpful to me is scope of services.

In a similar vein, another commented: 

…[In] Admissions… we rely on disability services to…flesh out the reality of what a student can do or not do or what accommodations are available...We believe it’s our responsibility to help them in any way possible, whether it’s in aiding in filling out a form…or getting them to a particular person…we see ourselves more as a referral service to disabilities services…I don’t think we in Admissions always know how far we are to probe, or what’s appropriate to ask.

SSO personnel reported both being unaware of the availability of adaptive technology and knowing that it was not available on their campuses. Some were not sure whether materials from their SSO contained information about how to request disability-related accommodations. 

SSO attitude. Problems with attitudes of SSO staff about serving students with disabilities were coded as “Resistance” or “Other.” Table 2 displays comment and group counts. A comment received a code of “Resistance” if the comment itself exemplified resistance or if the comment reflected resistance on the part of other SSO personnel. Overall, resistance came through in comments on lack of time and motivation to address disability-related issues. One participant told of staff members who do not want to handle disability-related calls at all. Comments were also coded as “Resistance” if the participant questioned the fairness of accommodations. One participant expressed concern that accommodations hold the student with the disability to a different standard than that for their peers without disabilities, and that some students exploit accommodations to receive an unfair advantage. 

SSO skill. Comments of SSO participants about inadequate SSO personnel skill levels for addressing the needs of students with disabilities were coded as “Poor communication,” “Not knowing how to respond to the needs of students with disabilities,” and “Other.” A number of these comments overlapped with those labeled lack of knowledge as reported in an earlier section of results.

SSO staff reported having inadequate skills in serving students with disabilities: “…I didn’t know what to do”; “… you don’t want to … treat them differently… you don’t want them to feel helpless, …just kind of tread lightly…maybe be a little bit reserved because I don’t want to offend.” Another participant said, “…because I don’t deal with it a lot…I am not real comfortable and maybe afraid I’ll use a wrong word if it’s not part of my normal vocabulary.” Other examples suggest problems in communicating effectively with students who have disabilities: “you certainly don’t wanna imply something that may or may not be true, but at the same time, you need to get the student the right assistance and make the right referrals;” “I think we assume people want us to do stuff for them, and they don’t.” Another summarized problems in the area of communication:

So overall, there has been more positive than negative. But when those negatives come through it’s like, wait a minute. I’m trying to help you and if you don’t let me try to help you or find out, you know, let’s start from the beginning. You may have said your story 10 times already but this is the first time I’m hearing it. This is the way we have to do it so I know where to point you, whether it means the Disability Resource Center, whether it means picking up the phone to Residence Life and saying I’ve got one of your people over here. Can we fax stuff back and forth so that we can get this process done so that you don’t have to send them across campus for the tenth time if they’ve been sent from another place and just been sent all over.

Some said they avoided students with disabilities. Others reported feeling fearful of offending a student and discomfort in (a) trying to accommodate a student without knowing about the disability and if they should ask for more information, or (b) knowing about the disability but not being able to accommodate it, either because accommodations are not available or they were unaware of them. One individual cautioned that offers must be worded carefully because, in rare cases, a student may take advantage of the situation to gain unreasonable accommodations. 

Student Perspectives Regarding SSO Problems
When possible, student comments were coded using the same scheme used for SSO personnel comments. Table 3 summarizes the number of student comments coded into each of the subareas of knowledge, attitudes, and skills, as well as the number of student groups in which at least one of these comments was made. 
Table 3

Students: Number of Comments/Groups Receiving Code for Problem in Knowledge, Skill, or Attitude Area and Subarea
	Problem Area and Subarea
	# Comments
	# Groups with at least one such comment

	Knowledge:
	
	

	Rights and responsibilities
	3
	3

	Disabilities
	4
	4

	Accommodations – strategies
	9
	5

	Accommodations – adaptive technology
	1
	1

	Other
	2
	2

	Attitude:
	
	

	Resistance
	10
	5

	Other
	12
	2

	Skill:
	
	

	Poor communication
	11
	5


SSO knowledge. Students reported situations where SSO personnel did not understand the impact of their disabilities in specific situations and their accommodation needs when using student services. Some noted specifically a lack of knowledge regarding invisible disabilities. One student said, “I do think that a lot of people aren’t aware of what they need to do.” Another student reported, “…if you go to student life or academic affairs or whatever and have questions that involve your disability they’ll immediately send you to the disability office…so they don’t have to deal with it.” Students shared struggles in gaining computer access, in obtaining accommodations from housing services and the library, and in getting a tutor. One summarized, “[I] had to fight to get certain things.” Another student said: 

I can’t stand the lack of help from Housing. They just give me the run around. That’s my worst experience here on campus. They really need to be taught about accommodations. They don’t realize that it’s a law that they have to help people. The people in charge don’t even know that. Maybe they do, but they just don’t care.

SSO attitude. Although some comments reflected students’ success in getting needed help in SSOs, others reflected the perception of disrespectful, suspicious, ignorant, or impatient behavior. Students specifically mentioned negative attitudes of personnel at the library, the bookstore, the registrar’s office, and the financial aid office. One, who reported a hearing loss, mentioned difficulty getting accommodations from housing services in a fire drill and other potential emergencies. Participants reported disparities in services for students with different types of disabilities. One student said, “I feel that if you have a hidden disability that is not very apparent and if you have more than one that kind of compounds the first disability, um, people are very skeptical with you and will not give you patience.”

