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Abstract

The enrollment of students with invisible disaekt has continued to increase
unabated in postsecondary environments. As a restiie applicable laws governing the
provision of accommodations and/or modificationsigher education, the impetus and
responsibility to succeed rests almost entirelylie individual student. Research
showed for many students with invisible disabisitihe transition from a more passive
role in the acquisition of education at the primang secondary levels to a more active
role in the acquisition of higher education at plest-secondary level was difficult, as
evidenced by a large percentage of such studehtsyfeo complete their degrees
(Barber, 2012, Hadley, 2006; 2011, Skinner, 200hetheless, some of the same
research indicated some students with invisiblaldigies succeeded and completed their
degrees (Barber, 2012, Skinner, 2004). The liteesduggested that certain
characteristics, particularly self-determinatiorerevat least in part responsible for the
success of these students.

The purpose of this mixed methods study was tocegghe level of self-
determination in successful students with invistdikabilities who participated in higher
education. Data were collected through the adnmatish of an online, anonymous, and
untimed survey that consisted of Wehmeyer and Kech (1995) Arc Self-
Determination Scale, as modified by Jameson (2G&/)vell as supplemental questions
both adapted from Stage and Milne (1996) and cidayehe investigator. Levels of self-
determination between successful students witlsibhd disabilities and their otherwise
non-disabled peers were measured and analyzedjfoficant differences in means. The

guantitative data revealed no significant diffeenmtmeans on any domain score,



including the Self-Determination Total score betwgeoups, as measured by the
modified Arc. Subsequent content analyses of supgheal questions revealed identical
emerging themes in both participant groups, whignad with Wehmeyer’s essential

characteristics of self-determination.
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Chapter One: Introduction

At the time of this writing, various laws had bemeated in the past few decades
to ensure that students with disabilities had actesll levels of education. Since the
initial passage of the Education of All Handicap@dldren (EAHC) Act of 1975,
higher education in the United States underwentaggalented growth, in some part due
to the seemingly ever-growing population of studemho self-identified as having a
disability (Hadley, 2006; Hadley, 2007; Janiga &stambader, 2002; Levinson & Ohler,
1998; Skinner, 2004). EAHC was a landmark piedeg@itlation for students who
required accommodations and/or modifications aptimaary and secondary levels of
education; in some form, this legislation continti@@ugh the early 21st century. EAHC
was amended in 1990 and renamed the Individuals Wigabilities Education Act
(IDEA). IDEA (Pub. L.101-476) underwent major amerehts in 1991 and 1997; in
2004 the act was renamed once again as the Indigidiith Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEIA, Pub. L. 108-446), thougiwias commonly referred to as
IDEA. While IDEIA, in its various iterations, maypsibly be the most well-known law
that assured access to primary and secondary eatuéat individuals with disabilities.
Other laws that served a similar purpose inclugeRbhabilitation Act of 1973 and the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

The learning opportunities afforded by and the sghent educational successes
resulting from the operation of these laws may éxiglly responsible for many students
with disabilities choosing to participate in higlegtucation. Indeed, this result cannot be
overlooked, as “students with disabilities areradteg colleges and universities in

growing numbers, with their rate of college papation doubling in the past twenty
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years” (Hadley, 2011, p. 1). However, other respittsluced by the operation of these
laws were also partially responsible for these saiméents ultimately not succeeding in
the post-secondary environment. IDEIA was, in comrparlance, the foundational law
for special education, but as Hadley (2006) ando&i(2011) articulated, special
education did not exist in the post-secondary etitucal environment, although the
Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 504loé Rehabilitation Act of 1973 both
operated there. Special education, one of the pyima&thods through which many
individuals with disabilities received assistanaien for several years of their
educational careers, was vitiated via the operaifdaw, leaving essentially only two
laws to provide for accommodations in the post-sdaoy environment.

IDEIA specified that special education methods rmag/or must be employed in
primary and secondary education in order to assistents with disabilities in acquiring
an education, while the laws governing post-secgneducation included no such
mandate (Hadley, 2006). Indeed, IDEIA generallymd apply to an individual’s
education beyond primary or secondary schoolingn@®, 2011). Therefore, as a result
of the ways in which these various laws operatatisabled student who required
assistance mitigated the effects of his or herisain a post-secondary environment
and relied entirely upon reasonable accommodatiadshis or her own self (Hadley,
2006; 2007) in order “to progress in his or hess&s” (Hadley, 2007, p. 10).

While encouraging, the trend of increasingly mdtelents with disabilities
pursuing higher education raised further questregarding whether more assistance
could or should be provided in the post-secondawyrenment (Hadley, 2006). Formerly

having received accommodations and/or modificattbnsugh special education, often
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for most of their academic lives, these studerdshred the post-secondary level and
found they no longer had access to the methodsepses, or modifications to their
environment and/or curriculum that ensured someicood of success. The literature
indicated that these students were more likelatialhan their peers who do not have
disabilities (Barber, 2012, Skinner, 2004). Thezersed to be no legal obligation to do
more than what was already being done, namely,giray“reasonable modifications,
accommodations, or auxiliary aids” (Hadley, 20061®) to those students who, but for
their disability(ies), were qualified students. Bome students with disabilities, in the
researcher’s experience as a special educatoruthent reality regarding the
availability, acquisition, and receipt of extra aosunodations in the post-secondary
environment was, at best, foreign, and in manyaimsgts, toxic.

While several types of disabilities existed in tf@gleducation, those that were
invisible, meaning those that were all but unobakle by an average person, appeared to
be the most commonly reported disability (Aron &plrest, 2012; Belch, 2011; Joyce &
Rossen, 2006). Examples of invisible disabiliteduded “Asperger’s syndrome;
attention deficit/hyperactivity disorders, or ADHDxain injury; learning disabilities;
psychiatric conditions; seizure disorders; and €tdats syndrome” (University of
Washington 2012, p. 1). Indeed, “despite their isgng academic difficulties, adults
with learning disabilities enrolled in postsecondaducation in increasing numbers”
(Trainin & Swanson, 2005, p. 261). The fact thatenadividuals with learning
disabilities were enrolled in higher education wwasaccomplishment in itself given the

findings of other studies that reported “high sdigraduates with learning disabilities
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were significantly less likely to attend a postsetary institution” or to graduate from
them (Abreu-Ellis, Ellis, & Hayes, 2009, p. 28).

Although research supported the assertion thagrtha@lment of individuals with
invisible disabilities in higher education was ieasing (Johnson, Zascavage, & Gerber,
2008; Stage & Milne, 1996; Taylor, 2004; Thomad)@0Trainin & Swanson, 2005),
their enrollment did not guarantee graduation (8&m2004), nor did their graduation
guarantee future employment. Wehmeyer and SchWE9&7) indicated “that students
with disabilities were graduating to generally gigainting adult outcomes” (p. 245).
Black and Leake (2011) agreed, writing, “it is wiatlown that students with disabilities,
as a group, achieve poorer employment, postsecpedarcation, and community living
outcomes . . . compared to their peers withoutbilisas” (p. 147). Barber (2012) also
agreed and indicated an employment rate of “89f@%xpllege graduates without
disabilities) and for college graduates with disaes . . . 50.6%” (p. 1; as cited in
Nicholas, Kauder, Krepcio, & Baker, 2011, p. 61).

Due to the apparent influx of disabled studenisstitutions of higher education,
college and university disability/access officesaiged greater numbers of requests for
and subsequent issuance of reasonable accommatdibelp ameliorate the effects of
these students’ disabilities in the higher educagiovironment (Jameson, 2007). Despite
the efforts of colleges and universities to providasonable accommodations for
disabled students, many still did not completertiegrees (Janiga & Costenbader, 2002;
Skinner, 2004). Indeed, although many disabledestteddid not complete their degrees,

the fact remained; some did (Skinner, 2004).
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Professionals in the field of higher education ustted the term ‘reasonable
accommodations’ as the provision of services tieidd students with disabilities to
access the curriculum or the environment (Simoa120This concept of access often
differed from what professionals working in primanyd secondary education intended
when they modified the curriculum for a studentemithe auspices of special education,
which was typically accomplished through the ci@afind implementation of Individual
Education Plans (IEPs) (Horn & Benerjee, 2009).nSuuariculum modification was
mandated at the primary and secondary levels asudt of IDEA and thus formed the
basis of a student’s special education (Horn & Bjeeg. In other words, where primary
and secondary schooling provided a disabled stugigimtaccommodation and/or
modification, colleges and universities only praddeasonable accommodations, and
only if certain procedures and requirements wetisfgad (Eckes & Ochoa, 2005). It is
the researcher’s belief that many of the disabledents who were participating in
higher education were identified as having distedibefore entering postsecondary
study. Consequently, in many cases they receivecbomore years of special education
before entering a post-secondary environment wilaistexplained in the next chapter,
often provided significantly fewer accommodations.

Purpose of the Dissertation

The purpose of this research was to identify aedsure levels of self-
determination in successful students with invistikabilities participating in higher
education. Using a mixed methods design, the ifgegstr sought evidence of the
existence and level of self-determination in sucidents who succeeded in higher

education without the benefit of special educatidme existing literature had posited
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several external and internal characteristicsghatessful students with invisible
disabilities possessed, including (a) general aghest, (b) family support, (c) school
support, (d) self-advocacy skills, (e) knowledgewtithe student’s disability, and (f)
self-determination (Hadley, 2006; 2007; 2011; Jame8007; Skinner, 2004; Thoma &
Getzel, 2005). A disabled student’s level of sa@tedmination was noted as the most
critical characteristic to ensure success in higlercation (Jameson; Skinner, 2004;
Thoma & Getzel). This study aimed to provide furteeidence that the self-
determination characteristic was readily observadreg successful students with
invisible disabilities at a two-year community ege.
Rationale

While previous studies examined characteristioppohger students with
invisible disabilities, the available literatureked an adequate discussion of the internal
and external characteristics of students with iblesdisabilities who chose to participate
in higher education (Cosden & McNamara, 1997). €tndy highlighted the need for
research in the postsecondary disabilities argameral, as “it is only in recent years that
the presence of disabled people in higher educamnathe barriers that they may
encounter have received any sort of consideredsisaTaylor, 2004, p. 40). While a
handful of studies examined the characteristicsuotessful disabled students in higher
education, including at two-year colleges and fgeay institutions (Jameson, 2007;
Skinner, 2004; Thoma & Getzel, 2005), none focwseadusively on students with only
invisible disabilities. The aforementioned studiedicated that self-determination was
important for the success of a disabled studerttlittle else. The principal investigator

was unable to locate material that measured tlielstdrmination of the specific
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disabled population examined in the present stGayen that the enrollment of students
with disabilities in higher education continuedrnorease (Hadley, 2006; Janiga &
Costenbader, 2002; Johnson et al., 2008; Levins@hker, 1998; Skinner, 2004) and
that invisible disabilities at the time of this dyuwere the most commonly reported
disability in higher education (Thoma & Getzel; imo Liefeld, & Trachtenberg, 2010),
the researcher believed it was critical for studteaddress this specific and growing
segment of the student population in higher edanaas well as what appeared to be a
fundamental characteristic for their success iméigeducation. Therefore, this study
helped to address the current lack of knowledgautin the examination of the levels of
self-determination in the particular domains obedrin Wehmeyer and Kelchner’s
(1995) Arc Self-Determination Scale, modified byngson (2007) in two groups of
participants enrolled at a community college. Ormug consisted of successful students
who self-identified as having an invisible disatiliand the other group consisted of
successful students who were non-disabled. Thétsdsom these two sample groups
were analyzed and compared to observe what, ifdiffgrences existed between the
groups. Through content analysis, the participaigsponses to selected supplemental
guestions designed to illicit emerging themes amalitative information relevant to self-
determination and participant experience in higidrcation was also examined.
During a review of the current literature the resbar learned that the various
subdomains of the Arc Self-Determination Scale usdtis study provided scores in
four central characteristics that served as theslmidVehmeyer's (1993; 1995) self-
determination theory. The four characteristicsar®nomy, self-regulation,

psychological empowerment, and self-realizationewhnalyzed, these domain scores
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also produced a Total Self-Determination Score rdfoee, in order to use the Arc Self-
Determination Scale to investigate self-determorgtand in consultation with his chair,
the investigator drafted the following Research dio@ and Hypotheses.

Resear ch Question and Hypotheses

This investigation explored the following reseacglestion: How are the levels of
self-determination of successful students withsible disabilities participating in higher
education different than those of nondisabled ssgfaéstudents at a two-year
community college, as measured by the modified2eif-Determination Scale?

The hypotheses for this mixed methods study wefellasvs:

Alternate Hypothesis: There is a difference betwbennternal and external
characteristics of self-determination between ssgfté students with invisible
disabilities and the characteristics of their ngabtlied successful peers at a two-year
community college, as measured by the modified2elf-Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1a: There is a difference between theldeof autonomy of successful
students with invisible disabilities and the levelsheir nondisabled successful peers at a
two-year community college as measured by the rreatikrc Self-Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1b: There is a difference between theldeof self-regulation of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1c: There is a difference between theldeof psychological

empowerment of successful students with invisildaldilities and the levels of their
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nondisabled successful peers at a two-year comyncoliege, as measured by the
modified Arc Self-Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1d: There is a difference between theldeof self-realization of
successful students with disabilities and the Ewéltheir nondisabled successful peers at
a two-year community college, as measured by théiffred Arc Self-Determination
Scale.

Limitations

The human subjects who participated in this re$eand produced the data used
in this study were recruited exclusively from tiedent body of the Criminal Justice
program at one campus of one of the largest commaallege districts in the United
States (Midwest Community College, 2014). This camity college was referred to
herein as Midwest Community College to maintaingahenymity of the actual institution
from which participants were recruited. One mon#s\wallotted for the participants to
complete the online, untimed, anonymous survey us#ds study.