SSO skill. When discussing instances of “Poor communication,” students remarked on a lack of sensitivity, understanding, and respect on the part of SSO personnel. Some reported that staff behavior made them feel like a burden, misunderstood, or dismissed, which suggested to them that staff members considered them to be stupid, irritating, or doing something wrong. One student reported an experience in a financial aid office: 
…they give you yes and no answers…They don’t go, ‘Yes, you’re on a waiting list’ or ‘yes you’ll get it in three weeks’ or ‘yes we received that...’ They just go ‘yes, no, get out of here.’ If you have any kind of speech impediment or hearing or visual or reading problem…they talk so fast, that you don’t, you have to like stand there and give them a funny look and ask them to repeat it and then they get upset about you.
Students reported situations where SSO staff clearly did not look ahead to anticipate access barriers for students with disabilities; as reported by one student in a dorm environment, ” …when it comes to the fire alarm you know, me being deaf, …they never asked me if I needed extra help during the night or anything like that.” 

SSO personnel and students both proposed a number of solutions for each reported problem category. Although many of the proposed solutions related to better understanding of the accommodation needs of specific students with disabilities, some promoted a proactive approach to creating welcoming and accessible services and materials (i.e., universal design).

SSO Personnel Perspectives on Proposed Solutions for SSO Problems
Table 4 summarizes the number of suggestions from SSO personnel for improving each problem area, and the number of groups in which these comments were made. The content of the comments is summarized below.
SSO knowledge. Proposed solutions for knowledge problems, summarized in Table 4, were coded with the same categories as the problems themselves. Although some participants indicated they needed more information about legal responsibilities in serving students with disabilities, participants in 10 of the groups said they were familiar with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). One said, “I feel that legally we are obligated to provide…, once documentation is provided,…anything that was prescribed....” Some participants articulated a commitment to ensuring access beyond specific legal requirements.

Table 4

SSO Personnel: Number of Comments/Groups Receiving Code for Suggested Solution to Problem in Knowledge, Skill, or Attitude Area and Subarea

	Proposed Solution Area and Subarea
	# Comments
	# Groups with at least one such comment

	Knowledge:
	
	

	Rights and responsibilities
	32
	10

	Disabilities
	8
	4

	Accommodations 
	23
	8

	Disability resources and processes
	30
	10

	Other
	25
	8

	Attitude:
	
	

	Develop positive attitudes toward student with disabilities
	28
	8

	Encourage students with disabilities
	3
	3

	Understand disability as a diversity issue
	1
	1

	Other
	19
	5

	Skills:
	
	

	Communicating with students who have disabilities
	29
	9

	Creating accessible environments and services
	30
	7

	Providing accommodations to specific students
	21
	8

	Using disability services
	6
	6

	Other
	5
	3


Participants recommended a variety of training formats including regular on-site workshops, with options for staff members who cannot leave their duties to attend training; reference materials ranging from a summary brochure to a comprehensive guide; and a hotline. One individual expressed the desire for “some informal discussion as well, because… learning from each other is also beneficial.” Participants specifically suggested including interactive trainings, with some mentioning the positive impact of role playing disabilities or hearing testimonials from students with disabilities. One participant reported this training experience, “…when the hearing impaired student spoke at the in-service…that really opened up some eyes.” Another shared the following story:

One of the trainings I had, which I really liked…was very much a hands-on approach where you experienced it—you were blindfolded or had to get around in a wheelchair and try and get from one place to the other or had a sighted guide, or had your ears plugged up… it made such an incredible impression on experiencing what they go through…to get around and…negotiate in…the world…” 

Participants suggested information-oriented disability-specific topics, such as services, accommodations, and resources available, guidelines to determine if requested accommodations are “reasonable” in specific settings, as well as other topics related to improving SSO personnel’s understanding and sensitivity to disabilities. In a related concern, one participant suggested the need to help staff look “past the disability” to the student, raising awareness that the student is more than a disability. 

In addition to trainings, one participant mentioned the increase in understanding and sensitivity that can come from having a coworker with a disability, especially when that person shares experiences with other staff. As far as office operations, one participant mentioned the value of having an in-office specialist: “Our office actually has a staff person that works with the disabled students… so not only do we accommodate students in terms of what we all do in our different jobs, but we also have that one person that specializes in helping students with disabilities.” 

SSO attitude. Proposed solutions to problems related to SSO personnel attitudes about serving students with disabilities overlapped with proposed solutions to knowledge gaps. These were coded, as summarized in Table 4, as “Develop positive attitudes toward students with disabilities,” “Encourage students with disabilities,” “Understand disability as a diversity issue,” and “Other.” 
On the positive side, one participant noted that at their institution they were working with the students “from the heart” and not working only to meet minimum government. Additionally, some participants cautioned that it is easy to overlook invisible disabilities in favor of visible disabilities, and some remarked that it is important for staff to assume that students with disabilities are no more or less likely to try to “milk” the system than students without disabilities. One said: 

Even the ones with entitlement issues it’s mostly they’re scared, they don’t understand and that’s true also of a lot of other students. But then they have the other issues of the disabling condition to deal with… if they are met where they are, I usually see…a willingness to take steps. 

In addition to these insights, participants noted that direct experience with students or co-workers with disabilities can have a positive impact on attitude. One participant testified to the value of hiring students with disabilities as one strategy for promoting accessible services and improving attitudes toward students with disabilities: 

... I believe that it is very important to make them part of our residence life community, so this past summer we had about 100 conference assistants and we hired two students that were in wheelchairs and we put them to work just like any other student and so it’s a very close relationship that the Residence Life Housing Department has with students with disabilities.

Another gave an example that illustrated the value of proactive thinking in ensuring that services are accessible to all students: 

I was doing a presentation on the screen with all the lights off and [a student who was deaf] had somebody with her who signed, I just turned off all the lights and so that was my…first introduction into “this is not how we do it…” we had been unprepared so, it’s kind of like, I don’t want that to happen again. So that was kind of what spurred me to continue to try to make sure that our services are available to all of our students.

Participants suggested the need for assistance in offering help without conveying the message that the student is helpless. They recommended that better communication patterns should be developed in SSOs to avoid awkward situations.

…when somebody comes into the office in a wheelchair, I don’t think everybody should get up and go over there and…[I] think it makes them mad. I’ve seen, on the edge of that reaction, you know, everybody ‘Can we help you?’ I mean there might be five other people but ‘Can we help YOU and can we all crowd around you?’ I don’t think that’s right either because I don’t think they want to be singled out, I would not.” 

Participants commented on the importance of staff understanding the various roles they play—to encourage students with disabilities, to help students reach specific goals, and to refer students to special services. One emphasized the role in encouraging students with disabilities this way: “I see myself as kind of a cheerleader to them. Kind of ‘Don’t give up. Let’s take another look at the resume,’ you know, ‘What are you going to say?’ Just to keep them positive.” One emphasized the importance of reducing “the anxiety for both parents and students who are coming to a large university.” One participant said, “…[our] goal is to make the student employable, …even though the student may have a disability, that student has to know how to work in our society...” The value of considering disability as part of campus diversity efforts was mentioned as a possible approach to improving attitudes toward students with disabilities.

SSO skill. Proposed solutions to problems related to SSO personnel skills for addressing the needs of students with disabilities were coded into five categories, as summarized in Table 4: “Communicating with students who have disabilities,” “Creating accessible environments and services,” “Providing accommodations to specific students,” “Using disability services,” and “Other.” 
SSO personnel reported looking to the disability services office for support. One participant said “…Sometimes we are seeking out the Office [of Disabilities] to be sure that legally we are in compliance with supporting the student and it may be a service that the Office of Disabilities provides, but it also may be some other responsibility of the university in a broader sense to support that student. And I would not know that necessarily, I would need to rely on the expertise of the office for that.” Another said, “I stay out of the business of defining what is ‘reasonable,’ I seek help on…defining what is reasonable. I think it would be good for us to get reminders on the ADA, the requirements, …maybe a little training once in awhile.” 

In addition, participants recommended that SSO personnel improve skills for addressing the needs of students with disabilities without prying or making inappropriate assumptions about the disabilities or the students’ accommodation needs. Some asked for training on how to approach and communicate with students who have disabilities and to recognize, understand, and accommodate disabilities. SSO personnel remarked on their desire to improve interactions with this student group. As reported by one SSO staff member:

We need some insight into teaching methods that work better with the disabled students as opposed to the typical student, um, in terms of the ADHD or whatever. We…[are] not necessarily aware of how the student actually learns. So I think I need a little bit of assistance there in terms of if there are different styles that we should be using, different approaches…I mean, how much can they retain at a time, how fast should we be going with them…what’s reasonable…for them and that kind of thing.
Strategies identified included both accommodations for specific students and strategies that had the potential to benefit all students (i.e., universal design), including those with undisclosed disabilities. Accommodations for specific students included walking around a high counter to sit near a person in a wheelchair, allowing early registration for a student with a disability, providing sign language interpretation, accessible transportation, and documents in Braille. Proactive strategies that have potential to benefit more students with or without disclosed disabilities included teaching tutors to write in large print on white paper with contrasting ink, making facilities wheelchair accessible and providing a lower counter area for wheelchair-users, and designing SSO Web sites in accessible formats. Principles of universal design can also be seen in efforts noted by participants to improve interactions with students who have disabilities. These include paying attention to language used regarding specific disabilities, patiently repeating information for students, letting students know what services are available, both one-on-one and through general outreach efforts (e.g., in publications), developing an extensive communication process with students to ensure that communication is effective for all students, and using negative interactions in the past as learning experiences. 