The investigator had no relationship with the ggpants in this study that could
have caused undue influence over the results; helasts, the possibility remained that
the responses received in the qualitative phatt@oftudy may have been skewed or in
some way inaccurate for a number of reasons, inguthe personal nature of some of
the questions asked. This possibility remained itle$ipe anonymity afforded by the
online survey, and despite the fact that the inga&ir did not solicit participants for this
study. Additionally, while the survey did not ask personally identifiable data, some
participants provided such data, which was remded neutral third party who served

as the district sponsor for the investigator, bettie remaining non-personally
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identifiable data were provided to the investigdtoranalysis. Nevertheless, the
possibility remained that the participants who paed personally identifiable data may
have not answered as they would have had theyrovided such data.

It is not known when and under what circumstandlesf #he participants
completed the survey. Neutral third parties, thatrdit sponsor and instructors in the
Criminal Justice program, who disseminated the tmgotential participants reported
that some participants completed the survey duiags and at other locations, including
the participants’ homes, as well as at differames over the course of the month during
which the link to the survey was active. As a rgsuls conceivable that some of the
participants’ responses may have been influencetiffarent environmental or personal
factors. The investigator contemplated such vamatin survey administration and
requested that the neutral third parties who digsa&ted the link explain that potential
participants were free to look at the questionsteenswering them. This opportunity
for initial review allowed the participants timerteflect and prepare responses with
which they were most comfortable. This design methagy was based on the rationale
proffered by an expert in the field of qualitataealysis (S. Sherblom, personal
communication, June 18, 2012), who articulatedoitlesf that participants were more
likely to provide a more complete, thought out, &ietiest response when given this sort
of preparation time. In order to fully participatethis study, a student had to self-
identify as possessing either an invisible disgb{lilefined below) or as not possessing a
disability. Given the parameters of this studyadadm students with visible disabilities,
or invisible and visible disabilities, were excladd®ata from students who were not

successful, whether disabled or not, were similexigiuded.
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Definition of Terms
The following definitions reflect how the terms warsed for the purposes of this study.

Accommodations: The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondar
Education (2014a) defined accommodations as “cleangle to instruction and/or
assessment intended to help students fully achesgeineral education curriculum
without changing the instructional content” (p. 1).

Arc Self-Deter mination Scale: This instrument was created by Wehmeyer and
Kelchner in 1995 and then modified by Jameson B72 this study, the modified Arc
Self-Determination Scale was administered to afliggpants verbatim and in its entirety,
along with supplemental questions adapted fromeSsagl Milne (1996) and the
investigator.

Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD): The Mayo Clinic (2012)
defined ADHD as a chronic condition affecting nafis of children and persisting into
adulthood with the following characteristics: diffity sustaining attention, hyperactivity,
and impulsive behavior. The Mayo Clinic indicatbdttchildren with ADHD also may
struggle with low self-esteem, troubled relatiopshiand poor performance in school.

Autonomy: Behavior performed “according to [an individualtsyn preferences,
interests and/or abilities . . . and independeifite from undue . . . influence or
interference” (Wehmeyer, Kelchner, & Richards, 1996532). Autonomy is one of the
essential characteristics in Wehmeyer’s theoryetifdetermination.

Disability: “A physical or mental impairment that substanyidilinits one or

more major life activities of such individual; an andividual having a record of such an
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impairment; or an individual being regarded as hgwuch an impairmen{Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C.A. § 1216iseq.).

Disability/Access Office: The department and/or personnel in a department or
office of a college or university responsible fooyiding reasonable accommodations to
students who self-identified as having a disability

External or Environmental Characteristics: The activities, behaviors, or
gualities that an individual with a disability emyge in or possesses with regard to his or
her education that usually requires a certain degfection from others. Skinner (2004),
writing on learning disabilities (LD), provided exales: “(a) severity of the LD; (b)
degree of support from family; (c) socioeconomatss; (d) completion of high
school;(e) quality of education at elementary agxbadary levels; and (f) quality of
vocational and postsecondary experiences” (p. 92).

Individualized Education Plan (IEP): A written statement for each child with a
disability; it is developed, reviewed, and revisedore becoming the basis of a student’s
special education (Government Printing Office, 2007

Internal Characteristics: Activities, behaviors, or characteristics that an
individual engages in or possesses that reasonaalg to the individual’s “autonomy,
self-regulation, psychological empowerment, antirsallization” (Wehmeyer et al.,
1996, p. 632) as they pertain to the individuatis@tion.

Invisible Disability: According to the Invisible Disabilities Associati¢2013),
this term:

refers to symptoms such as debilitating pain, tejglizziness, weakness,

cognitive dysfunctions, learning differences andtakdisorders, as well as
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hearing and vision impairments. They are not alwaysous to the onlooker, but

can sometimes or always limit daily activities,garg from mild challenges to

severe limitations and vary from person to perg¢pn6)

Learning Disability: “A generic term that refers to a heterogeneous it
disorders manifested by significant difficultiestive acquisition and use of listening,
speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, or mathecah#tbilities” (Stage & Milne, 1996, p.
426). Learning disabilities “are intrinsic to theident, are presumed to be due to central
nervous system dysfunction, and may occur acraskféhspan” (Hadley, 2006, p. 10).

Modifications: The Missouri Department of Elementary and Secandar
Education (2014b) defined modifications as “altenras made to instruction and/or
assessment that change, lower, or reduce learniagsessment expectation” (p. 1).

Psychological Empower ment: “The various dimensions of perceived control
which includes . . . personal efficacy . . . loofigontrol . . . and motivational domains”
(Wehmeyer et al., 1996, p. 633). Psychological engsment is one of the essential
characteristics in Wehmeyer’s theory of self-defaation.

Reasonable Accommodations. For the purpose of this study the researcher
selected to use the following definition at PepperdJniversity (2014):

In the context of higher education, it is easiedédine what is not reasonable and

assume that if the accommodation needed doesewnt\clall under those

guidelines, it is probably reasonable! There aregtkinds of accommodations
that are not considered reasonable: (1) It is metaonable accommodation if
making the accommodation or allowing participagmases a direct threat to the

health or safety of others; (2) It is not a reabdmaccommodation if making the



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 14

accommodation means making a substantial change @ssential element of the

curriculum (educational viewpoint) or a substandgilaration in the manner in

which you provide your services; and (3) It is aogtasonable accommodation if

it poses an undue financial or administrative bardp. 3)

Self-Deter mination: A person acting as the primary causal agent ilohiger
own life and making choices and decisions regardunagity of life free from undue
external influence or interference (Wehmeyer, 1988tording to Wehmeyer (1995), an
individual's behavior is self-determined when “ihdividual acts autonomously, the
behaviors are self-regulated, the person initiatesresponds to events(s) in a
psychologically empowered manner, and the perstima self-realizing manner” (p.
7).

Self-Deter mination Domains. As used in the Arc, these domains measure
essential characteristics of self-determination @nribute to various scores on the
instrument. The self-determination domains incladeanomy, self-regulation,
psychological empowerment, and self-realization litNleyer, 1995).

Self-Realization: An individual using “a comprehensive, and reastnabcurate
knowledge (of an individual's self) and their stgéms and limitations to act in such a
manner as to capitalize on this knowledge in a fi@akbway” (Wehmeyer et al., 1996, p.
633). Self-realization is one of the essential abgaristics in Wehmeyer’s theory of self-
determination.

Self-Regulation: The behavior of individuals who “make decisionsatiwhat
skills to use in a situation; examine the taskaatchand their available repertoire; and

formulate, enact, and evaluate a plan of actioth v@visions when necessary”
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(Wehmeyer et al., 1996, p. 633). Self-regulatioarie of the essential characteristics in
Wehmeyer’s theory of self-determination.

Successful Student: The inclusion criteria for this study consideresuacessful
student one who had completed at least one senadtey community college from
which the data for this study was obtained, witirade point average (GPA) of 2.0 or
higher. Students with a GPA below 2.0 were deenmsaiccessful.

Visible Disability: A disability readily observed by an average pemstn
interacts with an individual possessing such alilisg Examples include use of a
wheelchair, certain vision and/or hearing impairtseand use of certain assistive
technologies.

Summary

This study provided further evidence of the exiseeaf self-determination in
successful students with invisible disabilities vatmse to participate in higher
education. The study accomplished this objectivexploring whether measurable
differences existed in levels of self-determinati@mtween successful students with
invisible disabilities and successful students withdisabilities using a normed
instrument based upon Wehmeyer’s theory of selérdahation. Furthermore, this study
provided further evidence of the existence of dellermination via content analysis of
responses elicited from the participants, from Wwhitemes emerged related to the four
essential characteristics of Wehmeyer’s theoryetifdetermination.

The literature review in Chapter Two addressechtbet common disabilities
reported among students in higher education, redaéale characteristics of successful

students with disabilities in higher education, aneestigated whether self-determination
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appeared to be an important, if not paramount,ateristic among successful students
with invisible disabilities who participated in iigr education. The literature review also
includes a discussion of a theory of self-detertnoma which served as the basis for the
instrument administered to the participants in ghigly. Additionally, the literature
review highlighted the laws pertaining to the psien of extra assistance to students at
all levels of education, and how crucial rights aesbonsibilities of disabled students
differ between the various educational levels agtvben schools. The next chapter also
explained, through the review of somewhat limitéerhture and paraphrased interviews,
how a qualifying student received additional assise in various educational
environments (K-12 vs. higher education).

Chapter Three addressed the methodology and preesedsed to complete this
study, including background information about thetiument completed by the
participants and the research site from which tgréi@pants were selected. Chapter Four
provided the results of the data obtained from shisly. Chapter Five included a

discussion of the findings, their implications, asdommendations for future research.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction

This literature review examined some of the megsues surrounding the pursuit
of higher education by students who have disaddjtparticularly invisible disabilities, in
an attempt to suggest which factors enabled sortteesé students to succeed where
others did not. The literature review included scdssion of the post-secondary
environment in terms of how it addressed the neédtudents with invisible disabilities
and how this environment differed from the worldpoimary and secondary education.
The most common types of disabilities observedghér education were discussed, as
were the characteristics frequently observed icesgful students with invisible
disabilities. Moreover, the literature review irdueed a working theory behind a
characteristic thought to be responsible for theeesss of students with disabilities, and in
so doing provided justification for the instrumemployed to collect quantitative data
for this study.

In addition, the literature review addressed ttstdny, purpose, and objectives of
significant laws that legislated the provision &fra assistance to students with
disabilities at all levels of education. An undarsting of the laws extant in primary,
secondary, and higher education, as well as a foadtal explanation of how they
function in actuality, was crucial for compreherglthe various educational worlds that
students with invisible disabilities must navigdtthey ultimately were to achieve
success in a higher education environment. Accghdirthe literature review outlined
how additional services were provided to studentis disabilities participating in

primary, secondary, and post-secondary education.
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The relevant body of literature was full of oveggneral writings that provided
cursory descriptions of the provision of extra s=s to students with disabilities. To
allow a deeper investigation into the realitieswth provisions within the educational
system, the scholarly writings were supplementeatl paraphrased interviews with
seasoned practitioners from two local primary aexbadary school districts, as well as
from one of the campuses of the community collaggidt from which study
participants were recruited.

The Most Common Disabilitiesin Higher Education

Several articles that examined the frequency @ldigies in postsecondary
institutions revealed that the most commonly regmbdisabilities were a group of
specific conditions called learning disabilitiesbf&u-Ellis et al., 2009; Aron & Loprest,
2012; Joyce & Rossen, 2006; Thoma & Getzel, 20@8rter, 2004; Troiano et al.,
2010) or learning disorders (American Psychiatrssdciation, 2013). It was the
researcher’s opinion that many lay people haddaliffy understanding what learning
disabilities were and how they presented in arviddal. Indeed, many outside of the
field of education might be surprised to learn thedpite having significant difficulty
with certain aspects of learning, individuals werning disabilities usually possessed
average or above average intelligence (LDOnNIlin@12&tage & Milne, 1996). While
exact definitions varied, many researchers belideadhing disabilities had their genesis
in an individual's physiological make up and wefgldng conditions (Hadley, 2006;
Skinner, 2004; Stage & Milne, 1996).

Stage and Milne (1996) defined learning disabsgits “a generic term that refers

to a heterogeneous group of disorders manifestesgiyficant difficulties in the
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acquisition and use of listening, speaking, readirging, reasoning, or mathematical
abilities” (p. 426). Hadley (2006) reported thair@ing disabilities were “intrinsic to the
individual and presumed to be due to central nes\aystem dysfunction” (p. 10).
Butterbaugh et al. (2004), when writing about gtedalization of temporal lobe epilepsy
and learning disabilities, defined a specific leagrdisability as “skills that fall below the
average peer’s skills” (p. 966), and also repoadablogical basis for learning disorders.
Hadley similarly posited a biological basis for tis@stence of a learning disability that
may not lend itself to treatment. LDOnline (2014ngely agreed with these ideas but also
suggested that learning disabilities can be mantdgedgh appropriate academic and/or
behavioral interventions, teaching, and supporskén (2010) essentially agreed with
Stage and Milne and Hadley, and noted that “piiagttrs providing services to
adolescents with LD need to focus not only rem&tieind compensating for academic
deficits, but also on building students’ confidencenanage their own learning” (p. 29).

Stage and Milne (1996) categorized learning digeds as invisible, explaining
that, like other so-called invisible disabiliti¢sey often go unnoticed, and it was not
immediately apparent that an individual with a iheag disability had additional
difficulties performing a task. Stage and Milnecateported that learning disabilities
existed only in academic settings. This limited ifemtation made it very difficult to
readily identify a person with a learning disapilit

According to the literature reviewed for thisdgulearning disabilities were the
most prevalent disability in postsecondary educatamd the number of students who
participated in higher education with at least m@@ning disability continued to rise. For

example, according to Joyce and Rossen (2006998,lapproximately 16% of the
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disabled student population possessed at leaseameng disability, and this percentage
increased to approximately 40% twelve years lgief). Other studies largely agreed
with these findings but placed the percentage chws20% (Thoma & Getzel, 2005, p.
236), 38% (Aron & Loprest, 2012, p. 101), or eveeager (Thomas, 2000). Parker and
Boutelle (2009) posited an even larger percentaige wrote that “individuals with
learning disabilities (LD) have constituted nedraif of the reported number of
postsecondary students with disabilities . . streral decades” (p. 204).