Student Perspectives Regarding Proposed SSO Solutions
Student comments were coded using the same coding scheme as used for SSO personnel comments. Table 5 summarizes the number of comments receiving each code and sub-code, as well as the number of groups producing at least one comment receiving a given code. 
Table 5

Students: Number of Comments/Groups Receiving Code for Suggested Solution to Problem in Knowledge, Skill, or Attitude Area and Subarea

	Proposed Solution Area and Subarea
	# Comments
	# Groups with at least one such comment

	Knowledge:
	
	

	Rights and responsibilities
	2
	2

	Disabilities
	8
	3

	Accommodations 
	11
	6

	Disability resources and processes
	2
	2

	Other
	6
	3

	Attitude:
	
	

	Develop positive attitudes toward student with disabilities
	12
	5

	Encourage students with disabilities
	1
	1

	Understand disability as a diversity issue
	5
	4

	Other
	4
	3

	Skills:
	
	

	Communicating with students who have disabilities
	7
	5

	Providing accommodations to specific students
	16
	9

	Creating accessible environments and services
	14
	6

	Other
	5
	3


SSO knowledge. Students recounted success stories regarding the responsiveness of an institution and the service provided by specific staff members. One student told about his/her current institution’s high level of responsiveness when compared with another institution: “…at my other schools I used to have to, you know, fight to get certain things whereas here you say the word and it’s like okay and they get it done.” One student suggested making sure staff understand that “mental disabilities” are included under the ADA. Another suggested that SSO staff be provided with a list of accommodations students with disabilities may need that might not occur to someone without an understanding of the disabilities. As articulated by one student: 
… it would never occur to [staff] that someone couldn’t go through a metal detector or someone might have to leave the line three times to go to the bathroom. …it just doesn’t occur to them. So if there was…a list…not saying these are my disabilities but that there are people who need these sorts of things...

SSO attitude. Students advised SSO staff to be respectful, sensitive, and patient with them. Participants said that it can be difficult to get services when their disability doesn’t conform to the expectations of those providing the service, in particular for learning and other invisible disabilities. They suggested training and support to increase staff sensitivity and suggested that efforts to increase SSO personnel knowledge in this area may serve to improve their attitudes. One said, 

[SSO staff]… need to… be…respectful and sensitive to other people …they don’t have to be perfectly understanding. They just need to answer the questions with respect and just show that they care somewhat about what’s going on in your life and…what you need… I think that’s the main thing. You have to be respectful and sensitive and just try to…answer the questions and no smart remarks or anything. Nothing disrespectful.

SSO skill. Students recounted primarily positive experiences with accommodations, including help in math, Spanish, and writing labs; being paired with a tutor who had extra training in helping students with disabilities (and suggested that more tutors should receive such training); special lighting; flexible attendance requirements and assignment deadlines; and accommodations on testing (e.g., extended time in a distraction-free environment). One student reported, “The library, financial aid, the registrar, the counseling center, they’re great!” 
Discussion

In the reported study, SSO personnel generated 75% more problem-related comments and more than three times as many solution-related comments for student service offices than did students. Students and SSO personnel identified similar problems encountered by students seeking services from the SSOs.

Most of the SSO “knowledge” problems identified by students and SSO personnel have also been reported in the literature regarding faculty experiences. Challenges SSOs share with faculty include: lack of experience with students who have disabilities; lack of awareness of general accessibility issues and available accommodations, including adaptive technology; inadequate knowledge about and sensitivity to “invisible” disabilities (e.g., learning disabilities, ADD/ADHD, mental illness, health impairments); lack of knowledge of legal obligations; and uncertainty about what, if anything, they should do about accommodating students who have disabilities not disclosed to them. Students also noted that some SSO personnel do not understand the impact of disabilities on their lives, their needed accommodations, or the role of the SSO in providing accommodations.
Issues of attitude and skill levels of some SSO personnel were also similar to those identified by faculty: (a) that accommodations might hold students with disabilities to lower standards than those for students without disabilities and thus give them an unfair advantage, (b) that addressing the needs of students with disabilities is too time consuming, and (c) that some students may take advantage of their disabilities by trying to get permanent accommodations for temporary disabilities or otherwise “working the system.” In addition, SSO personnel expressed the need for improved skills in communicating appropriately with students who have disabilities, taking care not to offend these students, as well as identifying reasonable accommodations. Students perceived that some SSO personnel were impatient, disrespectful, and rude and made them feel that they were irritating, burdensome, or doing something wrong; these problems were also identified by students in earlier work regarding their experiences with faculty members.

Solutions proposed by both stakeholder groups included trainings, perhaps with role-playing or testimonial components, and informational materials to increase SSO personnel knowledge and skills regarding disabilities, access issues, and accommodations. Most of the recommended training content for SSO personnel focused on reactively addressing the needs of a specific student with the disability. SSO personnel recommended increasing the ability of all staff to address the needs of this student group as well as designating an in-office specialist on disability issues. Participants considered it important that the SSO staff know when it is appropriate to turn to the campus disability services office for support of specific students and to be sure they are in compliance with legal and campus institutional requirements. However, some students cautioned against referring students to that office for all questions related to disability; rather, they noted that it is beneficial to also build the capacity of SSOs to respond confidently and appropriately to requests from all students. 

While most proposed solutions may have been reactive, several could be offered proactively as part of a universal design strategy to benefit other students, both with and without disabilities, disclosed or not. Some of these included creating accessible products and environments, including publications and Web sites; making simple facility changes such as lowering the placement of postings on a wall so they can be read from a lower vantage point; training tutors to write in large print with contrasting ink; improving the communication skills of SSO personnel so that they are able to treat all students with respect, courtesy, and patience; and addressing disability issues as other diversity issues, working with each student “where they are” as they do with students from different cultures. As SSO personnel learn to increase their skills in working with students who have disclosed or undisclosed disabilities, it may also benefit others who may simply need some extra patience that day or who simply may not be the “average” student in other ways.