One study estimated that only approximately onetlfioto one half of all students
with disabilities identified themselves to theispective disability/access offices and
asked for accommodations. This same study suggtstethe failure of students to self-
identify and ask for accommodations may be oneoready the exact percentage of
students with learning disabilities remained unknd@dohnson et al., 2008). Irrespective
of the exact percentage of students with learnisglilities, one trend remained clear in
the literature reviewed -- in a relatively shortipd of time, the number of students who
possessed a documented disability and participateigher education increased
substantially (Joyce & Rossen, 2006; Skinner, 20bwma & Getzel, 2005; Thomas,
2000; Troiano et al., 2010).

While learning disabilities were the most commasadility found in students in
the post-secondary environment, other invisiblaldigies existed that were more
common than visible disabilities. Attention-Defielyperactivity Disorder (ADD /
ADHD) was found to be the next most common disgb{iParker & Boutelle, 2009;
Thoma & Getzel, 2005). Thoma and Getzel (2005)caigid that approximately 15% of

the disabled student population had ADHD (p. 28@)\akci et al. (2012) estimated the
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prevalence of ADHD on one college campus to beeclas6%, though actual percentage
rates differed throughout the country, and rangechf2% to 8% (p. 112). In the
investigator’s opinion, one reason for the variegvplence reported for this disorder may
have been that researchers seemingly continueddifyrthe definition of ADHD.

Kavakci et al. (2012) indicated that ADHD “is chetierized by an inability to
sustain attention, impulsivity, and hyperactivi{y.108), and a formal diagnosis usually
occurred during an individual’s childhood. Parkeoffman, Sawilowsky, and Rolands
(2011) reported that ADHD was regarded “as a desoodl executive function skills” (pp.
115-116). Parker et al. further defined executiugctioning as “an umbrella construct
reflecting self-regulatory mechanisms that organilneect, and manage other cognitive
activities, emotional responses and overt behav{prsl16). Given that this impairment
impacted such major cognitive abilities, it was adurprise to the researcher to find
literature that indicated people with ADHD reporttficulties in several areas,
including educational, occupational, social, andpve functioning (Kavakci et al.,
2012; Parker et al., 2011). ADHD remained simitaatiearning disability in that
individuals could not be readily identified as haythis disorder; and as a result, they
“are often accused of faking or imagining theirathities” (Disabled World, n.d.),
playing around, and/or not trying hard enough (lémsity of Washington, 2012).
Wilgosh et al. (2008) agreed, and wrote “. . iramsible disability creates awkward
situations” (p. 208). Indeed, as one online authdicated, “I firmly believe that ADHD
is difficult for others to accept and tolerate hesmit is invisible” (Konigsberg, 2011., p.
1). Irrespective of definitions and rates of prevale, invisible disabilities such as

learning disabilities and ADHD were accepted angeaped in diagnostic manuals such
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as the American Psychiatric Association’s (20D8&gnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders

Other invisible disabilities, including certain Mia and hearing impairments,
dyslexia and dysgraphia, multiple health issued,aher psychiatric-based disabilities,
such as anxiety and bipolar depression, existédtegbostsecondary level, and each was
thought to represent 6% or less of the studentlatipn (Thoma & Getzel, 2005). Little
was known about the success of students in postdappenvironments who possessed
some of these other invisible disabilities, esdbctaose with a psychiatric origin. Belch
(2011) indicated that conditions such as bipolaodier, borderline personality disorders,
and anxiety disorders were “some of the fastesivgg categories of disability in the
college student population” (p. 73). Belch’s agsartvas supported by the observation
that “[currently there are] more than 33,000 stuslevith mental illnesses . . . in college
and universities [and] that appears to be incrgasuer time” (Salzer, Wick, & Rogers,
2008, p. 370). Belch astutely observed that desipgegrowing prevalence of these
psychiatric-based disorders, “these disabilitiesthe least understood and least
academically supported on campus” (p. 74).

While ample evidence supported the assertion tloaé istudents with disabilities,
particularly invisible disabilities, participated higher education, limited research had
been conducted to investigate why many of thesabthd students did not graduate.
Fortunately, a number of students with invisibleadhilities did succeed in postsecondary
settings and ultimately graduated (Barber, 2018k, 2004). Despite researchers
issuing calls to examine what factors were respas$or the success of disabled

students (Taylor, 2004), to date only a handfidtatlies explored this topic. Thus, while
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the body of literature on this subject largely iasto be written, a number of researchers
suggested that there were several characteridtgscoessful students with disabilities
who participated in higher education (Barber, 2H&dley, 2006; Hong, Haefner, &
Slekar, 2011; Johnson et al., 2008; Skinner, 2084ma & Getzel, 2005).

Characteristics of Successful Studentswith Invisible Disabilities

The literature reviewed noted several charactesisff successful students with
invisible disabilities who participated in post-sadary education. Skinner (2004)
indicated that the most common characteristichisfdroup included knowledge of the
disability and related accommodations, receiptroégplanation of that individual's
psychoeducation evaluation (and understandingaime)y knowledge of disability law,
self-advocacy, accommodations and alternative esusipport systems, perseverance,
and goal-setting, as well as adjustment in gersmrdladjustment to postsecondary
settings in particular. Thoma and Getzel (2005)tpdssimilar characteristics that
included problem-solving, understanding one's digbgoal-setting, and self-
management. Hadley (2006; 2007) believed that sstageindividuals with disabilities
also possessed good self-advocacy and spent twedéogeng their sense of autonomy.
Moreover, Hadley (2006) argued that for studenth wertain invisible disabilities to
achieve success in post-secondary education, &illshveere essential.

Johnson et al. (2008) essentially agreed with Ha@606) when they wrote “(a)
lack of self-advocacy may also be the key to arrgéential pitfall for students with
learning disabilities in the postsecondary schettirsy” (p. 1164). Barber (2012) had
similar thoughts and found that successful studertsdisabilities who participated in

higher education “had observable personal qualfties self-awareness, perseverance,
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focus, and interpersonal skills) that allowed therpursue, develop, and maintain
positive, long-term relationships with mentorsherton campus or within their natural
social circle” (p. 5), as well as “universally high. insight about their disabilities and
their ability to self-advocate” (p. 5). AkinsolaQ®0) wrote in a similar fashion about the
importance of self-esteem in many areas, includicegemic achievement, and that good
self-esteem boosted academic success.

Other researchers suggested additional charaasridtsuccessful students with
learning disabilities and some other invisible Hibaes that included factors such as
possessing a moderate as opposed to a severantedisability and a higher verbal
intelligence quotient (Skinner, 2004). Stage anth®1{1996) opined that this latter factor
may have served as an important predictor of celkgcess because most
postsecondary classes were centered around adithitat required verbal skills, such as
reading, listening to lectures, and completingiwgtassignments.

In one study, factors that colleges and univessiypically employed to predict
success in postsecondary environments, such asl@nstearning an above-average ACT
score, proved ineffective at predicting the sucoédstudents with learning disabilities
(Johnson et al., 2008). The reason for this finduag not definitive; however, the study
indicated that students with learning disabilitid®o received intensive special education,
i.e., services in a self-contained setting, midéb &ave a lesser chance of success in
postsecondary education due to their previousenast within “a protective environment
which may have diminished the need for self-advgtge 1164). This suggestion
largely agreed with Hadley's (2006; 2007) obseovetithat some students with learning

disabilities who participated in higher educati@céme accustomed to a more passive
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environment while in primary and secondary schaal$ had not adjusted to become
more “active regarding their learning disabiliti€2006, p. 10), and appeared
“exceptionally dependent upon the support senviseg had grown accustomed to while
in high school” (2007, p. 12).

As noted previously, Skinner (2004) and Stage ande1996) presented
specific characteristics apparently responsiblsptoe extent, for the success of an
individual with a disability in the postsecondagtteng that were largely based on an
individual's cognitive abilities. Hong et al. (201&ent a step further and merged these
characteristics into a synergistic concept. Thexaaded the idea that successful college
students, both with and without disabilities, “#mese who know who they are, what they
want, what are their strengths and limitations, how to achieve their goals. They are
self-determined” (p. 175). Other researchers, siscBenney and Daviso (2012),
undoubtedly agreed with Hong et al., and wrotedt&s show that increased self-
determination skills lead to better outcomes fautixs with disabilities” (p. 49). The
characteristic of self-determination was mentiofrequently within the relevant
literature.

Self-Deter mination and Successful Individualswith Invisible Disabilities

Several articles indicated that self-determingtaomd to a lesser extent, other
related characteristics, was an important chanatiteof successful students with
disabilities in postsecondary education (Jamesody7 2Skinner, 2004; Thoma & Getzel,
2005). The literature reviewed for this study preed myriad definitions for the concept

of self-determination. Skinner (2004) opined tredf-determination acted as an umbrella
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term that covered other characteristics, suchlésadeocacy. Jameson (2007) similarly
articulated that a good level of self-determinattonld lead to successful outcomes.
Citing several other researchers, Stoner, Angeliydé, and Goins (2006) noted
the elements of self-determination as “the attig)@dilities, and skills that lead people to
identify their goals for themselves and take theative to reach those goals” (p. 22).
Definitions of self-determination also encompas®tuice-making . . . self-awareness
and self-knowledge,” as well as “having the abitityset goals, persevere, and attain
goals” (p. 22). Reeve, Nix, and Hamm (2003) exp@&ahon these tenets of self-
determination, and defined self-determination as:
the capacity to determine one’s actions as theygaenfeom an internally locused
and volitional causality, rather than from an emédly locused causality (e.g.,
reinforcement contingencies) or from an internddiyused but nonvolitional
causality (e.qg., drives, intrapsychic pressured)emvself-determined, one acts out
of an internally locused, volitional causality bdse an awareness of one’s
organismic needs and a flexible interpretationxéémal events. (p. 388)
Other researchers posited perhaps less academmdide$ of self-determination that
nonetheless aided in the understanding of thisloabuwonstruct. For example, in their
work, Hong et al. (2011) provided a list of respenddefinitions of self-determination,
which was reproduced in Table 1. These definitgunggested that the concept of self-

determination encompassed various other elements.
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Table 1.

Definitions of Self-Determination: Hong, HaefnendaSlekar
Participant Definitions
The capability of deciding and acting on one’s fatplans

Choices made based on free will without interfeeenc
Proactively solve problems

Taking responsibility for oneself

The ability to direct one’s own life

The ability to know one’s strengths and weaknesses
Ability to make decisions, be disciplined, and soproblems
Self-confidence to act with responsibility

Accurate self-assessment of strengths

Engaging in self-reflection, goal-setting, and peoi-solving
The ability to set your own goals and then accosimgihem

Someone who has vision, short and long term gaatsa plan and the motivation to
achieve these

Figuring out yourself, who and what you are, andendecisions on your own
The belief that achievements are under their coatrd they are willing

to exert efforts to attain it
Note (Hong et. al., 2011).

Other researchers studying self-determinationtedeaot only definitions, but
entire theoriedDeci, Vallerand, Pelletier, and Ryan (1991) argtined being self-
determined equated with possessing internal mativategulatory processes, and
internalized values. Their Self-Determination The(8DT) stemmed from motivation
and advanced the thought that “when behavior fsdgtérmined, the regulatory process
is a choice” (p. 327). Deci et al.’s work had astg impact on other researchers,
including Wehmeyer and Kelchner (1995), who useatspe their work as a basis for
subsequent self-determination study. Through stiahlysWehmeyer and Schwartz

(1998) developed the following definition: “selftdemination refers to acting as the
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primary causal agent in one’s life and making cesiand decisions regarding one’s
quality of life free from undue external influenoeinterference” (p. 4). Wehmeyer's
(1993; 1995) writings appeared to contain elemehtaiman personality and motivation
theory, such as those explained by Deci et al. Hewes these ideas were not
specifically germane to this study, a discussiothefspecific psychological theories of
human personality and motivation was omitted frbr literature review.

Denney and Daviso (2012) did not directly borrowhieyer’'s (1995) definition
of self-determination, however they included 12cspecomponents of self-
determination that Wehmeyer’s (1998) prior workessislly foreshadowed. These
components are included in Table 2.

Table 2.

Components of Self-Determination: Denney and Daviso
Component
Choice making

Decision making

Problem solving

Goal setting and attainment

Independence, risk taking, and safety skills
Self-observation, evaluation, and reinforcemenitsski
Self-instruction

Self-advocacy and leadership skills

Internal locus of control

Positive attributes of efficacy and outcome expacya
Self-awareness

Self-knowledge
Note: (Deeney & Daviso, 2012).

While Wehmeyer (1998) recognized components of Bed Ryan’s

(1991) work, several other researchers cited Welbnge{1993; 1995) work regarding
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self-determination. These researchers included Véghns (1993; 1995) belief that self-
determination equated to the individual taking geaof his or her life and acting as the
causal agent of change; in this capacity, the iddad autonomously made choices and
decisions that impacted his or her own life (Jamg2607; Thoma & Getzel, 2005).
Stoner et al. (2006) also cited Wehmeyer and Sdiatsgd998) work and
explained that three factors “influence the emecgenf self-determination: (a) individual
capacity or what a person is capable of doingthi{®)opportunities available to an
individual, and (c) the supports and accommodatamaslable to an individual” (p. 4).
Stoner et al. created a list of elements they betleeomprised self-determination, as
reproduced in Table 3.
Table 3.

Elements of Self-Determination: Stoner et al.
Elements

Understanding one’s strengths and limitations togietvith a belief in oneself as capable
and effective

Awareness of personal preferences, interests,githrgnand limitations
Anticipating consequences for decisions

Initiating and taking action when needed

Setting and working toward goals

Using communication skills such as negotiation, pmomise, and persuasion to reach
goals

Striving for independence while recognizing intgreledence with others
Persistence
Self-confidence

Pride
Note: (Stoner et al., 2006).

While some researchers considered various piecdgebmeyer’s (1995)

extensive theory of self-determination as theyheired their own work in this growing
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area, the literature reviewed provided no universakensus for the definition of self-
determination or how it developed. Indeed, “selfed@ination cannot be defined simply
through a list of behaviors or non-behaviors, siesgentially any behavior or action
could be considered within the realm of self-deiaation” (Stoner et al., 2006, p. 4).
Nevertheless, as indicated, many researchers gasitelar traits that constituted self-
determination and offered explanation of its gentat suggested that self-
determination was a collection of thoughts anddfglihat ultimately manifested in an
individual's behavior (Denney & Daviso, 2012; Stoeeal., 2006; Wehmeyer, 1993).
Working Theory of Self-Deter mination and Measurement I nstrument

For the purposes of conducting this study, thestigator selected one theory of
self-determination and collected and analyzed thataugh the use of an instrument
based on that theory. The goal of this approachtavabserve what, if any, differences
existed between the populations that participatatiis study.

Wehmeyer (1993) notably proffered that self-deteation was not a
characteristic of an individual per se, but ratvas “best conceptualized as an outcome
and described by essential component elements wileithe self-determination in terms
or processes” (p. 4). He further noted that “becwself-determined is a complex
process” (p. 6) that was “characterized by gradhahges leading to a particular result or
a series of actions or operations conducive tonali @. 4) and that consisted of
“interacting factors endogenous and exogenousaantividual” (p. 6). Wehmeyer
(1993) explained that these interacting factortunhed “opportunities to explore, take
risks and learn from their consequences . . .@padiing in decisions and making choices

and experiencing control” (p. 6). Thus, an indiatlbecame more self-determined
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through the gradual acquisition of these varioaggrand subsequent engagement in
these positive behaviors (Wehmeyer et al., 1996).

Wehmeyer and Schwartz (1998) reported that there {'edeven component
elements that appear particularly important to-determined behavior” (p. 5); these
“interrelated” elements included (a) choice-makskdls, (b) decision-making skills, (c)
problem-solving skills, (d) goal-setting and attaenmt skills, (e) self-management skills,
(f) self-advocacy skills, (g) leadership skills) (hternal locus of control, (i) positive
attributions of efficacy and outcome expectangys¢jf-awareness, and (k) self-
knowledge (p. 5). For Wehmeyer and Schwartz, “éneetbpment and acquisition” of
these component elements resulted in an individhal displayed four essential
characteristics “that define self-determined betd\ip. 5). These characteristics
included autonomy, self-regulation, psychologicapbewerment, and self-realization
(Wehmeyer et al., 1996).

Wehmeyer et al. (1996) considered behavior to benamous “if the person acts
(a) according to his or her own preferences, isterend/or abilities and (b)
independently, free from undue external influencenterference” (p. 632). Wehmeyer et
al. (1996) explained that autonomy included an el@nof interdependence, as “most
people are not completely autonomous or indepeh@en32) because most people
interacted with others, as well as their environtnen a daily basis.

Self-regulation, the second characteristic podietvehmeyer et al. (1996),
involved making “decisions about what skills to usa situation” based on an
individual’s skill set and ability to create andeexte a “plan of action” (p. 633).

Contained within the characteristic of self-reguatwere the concepts of self-
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monitoring, self-evaluation, and self-reinforceme$glf-monitoring involved the
“observation of one’s social and physical environtremd one’s actions in those
environments” (p. 633). Self-evaluation referrecioindividual’s ability to make
decisions about his or her behavior in regard tatvide or she did in relation to what he
or she should do. Self-reinforcement was “the adHiinistration of consequences
contingent on the occurrence of target behavigrs683). Accordingly, an individual
whose behavior included these concepts demonstnegext her ability to self-regulate
(p. 633).

The third essential characteristic posited by Weyan et al. (1996),
psychological empowerment, comprised multiple acgdperceived control” (p. 633).
This control included aspects of an individual’sgmmality, cognition, and motivation.
Wehmeyer et al. (1996) explained that individuat®wvere psychologically empowered
were “people who are self-determined [and] act thasetheir beliefs that (a) they have
the capacity to perform behaviors needed to inffteesutcomes in their environment and
(b) if they perform such behaviors, anticipatedcouates will result” (p. 633).

Self-realization, the fourth essential characterist self-determination posited by
Wehmeyer et al. (1996), referred to an individuabdity to be aware of his or her
abilities and limitations. Armed with this knowleglghese individuals acted in such a
way to maximize their abilities for their beneiiehmeyer et al. described this
awareness of one’s abilities and limitations asf-lsgowledge,” which “forms through
experience with and interpretation of one’s envinent and is influenced by evaluations

of others, reinforcements, and attributions of er@vn behavior” (p. 633).
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Based on these ideas about the origin and developaoi self-determination,
Wehmeyer and Kelchner (1995) designed the Arc Betermination Scale in 1995. This
scale provided a quantitative measurement of anithdal’s level of self-determination.
Upon the completion of an Arc assessment, the relpu received a series of scores that
indicated how he or she compared to the normedIlatpa with regard to the four
essential characteristics of self-determinatiotiédessubdomains), as well as a total self-
determination score. Theoretically, higher subdeonsabres and a higher total self-
determination score equated to higher levels d¢fdstbrmined behavior and self-
determination.

In constructing the Arc Self-Determination Scalegheyer and Kelchner
(1995) “followed a dual process” (p. 56). The fipsbcess involved the researchers
observing “the characteristics of adults with caoigei disabilities who were identified as
self-determined and those who were not self-detezthvere examined and those
characteristics that supported self-determinedaehavere isolated” (p. 56) and
selected for inclusion in the scale. The secondgm® included identification and
inclusion of items on “the Scale which mirrored tiaracteristics indicated in the
research process” (p. 56).When it was not possibéelapt questions from existing
instruments to measure the four essential charsiitsr Wehmeyer and Kelchner created
new questions.

Using various statistical operations, the Arcrmstent was first normed on a
sample of approximately 400 individuals with cogratdisabilities (Wehmeyer, 1995).
After completing the initial instrument, Wehmey@&idaKelchner (1995) conducted a pilot

test with 261 “secondary-age students with cogaitlisabilities” who served as
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participants (p. 71). Wehmeyer and Kelchner thefop@ed a factor analysis. They
verified the results, and conducted further testuity approximately 500 more children
with cognitive disabilities. Further analysis wasnpleted on these results, and “based
on these analyses it was concluded that The ArfsCEtermination Scale has adequate
construct validity” (p. 75).

While Wehmeyer and Kelchner’s 1995 instrument designed to measure
levels of self-determination in younger individualgh cognitive disabilities, Jameson
(2007) designed her adapted version to measurkslet/self-determination in
individuals more representative of the general patmn, including individuals who
participated in higher education. Wehmeyer validak@meson’s design modification,
and Jameson subsequently used the adapted varsagstudy that involved post-
secondary students (Jameson). Therefore, the iga&stbelieved that administering
Jameson’s version of the Arc Self-Determinationl&éar the present study was
appropriate. Before administering this scale, tivestigator received permission from
both Wehmeyer and Jameson. Further discussioreohitrumentation employed in this
study appears in Chapter Three.

Assistance at the Primary, Secondary, and Post-Secondary L evels

Keogh (2007) wrote that “the notion of equal edioreal opportunity for all
students, including those with disabilities, is npavt of our national culture” (p. 66).
However, the researcher opined that statementelatavely recent reality. Indeed, Aron
and Loprest (2012) and Keogh (2007) emphasizedhkatqual educational
opportunities evident today for all students wée result of several decades of evolving

public policy, which involved substantial politicahd societal turmoil. Keogh (2007)
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explained, “It is important to remember that mafyhese changes in educational
policies and practices came about because studéhtdisabilities and their parents
exercised their civil rights” (p. 66). Aron and Lregt essentially echoed Keogh'’s writing,
and reported “the nation’s current approach to ating children with disabilities is the
product of dramatic shifts in disability law andgtia policy . . . before the 1970s no
major federal laws specifically protected the corlconstitutional rights of Americans
with disabilities” (p. 99).

The literature reviewed for the present study riacethree significant laws that
provided the legal foundation for the provisionegfra assistance to students with
disabilities who participated in primary, secondayd post-secondary education
(McVey, n.d.). Two of the three laws had their arggin the Civil Rights Movement of
the 1960s, with the subsequent codification oféHawss in the early and mid-1970s
(Keogh, 2007). The third law was codified in 199@nericans with Disabilities Act,
2009).

The first significant law that provided some praieac for individuals with
disabilities who participated in education was Rehabilitation Act of 1973, particularly
Section 504 (Aron & Loprest, 2012). The second daeh originally called the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 19&md sometimes more informally,
PL 94-142 (Keogh, 2007), served as the progenfttoday’s Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement Act. Throughvtgious iterations, this law became
the cornerstone of special education in the Urfdedes (Aron & Loprest, 2012; Keogh,
2007). The third law, the Americans with DisabdgiAct (2009), technically applied to

primary and secondary education as well but pripariovided protection for disabled
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students participating in post-secondary educdfodones, personal communication,
November 4, 2013).

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 ane Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 both encapsuld#tectoncept of access to education
for all students with disabilities (Aron & Lopre012; Keogh, 2007). With regard to the
Rehabilitation Act, Aron and Loprest (2012) wrdtey the first time, a federal law
stated that excluding or segregating an individuti a disability constituted
discrimination” (p. 99). Keogh (2007) indicated ‘P4-142 was landmark legislation as
it assuredaccesdo public education for all children, without reddor disabling
condition” (p. 67). Keogh further explained why skeecivil rights-based laws, especially
PL 94-142, were important when she wrote, “in ptiores children who did not ‘fit’
schools were often excluded; the effect of the 82-&gislation was to turn it around so
that schools were mandated to ‘fit’ the needs dnlitias of the child” (p. 67).

Aron and Loprest (2012) explained key elementsextiSn 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1975 and the Education fol Aandicapped Children Act of 1975.
Specifically, Section 504 applied to all public sols that received federal funds and
further expounded that

the law entitles children to a public education panable to that provided to

children who do not have disabilities, with disapibroadly defined to include

any person who has a physical or mental impairtieitsubstantially limits one
or more major life activities, has a record of sachmpairment, or is regarded as

having such an impairment. (Aron & Loprest, p. 99)
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In contrast to the more general nondiscriminatamyseof Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Aron and Loprest (20h®}ed the more circumscribed and
specific objectives of the Education for All Hanaloped Children Act, which in 1990
was renamed the Individuals with Disabilities EdiwaraAct, and explained that “[the]
IDEA established the right of children with disatio#ls to attend public schools, to
receive services designed to meet their needofrelearge, and, to the greatest extent
possible, to receive instruction in regular eduwsatlassrooms alongside nondisabled
children” (p. 99). Indeed, Aron and Loprest (20&&)phasized the key distinction
between the Rehabilitation Act and the IDEA:

While Section 504 helped to establish greater actwean education by removing

intentional and unintentional barriers . . . [tBEIA was] a more proactive law

[that] protect[ed] the educational rights of chddt and “established the right of

children with disabilities to attend public schqdtsreceive services designed to

meet their needs free of charge, and, to the greaxéent possible, to receive

instruction in regular education classrooms alahgsiondisabled children. (p.

99)

Keogh (2007) preceded Aron and Loprest (2012) amdey“PL 94-142
contained specific language guaranteeing many shieynow take for granted: A free
and public education, due process, nondiscrimigaesessment, and an Individual
Educational Plan (IEP) for every child [who receiwpecial education]” (p. 67).
Regarding the passage of PL 94-142, Keogh wrote€ess to school is now a given for
all students with disabilities. Assessment andtifieation procedures have been

changed to minimize discrimination” (p. 67). Fiyalkeogh emphasized the importance
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of these changes: “these advances are to be vahgethaintained as they provided the
legal and ethical bases for special education igeslt(p. 67).

The literature reviewed impressed upon the invastigthat Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans witisdbilities Act were civil rights laws
(Vickers, 2010). They were anti-discrimination lathat guaranteed access to education
for students with disabilities who were otherwiselified students (Aron & Loprest,
2012; Keogh, 2007; Rehabilitation Act of 1973)aay level of education. In contrast,
IDEA was much more specific, and applied only tadsits in the primary and secondary
educational environments (Aron & Loprest, 2012; Mgyn.d.); it is an “educational
statute” (Vickers, 2010, p. 7) as opposed to d diyints statute.

Aron and Loprest (2012) explained this contrastdmyising on what it meant to
be disabled and thus eligible for assistance utise laws. To be eligible for assistance
under the Rehabilitation Act, a student must passaasmpairment (physical or mental)
that “substantially limits one or more major lifetizities” (p. 99). For a student to be
eligible for assistance under the IDEA, he or shustrmeet more restrictive criteria in
order to have satisfied a “two-pronged eligibistyandard” (p. 99), that mandated that
the student possessed at least one of 14 speujhaiiments (Table 4) and required
special education as a result.

To summarize this important distinction, servicesvided under the auspices of
the Rehabilitation Act required an impairment thabstantially limited one or more
major life activities, while services provided undee Individuals with Disabilities

Education Act (IDEA) required a student to possass or more of 14 specific
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impairments that, in the absence of some form e€igh education, compromised the
student’s learning.
Table 4.

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act: Categes of Disabilities
Category
Intellectual Disability (formerly mental retardatip

Hearing impairments, including deafness
Speech or language impairments

Visual impairments, including blindness
Serious emotional disturbance
Orthopedic impairments

Autism

Traumatic brain injury

Other health impairments

Specific learning disabilities
Deaf-blindness

Multiple disabilities requiring special educatiomderelated services

Note (Individuals with Disabilities Act)
This requirement that the impairment must have comgsed the individual’s learning
meant that “unlike Section 504, IDEA does not cadechildren with disabilities” (Aron
& Loprest, 2012, p. 99). While a substantial lirica in any major life activity
potentially triggered Section 504 protections, amlymitation in the arena of education
potentially triggered IDEA protections.
Results of the Application of Law in Various Educational Environments

In 2011, Hadley wrote, “the college environmentstudents with disabilities,
however, does not include the same extent of stipipairis required in high school
settings” (p. 77). To this end, Sahlen and Lehm@006) reported that “postsecondary

institutions have an obligation to level the playireld for students with disabilities” (p.
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28). In discussing learning disabilities, Hadle@@2) articulated the operant legal
standard and outcome from the operation of lawrckgg the provision of reasonable
accommodations for students with disabilities:

Institutions of higher education are required toviie “reasonable” services so

that qualified students with learning disabilitie#l have equal access to

academic programs. After equal access is provitiesithe student’s

responsibility to progress in his or her classps10)
A summary created by McVey (n.d.), Faculty DeveleptSpecialist, Project Connect at
Henderson State University, succinctly comparedamdrasted the real-world impact of
these laws. Her work importantly included a comgxamiof the differences between the
primary and secondary environments and the posirsiacy environment in terms of the
applicability of these laws. This comparison ingéchthat in the primary and secondary
educational environments, the IDEA, Americans vidtlabilities Act, and Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act applied, while in the psgcondary environment, only the
Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 504ttié Rehabilitation Act applied. The
IDEA, by definition, only applied to students urttiey turned 21 or graduate from high
school (Individuals with Disabilities Education Aat 1990). As a result, there was no
special education in higher education (Hadley, 2006e reason for this was straight-
forward.