Using a universal design approach whenever possible alleviates a number of problems identified by SSO personnel. When universal design is applied, fewer students with disabilities may need accommodations, thus increasing efficiency and reducing the range of accommodations and strategies the SSO personnel need to become familiar with and the need to know about a student’s undisclosed disability, and thus the time required to provide reasonable accommodations. 

Recommendations and Applications
Analysis of focus group data suggests that campuses should consider training options to increase the ability of SSO staff to address the needs of students with disabilities within their offices, while also providing guidelines for utilizing campus disability services for additional support. Specific goals of the training could include increasing SSO personnel’s understanding of and sensitivity to disabilities, both invisible and visible; knowledge of legal issues; knowledge of campus policies, procedures, and resources regarding students with disabilities; and the ability to employ universal design strategies to increase the accessibility and usability of their services for all students and to minimize the need for special accommodations. In addition to providing guidance in accommodating students with disabilities, the disability services office may also be able to help SSOs apply universal design principles to their services. 

Availability of Professional Development Materials
Based on the results of this exploratory study, the DO-IT Center led 20 partner postsecondary institutions in creating materials for training offerings that can be offered on any campus to SSO personnel. Titled Students with Disabilities and Campus Services: Building the Team PRESENTATION AND RESOURCE MATERIALS and freely available online, the training content includes suggestions on how to apply principles of universal design proactively to address disability-related needs without knowing the details about disabilities of specific students (Burgstahler, 2006). Potential strategies for designing more welcoming and accessible SSO services include accessible counter space, a statement in publications that tells how to request disability-related accommodations, and images of students with disabilities in materials. This training binder includes strategies to help disability resource centers, campus service units, and students with disabilities effectively work together. The content also includes information on disability types and typical accommodations, especially regarding learning disabilities, psychiatric impairments, and other invisible disabilities; the role of “reasonable accommodations” to level the playing field, rather than give unfair advantage, to students with disabilities; rights and responsibilities of both the students with disabilities and postsecondary institutions; effective ways to communicate with students about their disabilities and accommodation needs; resources for students with disabilities, including the availability of adaptive technology and other accommodations; accessibility issues for specific SSO offices (e.g., emergency warning systems for dorms, software in computer labs); the development of procedures for accessing the support of the disability services.

These professional development materials, complementing those created for faculty (Burgstahler, 2003) and in response to the diverse interests and scheduling needs of the SSO target group, include multiple delivery options tailored to specific offices and different content needs. Multiple options include the following:
A 20-30 minute presentation during regular staff meetings to introduce participants to legal issues, universal design, accommodation strategies, and resources.

A 1-2 hour presentation with a special focus on the universal design of SSOs and typical accommodations for students with a variety of disabilities.

Tailored workshops for in-depth training on the universal design of specific units such as admission offices, registration, libraries, advising offices, tutoring centers, computing services, and career service offices.

Televised instruction using a series of videos presented on public television stations.

Self-paced, Web-based instruction with expanded content of other models, interactive components, and downloadable video presentations; the Web site is titled The Student Services Conference Room (DO-IT, n.d.c).

To complement all of these options, checklists for implementation of universal design in SSOs were created and tested for face validity. While the document, Equal Access: Universal Design of Student Services (Burgstahler, 2008a), can be used by any office, feedback from participants in the current research as well as disability service staff on the project team suggested that service units need checklists specifically tailored to their units. Therefore, a series of checklists for libraries, tutoring centers, registration offices, computer labs, career services, and other services were created from the generic checklist and made available online (DO-IT, n.d.a). 
Questions for Future Research
Research is needed to test the effectiveness of the tools and strategies developed from this research. Specific questions to consider for future research are listed below:

How effective are various training options in improving knowledge, attitude and skills of SSO personnel when addressing the needs of students with disabilities?

What impact do training efforts have on the success of students with disabilities?

What training could be provided to students with and without disabilities to support their success?

How can professional development for faculty and staff be institutionalized on campuses? 

How are institutions that apply universal design in policies and practices otherwise different from those that do not?

Conclusions
Focus groups of students with disabilities and of personnel in student service offices were conducted to identify problems encountered as SSOs serve students with disabilities and determine possible solutions to make these services more effective and accessible. Although many problems and solutions for SSO personnel are similar to those identified for faculty in previous studies, additional issues were also identified, such as the height of a service counter. Results of the study support professional development approaches that provide guidance for proactively designing accessible services, providing accommodations for specific students, and addressing issues relevant to specific student service units (e.g., software access in computer labs). It is recommended that training be offered to increase SSO personnel sensitivity toward disabilities, especially invisible disabilities, as well as knowledge and skills regarding legal issues, reasonable accommodations, universal design strategies, communication between students and staff, available resources, and coordination between the disability services office and the SSO. As in training faculty, teaching the application of universal design offers an approach for addressing the needs of students with disabilities in a way that potentially reduces the need for individual accommodations and benefits all students. Since staff needs and preferences vary widely, campuses are encouraged to offer a variety of training options tailored to specific units—short and long presentations and workshops, online training and Web resources, video presentations, and printed materials with varying levels of detail. As SSOs improve their ability to serve students with disabilities, all students may find an increasingly accepting environment in which they can fully benefit from services offered.
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Abstract

College students with acquired brain injuries face unique challenges. The likelihood of individuals with acquired brain injury experiencing isolation, lack of social support, and diminished self-esteem, along with cognitive impairments, is well documented in the literature. This article presents an overview of a community college’s club for students with acquired brain injuries that attempts to address these concerns. 

Inpatient and outpatient rehabilitation of individuals with acquired brain injury has continued to improve over the last 20 years (Olver, Ponsford & Curran, 1996). However, research indicates that the psychosocial and cognitive impairments persist several years beyond initial rehabilitative efforts (Finsest, Dyrnes, & Berstad, 1995). Olver et al. state that while significant functional gains can be seen in the first five years of recovery, over half of those in their study reported they were socially isolated since their accident. Teasell and McRae (2000) found in their study of social factors following stroke in younger (under 50) individuals that along with return-to-work issues, relationships were also affected. Ellis-Hill and Horn (2000) found that participants in their study on identity and self-concept following stroke reported “a negative sense of self, reduced social activity, and psychological morbidity despite inpatient and outpatient rehabilitation.” In the area of minor brain injury, Kay (1993) refers to the “shaken sense of self…especially in the absence of external validation and in the presence of normal appearance” with a “loss of self-esteem, isolation and alienation as a result” (p.75). These impairments in the area of psychosocial functioning significantly impact the ability of individuals with acquired brain injury to resume and engage social roles, and result in significant social handicap (Wood, 2001).

In an effort to address the social aspects of disability along with the medical, The World Health Organization (WHO) has recently expanded the International Classification of Functioning and Health (ICF), thus putting “health and disability into a new light” (World Health Organization, 2008). Its categories for measuring disability now include the categories of “activities and participation” that address community, social, and civic life. Addressing these areas for individuals with acquired brain injury remains a challenge. Community-based case management models and day treatment programs can approach this need (McMillan & Oddy, 2001), but funding limitations and access to such programs remain problematic. In her discussion of loneliness and isolation following brain injury, Rowlands (2000) offers a “Circle of Support” model where a network of friends consisting of “workers or volunteers” is built around an individual who may have lost friends and support as a result of disability, such as brain injury (p. 159). One of the limitations of establishment of this kind of network, according to Rowlands, is the “lack of reciprocity,” though there is potential for members to become “helpers” in the group. Neath and Schriner (1998) address the areas of participation and civic involvement for individuals with disabilities through the concept of empowerment. They advocate for an extension beyond the medical model of rehabilitation, toward a focus on facilitating empowerment that is more in keeping with the spirit of the disability rights movement where “individuals come together as equals…relationships are characterized by respect for and valuing of other group members…[with] an important social force that aids in the development of personal power for individuals” (Neath & Schriner, 1998, p. 219). 

Problem

Adults with acquired brain injuries turn to colleges and universities in search of education for new careers, to complete degrees previously started, and/or pursue opportunities to further improve cognitive and/or physical skills impaired due to their brain injuries. Higher education can prove particularly daunting for this population given the nature of their disabilities, which often include impairments in attention, memory, and executive functioning. Along with these impairments, psychosocial issues can interfere with academic success. The significance of this cannot be underestimated as Morton and Wehman (1995) remarked, “The rejection experienced through loss of social support [following brain injury] contributes to feelings of low self-esteem and depression…” (p.82). Tinto (1999) describes the importance of college students, especially first year students, receiving “academic, social and personal support” to facilitate college persistence (p. 5). Accommodations and support services through disability resources departments can do much to provide academic support to college students with acquired brain injury. Less defined are methods for providing social support and connecting these students to the larger student collegiate experience described by Tinto. 

Student and Location Information
 Santa Rosa Junior College in Santa Rosa, California, enrolls over 36,000 students each semester, and approximately 200 students have verified acquired brain injuries. The Acquired Brain Injury Students (ABIS) Club was initially formed by students in 1999, becoming one of approximately 40 student-organized college clubs. Club membership ranges between 15 and 25 students each semester. Club members generally reflect a wide range of diagnoses, with stroke, traumatic brain injury, post-concussion syndrome, and brain tumor being the most common. Ages of the club members range from 18 to over 60, with most students in their thirties and forties. Educational goals range from personal interest to career development or university transfer.
Strategy
The ABIS Club was established by a group of students completing a “Coping Strategies for Students with Acquired Brain Injuries” class. A group of three students from the class recognized the value of the support that had been fostered over the course of the semester, and sought to establish an avenue where they could provide each other and other college students with ongoing opportunities for connection beyond the classroom setting. The students chose to utilize the structure of a student club in which they could establish regular meetings, participate in collegewide activities as a recognized club, and increase awareness in the college community of issues related to brain injury. This plan became the club’s stated mission to “provide support, opportunities for socialization and education.”
Since a faculty advisor is required for the activation of all SRJC clubs, the founding club officers invited the Disability Resources Department instructor who had taught their Coping Strategies Class to act as their faculty advisor. The advisor meets weekly with the club president to provide instruction in the process for agenda development and techniques for facilitating group discussion. In addition, the faculty advisor reinforces the implementation of cognitive strategies related to the particular challenges expressed by the president, and offers a framework for the student’s problem solving and decision making related to club activities. Over the course of the year that a student serves as president, cues provided by the faculty advisor during these meetings are faded, and the student typically requires only minimal, if any, assistance in agenda development and strategy implementation to complete presidential duties by the end of the year. In addition to meeting with the club president individually, the faculty advisor attends weekly officer and general meetings that are run by the club president. The advisor’s role in officer meetings is one of support to the students, providing occasional input for cognitive strategy implementation, or making inquiries that promote reflection in the decision-making process. Participation by the faculty advisor in club general meetings is usually limited to clarification of collegewide procedures and guidelines. Although the faculty advisor’s involvement in club general meeting discussions is quite limited, the advisor’s attendance at these meetings generates issues for discussion at the individual meetings with the club president. For example, how to deal with students interrupting, or how to reach out to new students in the club.