In both primary and secondary schooling, a legéy éuisted for the educational
institution to seek out and subsequently assuteqraified disabled students received, if
necessary, educational modifications and/or accotatians; however, in the

postsecondary environment, no legal duty existeatl(&ly, 2006; IDEIA, 2004; McVey,
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n.d.). Accordingly, in order to receive some read@ accommodations in higher
education, the student must have voluntarily sgfitified to his or her respective
educational institution as possessing a disalalig he or she must have requested
reasonable accommodations (Field, Sarver, & Sha@3;2Hadley, 2006; 2007; 2011,
Janiga & Costenbader, 2002; McVey, n.d.; Johnsah €2008). The student then must
have complied with his or her institution’s poligifor the provision of reasonable
accommodations, as well as virtually the entirertleum of responsibility for obtaining
services shifts” (Sahlen & Lehmann, 2006, p. 28hstudent.

This shifting of the burden from the school (at ginenary and secondary levels)
to the student (at the post-secondary level) reggraspects of the provision of
accommodations made Hadley’s (2006) outward maatiess of self-determination,
namely, self-advocacy and autonomy, all the mateal. Students in higher education
who had disabilities must have exhibited theseatttaristics to even begin the process
of receipt of reasonable accommodations. Indeeshrdmg to McVey (n.d.), “students
must be able to communicate what their disabisifytheir strengths, weaknesses, how the
disability impacts and functionally limits majofdiactivities. They must be able to
identify and justify any requested accommodatiqps’d).

Provision of Accommodations/M odificationsin Primary and Secondary Schools

While school districts may differ somewhat witlyaed to how they provided
accommodations and/or modifications for a studdaet general philosophy behind these
provisions centered primarily around the three laath which all primary and secondary
schools were bound to comply, namely, IDEIA, Sett04 of the Rehabilitation Act of

1975, and the Americans with Disabilities Amendmsehtt (ADAA). IDEIA was most
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commonly regarded as the law that governs spediadaion, while Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1975 and the ADAA governeti@t reasonable accommodations
that allowed a student to receive extra assistahsehool. A student who required and
was found to be eligible for assistance could rerseuch assistance through a
combination of two or more of these laws, but foe purposes of this literature review,
these laws and how students received assistanes thean were discussed separately.

The National Dissemination Center for Children witisabilities (NICHCY)
website (2011) presented a process that consi§tHallmasic steps required for a child to
receive special education. The first step involiekshtifying a child who possibly
required special education and/or related servioes. way this identification occurred
was through ‘Child Find’, which referred to the pesses school districts used to locate
students who might need special education. The ethg was through a referral or a
request for an evaluation.

According to NICHCY (2011), the second of the t&ps consisted of an
evaluation. Additionally, consent from the chilgiarent/guardian must have been
obtained prior to the evaluation, and strict timed must have been maintained
throughout the evaluation process. The evaluatiostmave been conducted by a
qualified professional who examined areas thatedl#o the suspected IDEIA disability.

The third step continued; after conducting an eatabu, eligibility for special
education services was determined. Fourth, acaptdithe NICHCY (2011) website,
eligibility ultimately was determined by a teamprbfessionals, and if the
parent/guardian disagreed with the determinatioen he or she may challenge it. If the

child was not found eligible for special educatitren the special education



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 43

identification process ended at this point. Fiftlhe child was found eligible, an
Individualized Education Plan (IEP) meeting wasestthied. Sixth, at this meeting, the
specific needs of the student, with particular eagmhon his or her educational needs,
were discussed, an IEP created, and consent fremattent/guardian to implement the
plan obtained.

The seventh step consisted of the student’s reokipe specialized education
contained in the IEP. Step eight involved measurgmokthe student’s progress toward
his/her goals and report of this progress to thiermg#&yuardian. During step nine, the
educational team reviewed the IEP and ascertaiteth&r adequate progress was made;
and if necessary, the IEP goals were modified. &epnvolved conducting a periodic
reevaluation to determine whether the child cor@thto be considered as having a
disability (NICHCY, 2011).

To clarify this process and obtain additional imi@tion about the operative laws
extant in the primary and secondary educationarenments and how they manifested
in an actual classroom, the investigator intervié\@especial educator (T. Deering,
personal communication, October 6, 2013). Deeriag asked about how primary and
secondary schools fulfilled their legal duty to yide support to students who required
accommodations and modifications. She readily agvath the information presented by
the NICHCY and indicated the existence of two prynaaths through which students
who required accommodations and/or modificatiocgiked assistance. The most
common path was through special education by wandEP, and the second path was
through services delivered via an Individual Accoogation Plan (IAP). Deering

pointed out that IEPs were governed by provisiditb® IDEIA, while IAPs (commonly
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referred to as 504s) were governed by Section 5@87edrehabilitation Act of 1975 and,
to some extent, the ADAA. Additionally, she notedttseveral of her students’ parents
believed that IAPs were special education. Sheagx@dl that while some
accommodations found in an IAP appeared similéndse found in some IEPs, in
actuality, only IEPs were considered special edocdand thus under the auspices of the
IDEIA).

Deering then was asked to explain how the spediataion process worked in
typical primary and secondary schools. She respbtits there were two main activities
involved in making special education work: (1) ittBmng a student with a disability and
(2) providing special education services to a sttdeth a disability. With regard to the
first activity, Deering explained that there ar@tiypes of students involved in the
special education process: (1) students who hase identified with one or more of the
disabilities defined by the IDEIA and (2) studemso were suspected of having one or
more of the disabilities defined by the IDEIA (Te&ing, personal communication,
October 6, 2013).

The process of formally identifying students suspeé of having a disability was
relatively straightforward, though in Deering’s njain, often time consuming (T.
Deering, personal communication, October 6, 2018 formal identification process
began with either a parent/guardian request ohaddased referral. After reviewing
the existing data (information that led one or markviduals to suspect an IDEIA
disability) and obtaining parent/guardian authdrag the student received an evaluation
by a qualified examiner (such as a school psychstiogsychological examiner, and/or

speech/language pathologist) to determine whetiastudent met eligibility criteria for
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an educational diagnosis or identification. Deerggorted that technically, students who
received special education services must have ‘bntified’ as having a disability (as
defined by the IDEIA), though in everyday parlanestudent was ‘diagnosed’ as having
a disability.) Within the school, the terms weredisynonymously, according to Deering
(T. Deering, personal communication, October 6,30If the multidisciplinary team
(comprised of the parent/guardian, examiner(sgheds), school administrator(s), etc.)
found that the student met the criteria, then tbhdent was eligible for special education.
Deering explained that the eligibility criteriarfine categories of disabilities were
located within various regulations promulgated by $tate’s Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education and were based upon midiegdadicies that emanated from the
IDEIA. She indicated that a discrepancy model wseuto identify many of the more
common disabilities that she encountered in hertdaday work, such as specific
learning disabilities and intellectual disabilitigsrmerly, mental retardation). A
discrepancy model, as described by Deering, wasdehfor special education
identification and eligibility in which nationallgormed tests of intelligence and
achievement were individually administered to thwlent, and the student’s actual
performance was compared against his or her pestipetrformance. The difference
between the actual and predicted performance vgagded as the discrepancy. Should
the discrepancy be great enough (as defined byethéations), which meant that the
student performed significantly below his or hezgicted performance, the student could
be found eligible for special education (T. Deeyipgrsonal communication, October 6,

2013).
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Deering provided an example of the discrepancyehwatith regard to the
identification of a student with a learning dis&kiln math. She explained that a
theoretically average student possessed an irgetigyquotient of 100. She explained
that 100 was the exact average intelligence saoevery intelligence test with which
she was familiar, though she admitted that there amaaverage range of scores several
points above and below 100. Deering further explditnat while the more well-regarded
intelligence tests purported to measure variousitiog abilities (i.e., verbal and
nonverbal), no differences existed between aniede¢ measured cognitive abilities; and
as a result, a theoretically average student pssdesscore of 100 in every measured
facet of an intelligence test. Similarly, the saimeoretically average student should
score 100 on every math achievement test. Therafoher example, a student who
scored 100 on an intelligence test and 78 on aewaement test in the area of math had a
discrepancy of 22 and based upon state criteria thscrepancy between actual and
predicted performance, could possibly have beemtiftkd as learning disabled in the
area of mathematics and eligible for special edocd. Deering, personal
communication, October 6, 2013).

Deering explained that in addition to this disemegy model, there was a growing
movement toward alternative methods used to idestifdents for special education.
Response to Intervention (RTI) was a system whesalgents who experienced
academic and/or behavioral challenges received@ssiyely more intense, data-driven
interventions that addressed their difficultiesthélugh RTI models varied between
districts, most districts who used such a systeaptadl a three-tier approach. In the first

tier, all students received common instruction smgport with regard to both academics



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 47

and behavior. Should a student have difficulty vatimmon instruction and support in
either area, he or she moved to the second tieadditional instruction and/or support.
Should the second tier of more intensive intenarginot prove successful, the student
moved to the third tier for even more support. Deeexplained that in many RTI
models, continued difficulty at the third tier letda referral for a special education
evaluation. In other RTI models, the third tier véagcial education. Deering indicated
that RTI flourished in some areas of the countryilevin other areas it was not used (T.
Deering, personal communication, October 6, 2013).

With regard to students who possessed at leadlieahbility as indicated by the
IDEIA, the identification process was also relalyvstraightforward, and occurred in one
of two ways. First, the student was required todevaluated periodically to determine
whether he or she continued to meet eligibilitynd&rds for special education with his or
her current identification, and/or determined wieethe or she met eligibility criteria for
another disability. Second, for a student who tiemed from another district or from out
of state, a team of qualified professionals deteetiiwhether he or she met the state’s
eligibility criteria for having a disability and waeligible to receive special education
services (T. Deering, personal communication, Qat@ 2013).

Deering explained that once a student was fougekd for special education
through one or more of the methods previously dlesdy the multidisciplinary team of
professionals convened an IEP meeting. Deeringithescan IEP as a legal document
that provided the free and appropriate educatiandtstudent with an IDEIA disability
required. In consideration of the strengths, weakeg, and abilities of the special

education student, it provided a specifically desijeducation plan and contained
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educational objectives and goals. The team revidhedEP annually and ensured that
the student was progressing toward his or her gtialbanges to the goals, instructional
methods, or provision of the special educationisesawere needed, the team revised the
IEP accordingly. Moreover, most children were réeated periodically and the team
determined whether they still had a disability efirced by the IDEIA. Deering indicated
that most schools with which she was familiar falal this type of procedure. She
further opined that special education was the roostmon way in which students who
required assistance in the form of accommodatiomsaulifications received the same
(T. Deering, personal communication, October 6,301

While IEPs appeared more common to Deering thiaeraiptions, IAPs served as
another avenue through which many students recaeigedmmodations. IAPs usually
were referred to as 504 Plans in primary and searyrathooling (R. Kozuszek, personal
communication, October 5, 2013) because they Wweregsult of a school implementing
provisions of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation AEtL975 which, among other
provisions, specified accommodations for studeritis disabilities that substantially
impacted a major life activity (United States Depaant of Education, 2014). As with
IEPs, schools that received public monies wereireduwhen applicable, to create and
implement IAPs in order to provide for the free amgropriate education of their
students (R. Kozuszek, personal communication, le2cts, 2013).

School districts varied with regard to how 504riBlavere created, implemented,
evaluated, and reviewed. To gain insight into holos! districts followed provisions of
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1975, iimeestigator interviewed Kozuszek (R.

Kozuszek, personal communication, October 5, 20M&3uszek created, implemented,
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reviewed, and evaluated 504 Plans in her roleszhi@ol psychologist at a primary and
secondary school district.

Kozuszek, who also identified students under tispiges of the IDEIA,
explained that a 504 Plan provided reasonable ammmations for a student with a
disability that substantially limited a major liéetivity. Kozusek reported that what
qgualified as a major life activity was vague byistgtive design; but it included activities
such as: breathing, walking, taking care of onespnal needs, writing, learning, eating,
and focusing. Kozuszek indicated that the key nit$iton between an IEP and an IAP was
that the latter, through reasonable accommodatsmgyht to “level the playing field and
guarantee access” (R. Kozuszek, personal commion¢&ctober 5, 2013) for a student
with a disability that substantially limited a majde activity; whereas the former
created a specialized plan of instruction that wrayay not contain accommodations
and/or modifications due to the effects of a spedisability (Table 4) that impacted a
student’s learning. Kozuszek elaborated on whanstent by “leveling the playing
field” and explained that the end result of botHEBR and an IAP was that a student who
required assistance received help; but the obgativa 504 Plan was to negate the
effects of a disability, through reasonable accomations, and in so doing, remove the
barriers, caused by the disability, to the studeatcess of his or her education.
Kozuszek confirmed that, Section 504 of the Reltabdn Act of 1975 was a law that
forbids discrimination against individuals who, ot their disability, otherwise were
able to participate in their environment or activkozuszek indicated that there was

some interplay with the ADAA in this regard as weéllit for the most part, aspects of the
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IAP/504 process with which she was familiar steminech Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1975 (R. Kozuszek, persor@hmunication, October 5, 2013).
Kozuszek explained that the process through whstu@ent received assistance
via a 504 Plan took many forms, depending on tetidi. She reported in some primary
and secondary school districts, nurses createdPt. In point of fact, the investigator
consulted with another school psychologist who edrk a different district from
Kozuszek, and this school psychologist confirmed th both her current district and the
district in which she worked immediately prior, ses wrote the 504 Plans (M. Ahrens,
personal communication, October 7, 2013). Kozuszgiained that the reason for this
was that the overwhelming majority of disabilitiégat became an issue for students who
sought a 504 were diagnosed by a physician or otleglical provider and were the result
of some sort of a medical disorder. However, ske pbinted out that other disabilities,
including invisible disabilities, such as intelleat disabilities and learning disabilities,
did not require a medical diagnosis and were cansiticapable of substantially limiting
a major life activity. In these cases, diagnosé&gmmated from other professionals, such
as psychologists, licensed professional counsdloesised clinical social workers, and
certain types of nurses. Kozuszek explained thhemdistrict, before she was hired to
create, evaluate, and monitor students’ 504 PtaAesschool counselors were responsible
for all aspects of these plans (R. Kozuszek, palscommunication, October 5, 2013).
Asked to explain the process her district usedeate a 504 Plan for a student
who required assistance because of a disabilitgyuErek responded that the process
began sometimes with the school, but usually wighstudent’s parent or guardian by

way of a referral or request. Shortly after theredl or request was made, Kozuszek met
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with the school counselor and reviewed the datan#itdd and considered whether more
information was needed to determine: (1) if thelsti had a disability and (2) whether
the disability substantially impacted a major hietivity. If the information was
insufficient to make this determination, Kozuszetormed the parent/guardian and
requested written permission to conduct an evaogiR. Kozuszek, personal
communication, October 5, 2013).

Kozuszek explained that upon the completion ofdvatuation, she met with the
student’s parent/guardian, school counselor, aadtident’s teacher(s) and formally
determined whether the student had a disabilitygbbstantially impacted a major life
activity. If the student was found to have suchsalility, Kozuszek indicated that she
then, in consultation with the student’s parentfdian, school counselor, and teacher(s),
wrote a 504 Plan. If the student did not have sudisability, he or she was deemed
ineligible for a 504 Plan. Once the student ha@4PBlan, Kozuszek’s district required
her to meet annually with the student’s parent/diaax, teacher(s), and school counselor
and together they evaluated the efficacy of tha.dfachanges to any aspects of the plan
were required, or if the student no longer requaéi®4 Plan, decisions were made
during this annual meeting (R. Kozuszek, persoaairaunication, October 5, 2013).

Kozuszek indicated two other noteworthy points dltbe 504 evaluation
process. First, she explained that she was reqtorpdriodically reevaluate students who
have 504 Plans. In her district, these reevaluatioere completed at the end of the year
for students transitioning from 6th to 7th gradd &om 8th grade to high school, as well
as for students graduating from high school. Secsinel explained that students who

transferred into her district from other distriatsd who received 504 services in the prior
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district, also were required to receive an evatuato determine whether they had a
disability that substantially impacted a major kfetivity (R. Kozuszek, personal
communication, October 5, 2013).

Provision of Reasonable Accommodations at the Study Site Community College

The laws extant in post-secondary environmentsat@e somewhat differently
than those at the primary and secondary levelsldgg@d006) undoubtedly would have
argued that the ‘leveling of the playing field’ wihe result of the operant laws that
provided for reasonable accommodations to studeititsdisabilities who participated in
higher education; and that no other obligationtexigor postsecondary institutions to
actively seek out and provide additional assistdodbese students. Laws governing
post-secondary education assured educational asobsshey did not mandate the
creation of specialized educational programminghadaws governing primary and
secondary education did.

The literature lacked sufficient specific guidamegarding the processes that
post-secondary institutions employed to fulfillthegal obligations regarding the
provision of reasonable accommodations to studeitisdisabilities. Vickers (2010)
reported that these processes varied between ostdary institutions. (Field et al.,
2003; Hadley; 2006; 2007; 2011; Janiga & Costenh&f®?2; Johnson et al., 2008;
McVey, n.d). Common across post-secondary insitisti though, was the fact that the
burden of requesting reasonable accommodationsmethwith the student, who must
have voluntarily self-identified as possessingsabllity to the institution’s
access/disability office, and requested reasoretlemmodations, and when required

provided documentation deemed adequate by théutsti regarding the disability.
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Additionally, Vickers (2010) noted that at sometitugions, a single person was
responsible for deciding what accommodations weasaonable for a disabled student,
while at other institutions, a committee made tlasision. Vickers’ (2010) work
highlighted the fact that “some campuses appeaemwdling to grant accommodations
than others” (p. 8) and that no uniformity existedarding the provision of reasonable
accommodations.

Vickers (2010) referenced a 2007 report from th&dwal Joint Committee on
Learning Disabilities (NJCLD), which stated thag¢té was a “disconnect’ between the
nature and extent of disability documentation geteel during a student’s public school
career and the documentation required to accegsagiat the postsecondary education
level” (p. 1). Indeed, this disconnect may havenbie result of the operation of
different laws that affected the provision of exdmvices in different educational
environments. The report explained:

as they (students with disabilities) transitiomdents find themselves moving

from documentation for eligibility, instruction, dmntervention needed at the

secondary level to documentation for eligibilitgcass, and accommodations
needed at the postsecondary level. Documentatiogl@ged for the purposes of
the secondary school often does not meet the rergdguirements of the
postsecondary institution. This gap in the difféngumrposes and types of
documentation continues to widen as educationatmes under the No Child Left

Behind Act (NCLB) and the Individuals with Disaltigis Education Improvement

Act (IDEA 2004) require more instructional and mvntion information

regarding students’ educational outcomes. (NJCLOD;72pp. 1-2)



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 54

Vickers’ (2010) work highlighted the current stglg that many students with
disabilities faced when seeking reasonable accomtias in higher education, namely,
the different standards and requirements regaithi@grovision of reasonable
accommodations in a post-secondary educationat@ment in general, and differences
between specific post-secondary institutions. iiskerork also indicated that some
organizations, including NJCLD, were aware of thpaent disconnect, and suggested
that something must be done about this problem.

To learn how some post-secondary institutions ipiex accommodations for
their students with disabilities and how theseitasbns and students navigated the
apparent disconnect regarding documentation betaeewmndary and post-secondary
environments, the investigator interviewed Jonals¢fname used to maintain
anonymity) on November 4, 2013. Jones served aSl#mager of the Access Office at
one of the campuses from which participants welieitad for this study. She confirmed
much of the information previously discussed, idahg the laws under which she and
her team functioned, namely, ADAA and the Rehaiibin Act of 1975, Section 504,
provided the foundation for reasonable accommodatio students with disabilities that
substantially limited a major life activity. Shesalconfirmed what researchers such as
Vickers (2010), Sahlen and Lehmann (2006), and &a(f006) reported regarding the
provision of accommodations in the post-secondawrenment. Indeed, the general
responsibility for the receipt of reasonable accadations shifted from the educational
institution at the primary and secondary levehe individual student at the post-

secondary level (S. Jones, personal communicdtiomember 4, 2013) in that the
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student must have initiated the request for accodations and participated in the
institution’s process for the provision of the sad@nes also confirmed that the majority
of the students who visited her office and soughsonable accommodations had some
form of special education prior to their enrolimenthe post-secondary institution.
During the interview, Jones explained the protessgnstitution used to provide
reasonable accommodations to its students. Sheatedi that the process changed
slightly in the past year or two with regard to hske and her team collected and
evaluated the data required to establish and dacuanéisability. This change reflected
new guidance issued by the Association on Highercktlon and Disability (AHEAD,
2012). She reported that the new AHEAD guidance la@ely the result of the
disconnect illustrated by Vickers (2010) and th&€ND (2007) report (S. Jones, personal
communication, November 4, 2013). Jones opinedftinahany years, the processes
post-secondary institutions employed to providesoeable accommodations to students
with disabilities were burdensome to the studedtratied on varying (across different
institutions) and often rigid criteria. She citecamples of students required to submit
recent cognitive and/or academic achievement gsiml other documentation that
demonstrated their respective disabilities. Sheecatdd that in many cases, when
students could not produce certain documentati@y, Were required to obtain them, and
at their own expense (S. Jones, personal commionc&tovember 4, 2013). Jones
acknowledged that colleges correctly required damtation to support requests for
reasonable accommodations; but believed the guedinam AHEAD balanced an
institution’s requirement for determination of ashocumentation of a disability with the

student’s ability to provide the same while offgribasis of uniformity between post-
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secondary institutions. Jones indicated that the giadance was still “catching on” (S.
Jones, personal communication, November 4, 2018ngrher colleagues at other
institutions, but she believed it ultimately helgetieve the student of some of the
burden caused by prior processes.

The AHEAD (2012) guidance specified a three ti@cpss to support
documentation requests. According to Jones eacheteived more weight by the post-
secondary evaluator than the following tier (S.e¥lpmersonal communication,
November 4, 2013). The first tier was the studesglé-report. The guidance indicated “a
student’s narrative of his or her experience cébligy . . . is an important tool which,
when structured by interview or questionnaire antdrpreted, may be sufficient for
establishing disability and a need for accommodétip. 2). The second tier was
observation and interaction between the studentladvaluator. The guidance stated
“experienced disability professionals should femhfortable using their observations of
students’ language, performance, and strategiaa appropriate tool in validating
student narrative and self-report” (p. 2). Thedhier was information from external
parties. The guidance offered examples that includealth care professional
assessments, IEPs, and teacher observations.

Despite incorporating the AHEAD guidance, Jonesceted that the process for
the receipt of reasonable accommodations remaieeerglly straightforward (S. Jones,
personal communication, November 4, 2013). The diesp required the student to
formally self-identify as having a disability arftht he or she sought accommodations.
The student accomplished the formal self-identifazaprocess by attending an initial

appointment with Jones and/or a staff member. [Quihis appointment, Jones and/or her
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staff engaged the student in a conversation abewdrts of accommodations he or she
received in the past, and what sorts of accommaastie or she requested now to be
successful at the post-secondary institution. Jerpkined this appointment was
important as the student and the staff member ewimgconversation that fulfilled the
first two and sometimes all three of the AHEAD sieAdditionally during this
appointment or after the appointment, the studemtiged Jones and/or her staff with
any third tier documentation regarding the disap{s. Jones, personal communication,
November 4, 2013). After the appointment Jonesgramother individual who talked
with the student met as a committee and discussgld student and his or her requests.
At this meeting the committee evaluated informatttained from the three tiers and
determined disability as well as which accommodetiovere approved or not approved
for each student. Jones pointed out that the camenivllowed the AHEAD guidance
and used a common sense standard to establishlitiysatd evaluated each student
individually and that the process employed was bordensome for the student. After
the committee established disability, the remairsteps of the process were largely as
before the inclusion of the guidance. To wit: thecéss Office issued a letter to the
student’s instructors informing them of the accordat®mns that the student received (S.
Jones, personal communication, November 4, 20b8gslindicated that when a request
for accommodations was denied, the Access Offmged a letter that explained why the
requested accommodations were refused, or thatatedl what accommodations were
approved instead of the accommodations requestéukelstudent. A student who
received accommodations was required to submitarequest for the same every

semester; however, Jones indicated that as lotlgpaccommodations requested were
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the same as those requested in the previous senthstprocess was very simple, and
the Access Office simply continued to provide teguested accommodations (S. Jones,
personal communication, November 4, 2013).
Summary

The literature review described the most commoadhidiies reported in higher
education, as well as the most common internaleatelnal characteristics of successful
students who patrticipated in higher education. [fibeature suggested that the level of
self-determination of a student with an invisibisatility appeared to be an important, if
not crucial, characteristic for success in higlteraation. The literature revealed that the
concept of equal access to primary and secondaigaéidn for all students, regardless of
ability, was a relatively new phenomenon, and haaiigins in the Civil Rights
Movement (Aron & Loprest, 2012; Keogh, 2007). Adigated, there were three primary
laws at the forefront of the provision of extrawees to students with disabilities in the
primary and secondary educational environment. @nlee laws, the IDEIA, did not
operate in higher education; therefore, students esabilities who relied upon this law
to be successful in primary and secondary educatemvironments were left to seek
protection, on their own initiative, from the remigig laws that operated in higher
education (Hadley, 2006; 2011; Johnson et al., 2008

Given the general nature of the literature located reviewed that outlined the
special education process in primary and secorgtiugational environments and the
provision of reasonable accommodations in highaecaton, paraphrased interviews
with seasoned practitioners were included in tteediure review and provided concrete

examples of how the core provisions of the thréevemt laws manifested and differed in
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everyday practice at the primary, secondary, arst-pecondary levels. These interviews
were included to add depth and understanding ngtfonindividuals who worked in the
student services areas of primary, secondary, asdgecondary education, but for all
educational leaders.

The information contained in this literature reviadded value to the present
study largely because it helped to illustrate gtatlents with disabilities, particularly
invisible disabilities, continued to participatehigher education in significantly greater
numbers than in the past. The available literabtighlighted the fact that much work
remained to be conducted to study the specific heéthis growing population of
individuals in higher education.

The next chapter outlined the methodology empldgeadvestigate whether self-
determination was a characteristic among successfdénts with invisible disabilities

who participated in higher education.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Introduction

The purpose of this mixed methods study examimedlbvels of self-
determination among successful students with iblgsiisabilities who participated in
higher education differed from those of successtudients without disabilities at a two-
year community college, as measured by the ArcBetérmination Scale modified by
Jameson (2007). A student was considered succealsisubr she had completed at least
one semester at the community college from whidh tta this study was obtained,
Midwest Community College, with a GPA of 2.0 orlimgg. Students with a GPA below
2.0 were deemed unsuccessful for the purposessoétiinly.