While the faculty advisor plays a role in fostering the leadership skills of club officers, the foundation of the club lies in the strong support experienced by members. The club president facilitates the weekly club general meetings. At the beginning of initial meetings each semester, the president reviews meeting guidelines, such as turn-taking rules, and an agreement is made to preserve confidentially due to the sometimes-sensitive nature of topics discussed. A positive tone is set in the group when each member is asked to share one good thing that happened to them during the past week. Responses range from “I got my drivers license back” and “I got an ‘A’ on my physics test” to “I’m here.” The majority of the time is spent on the meeting’s topic selected by the officers. Meeting topics range from the mundane to the profound, such as “What strategies do you use to help you be organized?”, “How do you cope with fear?”, and “How are you moving forward in your life?”

Beyond the support provided by the club, members have the opportunity to hold office through annual elections. Participation in club leadership requires the implementation of a wide spectrum of cognitive skills in dynamic settings. It is precisely these demands that provide officers with occasions to apply strategies in novel and meaningful ways. While the faculty advisor serves as a resource to club members and officers, the club’s direction and success is determined by its officers and members. Opportunities for feedback on performance are inherent in the process. For example, if students have not effectively planned events, their errors eventually become apparent to them in very concrete ways. Club members play an important role in providing feedback to their officers on the success or perceived lack of success in planning or following through on a club activity. Students remind each other that feedback should be given in a way that reflects their motto, “Be excellent to each other.” The extent to which officers are successful in implementing strategies depends on the degree of their impairment and the goals the officers have chosen to pursue. While the success of carrying out a large event brings confidence and abundant opportunities for learning, some of the most meaningful learning stems directly from attempts that did not reach students’ initial expectations. 

The uniqueness of this club model is inherent in the dynamic milieu the junior college environment offers. There are varied opportunities for socialization, development of leadership skills, and promotion of brain injury awareness for the college and community at large. Individuals in this student-driven club participate in various college activities, including “Day Under the Oaks,” Santa Rosa Junior College’s community open house, the Inter-club Council’s softball tournament, and the ABIS club-sponsored annual Brain Injury Awareness Day. This is consistent with the club’s mission to support and promote opportunities for socialization, and education, and resonates with the idea of empowering individuals with disabilities put forth by Neath and Schriner (1998).

Observed Outcomes
 The success of the ABIS Club can be measured by its longevity, its acknowledgement by the college community, data supporting its role in student persistence, and testimonies by the students themselves. The club is currently in its tenth year since its establishment. The club’s level of participation in club-sponsored activities and collegewide events has resulted in its being voted “Best Campus Club” on three occasions, and “Best Campus Involvement” twice by the college’s Inter-Club Council. Several ABIS officers have moved on to participate in student government. Regarding student persistence data, a correlation between participation in the ABIS Club and increased persistence is compelling. The total number of students enrolled at SRJC in fall 2005 who persisted to spring 2006 was 66% (Santa Rosa Junior College, 2007), whereas of those SRJC students who participated in the ABIS Club during the fall 2005 semester, 82% persisted to spring 2006 (Santa Rosa Junior College, 2005). 

ABIS officers attest to the value this experience offers, including instilling a sense of confidence while reality-basing their perceptions of their abilities. Some have reported a direct link between their time spent as ABIS officers and their success in their vocational pursuits. As one student stated, “Being treasurer in the ABIS gave me a chance to try out my cognitive skills in a challenging but safe environment—it gave me the confidence to go back into the work world… I am now a successful realtor, and I owe part of my success to my participation in the ABIS Club” (P. Kelly, personal communication, October 11, 2005). 

Implications

Organizing a club like the ABIS in colleges and universities can provide an avenue for students with acquired brain injuries to receive support, participate in the higher education environment, and realize their capacity for self-determination. In a higher education arena, these individuals can easily become lost in a setting that varies in the degree of structure and the support it offers. A club model can be applied to colleges and universities to create supportive “laboratories” where students with acquired brain injuries can establish ongoing relationships, apply cognitive strategies, and develop leadership skills. Through their active involvement, opportunities are created that engage the students in the college milieu, which fosters academic persistence (Tinto, 1999). Faculty and staff can also benefit from developing a better understanding of the unique challenges of students with acquired brain injuries, their capacity for success, and the special circumstances that continue to draw them to higher education. Ultimately, participation by these students in higher education enhances the diversity of college learning communities, and adds to the richness of experience that colleges and universities offer.  
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Disability texts are often written by those scholars that are very familiar with and knowledgeable about the disability, but rarely are these accounts told by those living with the disability. Daniel Tammet’s Born on a Blue Day (2006) is just this – an autobiography of one man’s struggles and successes living with autism. This book is very well organized and extremely interesting. Readers will find themselves finishing the book in a matter of days. In all honesty, I did not choose to read Born on a Blue Day because of my background in disability services, but because it is such an interesting story. However, after reading Tammet’s book, I have a new understanding of and appreciation for the people I have met that live with autism.