Jameson’s (2007) modified Arc (Appendix A) was presd to participants
verbatim in an anonymous, online survey that atstuded a qualitative component
consisting of questions added by Stage and Mil@8g)lLand the investigator (Appendix
C). These additional questions were included ireotd garner more qualitative insight
into the participants’ experiences in higher ediocatas well as additional information
regarding the participants’ views of self-deterntima The investigator obtained written
permission from Wehmeyer, Jameson, and Stage aime kb use the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale (Jameson, 2007; Wehmeyer, 1888)additional questions (Stage
& Milne, 1996). Qualitative responses were included content analysis that suggested
various emerging themes that aligned with the émsential characteristics of self-
determination posited by Wehmeyer (1995): autonaelf;regulation, psychological

empowerment, and self-realization.
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The study participants consisted of community g@lstudents recruited
exclusively from the Criminal Justice program aé @ampus of the Midwest Community
College district. According to the investigator@aemunity college district sponsor, a
total of 377 students in 16 classes were invitethke part in the study for extra credit
(M. Hepner, personal communication, February 2Q420A total of 121 students
completed the survey, which resulted in a respoatseof approximately 32.1%. Of the
121 students who completed the survey, 77 selftifilesh as having no disability, while
44 self-identified as having at least one invisitliability. Responses from participants
with invisible disabilities and without disabilisevere included in the data analysis.
Responses obtained from participants who had hessa 2.0 cumulative GPA (3 with no
disability, 8 with an invisible disability) were elxided from the analysis, because for the
purposes of this study, a successful student wiasedeas one having a cumulative GPA
of 2.0 or greater. The investigator implemented #xclusion whether or not the
respondent possessed a disability.

Research Site

Before recruiting participants from the Midwest Goomity College, the
investigator made several unsuccessful attemgsdore the participation of students at
a four-year university in the Midwest. Over theipdrof two 16-week semesters,
approximately 10 individuals participated in thedst and completed paper versions of
the modified Arc Self-Determination Scale. Duehe tack of participation at this
university, the investigator, in consultation witis dissertation chair, sought approval to

recruit participants from another site. The invgestior obtained permission to conduct the
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study at the Midwest Community College discussadiheand from the investigator’s
Institutional Review Board.

According to the Midwest Community College webghedwest Community
College, 2014), the institution was one of the éstgcommunity college districts in the
United States, and the largest community colleggidi in the state in which it was
located. Its enrollment in the Fall 2013 semestas aver 20,000 credit students. When
counting credit students, continuing education etiisi and individuals in workforce
development programs, the community college dissecved over 80,000 students
annually (Midwest Community College, 2014, p. 1gnfice to students was
accomplished by way of over 3,000 full and parteiemployees, including over 400
full-time faculty (Midwest Community College, 2014, 1). Midwest Community
College was accredited by the North Central Assmriaof Colleges and Schools. The
district had an open admissions policy but requaedain standards for admissions and
retention.

In addition to offering online courses, the Midv€®mmunity College district
operated 10 physical sites at which education emding regularly occurred (Midwest
Community College, 2014, p. 1). The geographicalises area of the district consisted
of over 700 square miles. The 2013-2014 fiscal btidgs reported to exceed
$200,000,000. The average age of a student atgtiindistrict was 28 (p. 1).
Moreover, 60% of the student body was female, 58testudent body was Caucasian,
and 35% was African-American. Approximately 67%tw# student body lived in a
Midwest county and 22% in Midwest City. Approximigt&8% of the students attended

part time, and approximately 42% attended full timel).
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Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

The literature reviewed suggested that there wenengber of both internal and
external characteristics responsible for the sucoéstudents who participated in higher
education (Jameson, 2007; Skinner, 2004; Thoma &&5e2005). Through an
examination of participants’ responses to both gtative and qualitative statements and
guestions, the present study sought to reveal whe#rtain characteristics, such as self-
determination, existed in both successful studerttsinvisible disabilities and their non-
disabled peers. Additionally, this study soughgaoner further evidence of whether self-
determination was a paramount characteristic ofesgful students with invisible
disabilities and their non-disabled peers, as nreddoy the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale. Responses to questions adaptadstage and Milne’s (1996)
work and those created by the investigator undera@ontent analysis and provided
deeper qualitative awareness of the participaxséaences in higher education, as well
as additional information regarding their viewsseff-determination.

In order to recruit participants, and after seogipermission to conduct the study
at the host site from both the investigator’s ursity and the host district, the
investigator contacted the Program Director ofGnieninal Justice program at one of the
district’'s campuses, as well as the managers aiigct’'s access offices. The
investigator explained the study and provided thediriduals with the necessary
paperwork from the host district that indicatedrappl to conduct the study. The
investigator also provided these individuals with tink to the online, untimed,
anonymous survey. The Criminal Justice Programdiore as well as one of the Access

Office managers, readily agreed to mention theystodtudents and act as neutral third
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parties, if and when necessary, between the irgagsti and any participant to ensure the
complete anonymity of participants in the studyeTivestigator attended a department
meeting that consisted of administrators and fgdutim the host district’s Criminal
Justice, Paralegal Studies, and Accounting divisiarhere he explained relevant
portions of the study and provided the faculty véthnk to the survey. Several faculty
indicated their willingness to share the link te tinline survey with their students. The
district sponsor and the Access Office manager agreed to mention the study
subsequently revealed to the investigator that stuglents in the Criminal Justice
program participated in the study.

The investigator was an adjunct instructor in thien@al Justice program from
which participants were recruited. However, herthtlcontact or have any known
interaction or communication regarding this studghvany participant. Given that
students in the Criminal Justice program frequetiypleted more than one class at a
time over the course of an academic semester areltaugght by different faculty, it was
possible that some of the investigator’'s studeoitspieted the survey. However, any
such student learned about the study and partedpatit as a result of an invitation from
other instructors.

The anonymous nature of the survey precluded thestigator from knowing
whether any of his students participated in theassh. Moreover the investigator did not
receive personally identifiable information fromaidyout any participant. The district
sponsor, who also served as the Criminal JusticgrBm Director and the investigator’'s
immediate supervisor, reported some participardisidted personally identifiable

information, such as contact information, even gfothe survey did not ask for any such
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information. The district sponsor removed persgniakntifiable information before he
turned results over to the investigator for subseganalysis.
Confidentiality and Informed Consent

Participants received information about confidalitir and informed consent via
the neutral third parties who agreed to mentiorsthdy to potential participants, as well
as through the consent form for the online suriewprder to complete any question on
the survey, the participant acknowledged that heherread the consent form, had the
opportunity to ask questions, voluntarily conserttegarticipate in the study, and
understood that he or she could make a copy dbtine for his or her records. The
consent form included details regarding how comfiddity was maintained and who
would see the participants’ responses. The corisantincluded contact information for
the investigator and his dissertation chair, ad agefor the Provost of the investigator’'s
university and its Institutional Review Board. Is@included wording that indicated
participation in the study was voluntary, that therere no anticipated risks associated
with completing the survey, and that participaneevree to stop answering questions at
any time and/or withdraw consent. The consent fgpecifically requested that
participants not provide personally identifiablémmation.
Resear ch Question and Null Hypotheses

This investigation explored the following reseaqelestion: How are the levels of
self-determination of successful students withsible disabilities participating in higher
education different than those of nondisabled ssgfaéstudents at a two-year
community college, as measured by the modified2eif-Determination Scale?

The null hypotheses for this mixed methods studseves follows:
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Null Hypothesis: There is no difference betweemittiernal and external
characteristics of self-determination of successtfudlents with invisible disabilities and
the characteristics of their nondisabled peerstabayear community college, as
measured by the modified Arc Self-Determinationl&ca

Null Hypothesis 1a: There is no difference betwtenlevels of autonomy of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Null Hypothesis 1b: There is no difference betwdenlevels of self-regulation of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Null Hypothesis 1c: There is no difference betwdenlevels of psychological
empowerment of successful students with invisildaluilities and the levels of their
nondisabled successful peers at a two-year comyncoliege, as measured by the
modified Arc Self-Determination Scale.

Null Hypothesis 1d: There is no difference betwtdenlevels of self-realization
of successful students with invisible disabiliteesd the levels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Quantitative Data
The quantitative aspect of this study utilizedadgdithered by an online, untimed,

anonymous survey that asked each participant igeamormative data including (a)
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age, (b) gender, (c) student status, full-timeast-ime, (d) GPA, (e) how many
semesters completed, (f) whether he or she poskassavisible disability (defined for
this study in Chapter One), (g) specification & thvisible disability, if possessed, (h)
whether he or she possessed another disabilitypégification of that disability, if
possessed, (j) whether he or she had an IEP aml/é{P before entering higher
education, and (k) whether he or she received apseivices before attending the
community college. The survey did not ask for peadly identifying information, such

as student’s name, address, email, social secwrber, or phone number. The survey
also included verbatim the items of the modified Self-Determination Scale created by
Wehmeyer and Kelchner (1995) (Appendix B) and astapdr use in a more general
population by Jameson (2007) (Appendix A). The syralso contained nine
supplemental items adapted from Stage and Miln8&)JLand created by the investigator.
These items allowed the participants to providditpieve data to augment the
guantitative data obtained from the modified ArbeTinvestigator obtained permission to
use the Arc Self-Determination Scale instrumentflmoth Wehmeyer and Jameson via
email, and from Stage and Milne to use and/or atfegptuestions, before constructing
and administering the online survey.

The survey was available by way of a leading, wegflarded, online site used by
researchers in academia and elsewhere to admisigterys. As indicated previously,
the investigator did not mention this study to ptigd participants at the community
college. Students were invited to participate mstudy by their instructors and offered
extra credit for their time. The survey remaineé@mfor one month. In order to assure

complete anonymity, the investigator’s district spor reviewed all participant
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submissions and, when necessary, removed persatatiifiable information before
placing the responses in a spreadsheet for subsegnaysis by the investigator.

In consultation with Dr. Wisdom, professor of ediimaal statistics, who opined
that a convenience sample of this size was adeBaWwisdom, personal
communication, February 17, 2014), the researdbepsd collecting data for this study
after 121 participants completed the survey. Giennumber of individuals who
completed the survey for this study, the subjedtenaf the study, and the amount of
time involved in recruiting participants for thitudy, the investigator and his dissertation
chair agreed that a convenience sample was inggediate (L. Leavitt, personal
communication, February 17, 2014), and that, is $ituation, other methods of sampling
(Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012) were difficult.

The investigator and Wisdom determined that a rangample of 30 successful
students who self-identified as having no disabaihd completed the survey, and 20
successful students who self-identified as havimguisible disability and completed the
survey, was adequate for quantitative statistinalysis (S. Wisdom, personal
communication, April 3, 2014).

The investigator initially accomplished randominatby creating two additional
spreadsheets. The first additional spreadsheegio@at all information, including
normative data and responses to all other questiams all participants who self-
identified as not having a disability. The secoddiaonal spreadsheet contained all
information, including normative data and responseal other questions, from all
participants who self-identified as having an imes disability. An examination of the

first spreadsheet revealed that of the 77 parintgoarho completed the survey and self-
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identified as having no disability, three did navk a GPA of 2.0 or greater and were
removed from further analysis. Thus, a total opa4ticipants who completed the survey
self-identified as having no disability met thedstis requirements for success.

Similarly, out of 44 individuals who completed thervey and self-identified as
having an invisible disability, eight did not haa&PA of 2.0 or greater and were
removed from further analysis. Therefore, a totd@@®participants who completed the
survey self-identified as having an invisible didiband met the study’s requirements
for success.

Next, the investigator assigned each student witedsstified as not having a
disability a number from 1 to 74 on a small, indival piece of paper, then placed the 74
small pieces of paper into a hat, and subsequpuotlgd 30 of them from the hat, and in
turn wrote down the selected numbers on a shdebsé leaf paper. The investigator
completed the same process and randomly selectetitR® 36 respondents who had
self-identified as having an invisible disability.

As a result of randomization, a total of 50 suraéyninistrations from successful
students, 30 from individuals with no disabilitjpyda20 from individuals with an invisible
disability, were obtained for statistical analydibe investigator transcribed each of the
selected responses into an individual modified Arg) scored each administration using
Wehmeyer's (1995Procedural Guidelinesnanual.

In consultation with Wisdom, the results of thei@as administrations were
subsequently categorized, reported, and analyzestdtistical significance and
comparison by way daf-tests for difference in means between the twagpant

populations for each of the scales produced bynbeified Arc. The investigator



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 70

conducted-tests and determined whether to reject or faikject any, some, or all of the
study hypotheses. In definingzdest for difference in the mean of a populatiolyrBan
(2010) wrote, “ther-test is a statistical test for the mean of a pajarh. It can be used
when n [is equal to or greater than] 30” (p. 4Bluman continued, “many hypotheses
are tested using a statistical test based on tleeving general formula: test value =
[(observed value) — (expected value)] / standami’e(p. 411). Bluman explained the
formula and indicated
The observed value is the statistic (such as thanirtbat is computed from the
sample data. The expected value is the parameteh és the mean) that you
would expect to obtain if the null hypothesis wetee — in other words, the
hypothesized value. The denominator is the stanelaod of the statistic being
tested, in this case the standard error of the n{pad11)
The results of the-tests performed were presented in Chapter Four.
Qualitative Data
Excluding certain general normative questions, fschge, gender, GPA, and
receipt of special education or additional servities qualitative aspect of this study
consisted of the examination of nine questionsgiesl to provide an opportunity for the
participants to write about (a) self-determinati@),additional services available in
college, (c) receipt of additional services, (djidilties learning, and (e) their
experiences with an invisible disability, if apglide. Every survey administered
contained these questions, and it was entirelypwgath participant to decide which of

the questions, if any, he or she desired to address
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Sherblom, of Lindenwood University articulatedtthiden conducting a
gualitative analysis that included interviewing tgapants, participants sometimes found
it easier to talk about themselves if they knewdwrance what will be asked (S.
Sherblom, personal communication, June 18, 20h2)nleffort, then, to assuage
possible difficulties involved with answering pensbquestions and revealing sensitive
information, the investigator reminded the neutinald parties to inform the participants
that they could read the survey in advance andttaetime in responding. The
gualitative questions were open-ended in naturedasayned for the participants to share
their thoughts about self-determination, as weltha&s experiences at the community
college and at other points in their lives. A conitgnalysis of these responses revealed
several emerging themes that aligned with Wehmsy@095) essential characteristics of
self-determination. The results of the content ysialwere presented in Chapter Four.