The opening lines of Tammet’s autobiography read, “I was born on January 31, 1979 – a Wednesday. I know it was a Wednesday because the date is blue in my mind and Wednesdays are always blue…It’s just the way my brain works” (p. 1). Tammet explains how his mind works in this same way throughout the entire book. He describes his mental processes in clear and descriptive detail. His text is straightforward and direct while also allowing the reader to know him as a person, not as a disability. In the same way that he opens the first lines of his book, Tammet does not talk down to the reader or assume that he/she is an expert in disabilities, but instead offers an honest and very simplistic account of a disorder that still confuses many people today. 

Tammet is very structured in this text, taking the reader through various stages of his life. He begins by explaining his disability and what it means in terms of how his mind works. Chapters following the first one go through such stages of his life as “Early Years”, “Falling Love” and “Meeting Kim Peek,;” Tammet organizes the book according to his life changing events, like meeting one of the most famous autistic savants, Kim Peek (p. xi). In addition to the structure he provides, this author also takes the reader inside his mind as a savant, something that is rarely done and for which I am very thankful. He explains how his mind works saying, “I have an almost obsessive need for order and routine which affects every aspect of my life” (p. 1-2). Some of the most interesting parts of this text were Tammet’s descriptions of how he thinks. Numbers, in his mind, are unique, each with their own shape, color, and personality. Tammet even goes so far as to include sketches of how he sees specific numbers.     

One of the later chapters entitled “Struck by Lightning: Epilepsy” describes another disability he has. As is common throughout the entire text, his epilepsy is not seen as a negative, but rather something that allows Tammet to think on a different level and for which he is thankful. Diagnosed as a child with temporal lobe epilepsy, Tammet did not see this as a death sentence, but believes it offers him higher levels of thinking. One professor, in particular, agrees with Tammet, arguing that epilepsy unlocks hidden potential. This scientist believes “savant abilities may be in everyone, only most are unable to unlock them… [Tammet’s] epileptic seizures may have played a role... paving the way for [his] abilities with numbers and different perceptual processing” (p. 41). This specific chapter explains the lengthy process of his diagnosis and how it changed his life. Tammet’s family, a very large and not necessarily wealthy one, is a big part of this chapter and others. The reader gains insight about how families cope with disabilities. Having grown up with a father that has epilepsy, I appreciated the exploration Tammet devoted to how his family was affected by his disability, both in terms of his epilepsy and his autism. As the author’s dedication reads, much of Tammet’s success and life are attributed to his parents. Tammet expresses the gratitude he feels for his family helping him take his pills and taking him to doctor appointments. 

One of the concluding chapters and, I would argue, the climax of Born on a Blue Day details the day Tammet met Kim Peek, another autistic savant known to be the inspiration for the movie Rain Man. This one day serves as the highlight of the text; Tammet had not only come to appreciate his differences but would also now meet someone sharing these differences. He writes about the moment he met Peek, “This was to be a moment I had long waited for; it would be the first time in my life that I had met and spoken with another savant” (p. 200). 

Although I found some of Born on a Blue Day to be a little too math-heavy, I thoroughly enjoyed reading this book and would recommend it to anyone, including students for a campus-wide read, parents of children with disabilities, and professionals in the field of disability services. However, this book is so enjoyable and informative that it can be read by almost anyone. For professionals specifically, though, the book offers a very rare look in to the mind of a person with autism. With the increasing number of students with disabilities entering higher education, the likelihood that professionals will need to work with students with autism is increasing also. In the past year and a half that I have been in the profession, I alone have encountered a handful of students with autism and Asperger’s at the university. This text provides disability services professionals information on this disability and how one lives with it, during both the college years and beyond. Born on a Blue Day may lead some less familiar with the disability to believe that all people with autism function as well and have such talents as Tammet. At the same time, though, he breaks the popular image of Rain Man, explaining that he is thankful for his high functioning and talent-specific autism because he knows that not every person with autism is like him. In my opinion, Born on a Blue Day could be used in any number of ways. I especially see schools using this text as a common book project; students with disabilities are becoming a growing part of the diverse campus community. 

Born on a Blue Day is not a pity story about a person with autism; its openness and honest perspective is why I feel it can be used in so many settings. I found myself reading this book in a few days, discussing with colleagues what I had read and learned after I finished the book. At the conclusion of his book, Daniel Tammet writes, “I hope that my abilities might help others in the future, by encouraging a wider appreciation of different ways of learning” (p. 222). Born on a Blue Day does just that for the reader; one finds him/herself appreciating the intellectual strengths of Tammet and not focusing on the fact that he has autism.  
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