I nstrumentation Employed and Scoring

Wehmeyer and Kelchner’s (1995) Arc Self-Determimiatscale consisted of 72
items that corresponded to the four domains thadtméyer (1995), and Wehmeyer and
Schwartz (1998) posited to contribute to an indnaics level of self-determination.
Jameson (2007) later modified this scale, and theiffred version was the instrument
used in this study. These instruments were viyudkntical (Appendices A and B). The
key differences between them were slight changesnme of the questions (#7, #21, #33,
#38, #42) and the front cover. Jameson (2007) rtteetee changes to reflect a more
diverse participant population, as the originatmmsient was designed for adolescents,
not for college students or adults. Wehmeyer indatahat Jameson’s changes did not

affect the validity or reliability of the Arc Selbetermination Scale (as cited in Jameson,
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2007). As a result of Jameson’s changes that teflex more diverse participant
population and the use of the modified version priar study that involved participants
in higher education, the investigator employedrttwalified version rather than the
original in the present study. Given that Jame260T) made only minor changes to the
Arc Self-Determination Scale, the instrument reradia 72-item self-report scale with
148 possible points within the four self-determioatdomains. The instrument provided
the respondent with a score that indicated wherer lsbe ranked among other
respondents. The instrument was normed on 500r#sitl@ith and without cognitive
disabilities in rural, urban, and suburban schastridts in five states” (Wehmeyer, 1995,
p.117) The instrument’s “concurrent criterion-relhvalidity was established by showing
relationships between [it] and conceptually relatezhsures. It had adequate construct
validity established by factor analysis and disanative validity, as well as adequate
internal consistency” (Jameson, 2007, pp. 29-30).

Most of the items within the first domain, Autonoymgquired a response
denoting how much or how little the participantibeéd a specific item represented his
or her position. Autonomy was divided into subdamsathat included (a) independence
with regard to ordinary personal care, (b) indegee with regard to an individual’'s
interaction with others in his or her environménj,activities engaged in during an
individual’'s recreation and leisure time, (d) adiindual’s involvement in his or her
community, (e) activities engaged in after an indlial has completed schooling, and (f)
aspects of an individual's personal expression (Wejer, 1995).

For these six Autonomy subdomains, participantgatdd their respective

beliefs on most items via a Likert-type scale with following four options: ‘I do not
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even if I have the chance’, ‘I do sometimes wheave the chance’, ‘I do most of the
time | have the chance’, or ‘I do every time | hake chance’. These responses were
assigned 0, 1, 2, or 3 points, respectively, winigant that choosing ‘I do not even if |
have the chance’ yields 0 points, and so on. Thasea maximum of 96 points for this
domain. Wehmeyer’s (199FProcedural Guidelineseported that higher scores in this
domain equated to higher levels of autonomy, wiker scores indicated lower levels
of autonomy.

Wehmeyer’s second Self-Determination domain, Selfuation, contained two
subdomains, the first of which involved “story-bdstems where the student
[participant] identifies what he or she considées best solution to a problem;”
thereafter, the “responses are scored on a scfléoo? points, depending on the
effectiveness of the solution to resolve the prolil@Vehmeyer, 1995, p. 99). This
subdomain had a possible maximum of 12 points, higher scores that equated to
“more effective interpersonal cognitive problemwsing” (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 100).

In the second Self-Regulation subdomain, partidgpardicated their goals “in
several life areas and identify steps they neexthieve these goals” (Wehmeyer, 1995,
p.100). An individual earned 0 to 3 points for eatlthese goals based on the clarity of
the goal and the steps needed to reach it. Thee@uoal Guidelines indicated that when
scoring this section, the focus should not resherprobability of reaching the goal, “but
simply the presence or absence” (Wehmeyer, 1998)@). of the goal. This subdomain
was worth a total of 9 points, “with higher scorepresenting more effective goal-setting

and task attainment skills” (Wehmeyer, 2005, p.)1Wehmeyer’'s (19953procedural
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Guidelinesreported that higher scores in this domain equiatéagher levels of self-
regulation, and vice versa.

Wehmeyer’s third domain, Psychological Empowermesals represented on
Jameson’s modified Arc by 16 questions, each otlwkas granted O or 1 point(s).
Wehmeyer (1995) noted, “Answers that reflect psimtical empowerment (e.g., beliefs
in ability, perceptions of control, and expectatiai success) are scored with a 1” (p.
112), while responses that did not demonstrateetinigowerment received 0 points.
Accordingly, higher scores “indicate that studeares more psychologically empowered”
(p- 112). TheProcedural Guidelineseported that higher scores in this domain equiated
higher levels of Psychological Empowerment, ane viersa.

Wehmeyer’s fourth and final Self-Determination damaas Self-Realization.

On the Arc, this domain consisted of 15 items stovith either O points or 1 point,
depending on the participant’s agreement or digageat with the item. According to the
Procedural Guidelings‘answers reflecting a positive self-awarenesssaitiknowledge
are scored with a 1 and answers that do not arededath a 0” (Wehmeyer, 1995, p.
113); higher scores in this domain suggested aeayréavel of self-realization.

After adding all of the points for each sectioneach protocol, the investigator
converted the raw points into percentiles usingctireversion tables located in the
Procedural GuidelinesThese conversion tables provided percentile sdoased on the
norming samples, as well as the positive scores.ifestigator obtained total Self-
Determination scores for all participants. As wadch subdomain, higher total Self-
Determination scores indicated higher levels dfdetermined behavior, and vice versa.

Chapter Four presented the results and pertineatisision.
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Summary

Chapter Three presented the framework of the ndelbgy and research design
format used for this study, as well as a discussidhe instrumentation employed for the
guantitative portion of this study, and includedexsplanation of its origin and scoring
guidelines. In order to address the research aqureatid hypotheses, the investigator
conducted a mixed methods study that, in the guzive stage, was measured via
statistical analysis of the differences in meansvhy ofz-tests between the two
participant populations on each Arc domain. Thessghent qualitative stage involved an
examination of participants’ responses to open-émuestions designed to elicit further
insight regarding emerging themes pertinent toaittaristics of self-determination,
services available for students with disabilitesd participants’ experiences with
invisible disabilities and difficulties with leamy.

The results of the surveys, including the suppla@aleguestions, were presented
in Chapter Four. Subsequently, Chapter Five sunm@dtihe results of the study, and
discussed conclusions based upon the data. CHapéealso provided recommendations

for future research on this subject.
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Chapter Four: Results
Introduction

This study explored the following research questidow are the levels of self-
determination of successful students with invisthkabilities participating in higher
education different than those of nondisabled sssfoéstudents at a two-year
community college, as measured by the modified@elf-Determination Scale? In order
to address this research question, the investigateonsultation with his dissertation
chair, developed the hypotheses articulated eadrreprinted below. This chapter
presented the findings pertinent to the researeistipn, hypotheses related to the
research question, and the themes that alignedWihmeyer’s (1995) essential self-
determination characteristics that emerged fromesdranalysis of the supplemental
guestions adapted from Stage and Milne (1996) esamted by the investigator.

A total of 377 students in 16 classes from the @raihJustice program on one
campus of Midwest Community College were inviteghéoticipate in the study for extra
credit (M. Hepner, personal communication, Februady2014). A total of 121 students
completed the survey, which indicated a resporngeafaapproximately 32.1%. Seventy-
seven of the 121 students self-identified as hammdisability, while 44 of the 121
students self-identified as having an invisibleaBity. The responses from both groups
of participants were included in the data analyB&sed on the definition of student
success used in this study, the investigator excdulde responses obtained from
participants who had less than a 2.0 cumulative G™4ith no disability, 8 with an

invisible disability) from further analysis. Thugsponses from 74 students who self-
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identified as having no disability and 36 studemt® self-identified as having an
invisible disability were available for randomizeelection and subsequent statistical
analysis. The elimination of 11 participants witRA&s of less than 2.0 yielded a total
convenience sample of 110. Ultimately, the invedtigrandomly selected the responses
from 30 students with no identified disability aP@ students with an invisible disability
for statistical analysis that consistedzdgsts for difference in means among the four Arc
domains stated in the null hypotheses tested.
Quantitative Results

Null Hypothesis: There is no difference betweenithernal and external
characteristics of self-determination of successfudlents with invisible disabilities and
the characteristics of their nondisabled peerstabayear community college, as
measured by the modified Arc Self-Determinationl&ca

A z-test for difference in means was applied to thta.dehez-test value of
-0.9308 did not occur in the critical region markmsdthe boundaries of £1.959. The p-
value was 0.3519, with alpha = 0.05 (Table 5). iflvestigator did not reject the Null
Hypothesis. The data did not support the Altertiitpothesis, which was: There is a
difference between the internal and external charistics of self-determination of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mel characteristics of their nondisabled
peers at a two-year community college, as meadwyrélde modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale. The successful students witisible disabilities did not score
significantly higher than the non-disabled sucadsstidents in the category of internal
and external characteristics of self-determinati®he invisible-disabled students scored

observably higher with a 110.6 compared to a 105.0.
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Table 5.
Self-Determination: Non-Disabled and Disabled Shide
Non-Disabled Disabled

Mean 105.0345 110.6842
Known Variance 307.8034 498.2605
Observations 30 20
Z -0.9308
P(Z<=z) Two-tall 0.3519

Z Critical Two-tail 1.9599

Note:a = 0.05.

Null Hypothesis 1a: There is no difference betwt#enlevels of autonomy of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

A z-test for difference in means was applied to tha.dBhez-test value of
-1.3322 did not occur in the critical region marksdthe boundaries of £1.959. The p-
value was 0.1827, with alpha = 0.05 (Table 6). iftvestigator did not reject Null
Hypothesis la. The data did not support the Alterkbypothesis, which was: There is a
difference between the levels of autonomy of susfakstudents with invisible
disabilities and the levels of their nondisabledcassful peers at a two-year community
college, as measured by the modified Arc Self-Deteation Scale. The successful
students with invisible disabilities did not sceignificantly higher than the non-disabled
successful students in the category of self-detetiun characteristic of autonomy. The

invisible-disabled students scored observably highth a 73.6 compared to a 66.9.
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Table 6.
Autonomy: Non-Disabled and Disabled Students
Non-Disabled Disabled

Mean 66.9655 73.6315
Known Variance 227.7023 326.5263
Observations 30 20
Z -1.3322
P(Z<=z) Two-tail 0.1827
Z Critical Two-tail 1.9599

Note:a = 0.05.

Null Hypothesis 1b: There is no difference betwdenlevels of self-regulation of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

A z-test for difference in means was applied to tha.dBhez-test value of 0.5494
did not occur in the critical region marked by treindaries of £1.959. The p-value was
0.5827, with alpha = 0.05 (Table 7). The investgalid not reject Null Hypothesis 1b.
The data did not support the Alternate Hypothesgisch was: There is a difference
between the levels of self-regulation of successtudients with invisible disabilities and
the levels of their nondisabled successful peeastab-year community college, as
measured by the modified Arc Self-Determinationl&céhe successful students with
invisible disabilities did not score significantijgher than the non-disabled successful
students in the category of self-determination abig@ristic of self-regulation. The non-

disabled students scored observably higher witB.& dompared to a 13.0.

Table 7.
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Self-Regulation: Non-Disabled and Disabled Students

Non-Disabled Disabled
Mean 13.8275 13.0526
Known Variance 19.09 25.29
Observations 30 20
Z 0.5494
P(Z<=z) Two-tall 0.5827
Z Critical Two-tall 1.9599

Note:a = 0.05.

Null Hypothesis 1c: There is no difference betwtendegree of psychological
empowerment of successful students with invisildalilities and the levels of their
nondisabled successful peers at a two-year comyncoliege as measured by the
modified Arc Self-Determination Scale.

A z-test for difference in means was applied to thta.dehez-test value of 0.2726
did not occur in the critical region marked by tmndaries of £1.959. The p-value was
0.7851, with alpha = 0.05 (Table 8). The investgalid not reject Null Hypothesis 1c.
The data did not support the Alternate Hypothesgisch was: There is a difference
between the degree of psychological empowermestiafessful students with invisible
disabilities and the levels of their nondisabledcassful peers at a two-year community
college as measured by the modified Arc Self-Deiteation Scale. The successful
student with invisible disabilities did not scorgrsficantly higher than the non-disabled
successful students in the category of self-detaatian characteristic of psychological
empowerment. The non-disabled students scoredaiggrigher with a 13.5 compared

to a 13.3.
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Table 8.
Psychological Empowerment: Non-Disabled and Disal8&idents
Non-Disabled Disabled

Mean 13.5517 13.3157
Known Variance 7.3436 9.4184
Observations 30 20
Z 0.2726
P(Z<=z) two-tail 0.7851
Z Critical two-tail 1.9599

Note:a = 0.05.

Null Hypothesis 1d: There is no difference betwtdenlevels of self-realization
of successful students with invisible disabiliteesd the levels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

A z-test for difference in means was applied to tha.dBhez-test value of 0.0783
did not occur in the critical region marked by ttaundaries +£1.959. The p-value was
0.9375, with alpha = .05 (Table 9). The investigakid not reject Null Hypothesis 1d.
The data did not support the Alternate Hypothesgisch was: There is a difference
between the levels of self-realization of succdsstfudents with invisible disabilities and
the levels of their nondisabled successful peeastab-year community college, as
measured by the modified Arc Self-Determinationl&céhe successful student with
invisible disabilities did not score significantijgher than the non-disabled successful
students in the category of self-determination abi@ristic of self-realization. There was

no observable difference in the means of 10.6.
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Table 9.
Self-Realization: Non-Disabled and Disabled Stuslent
Non-Disabled Disabled

Mean 10.6896 10.6315
Known Variance 9.9091 3.9473
Observations 30 20
Z 0.0783
P(Z<=z) two-tail 0.9375

Z Critical two-tail 1.9599

Note:a = 0.05.

Qualitative Results: Emerging Themes

Maxwell (2005) noted that “in qualitative resdarthe goal of coding is not to
count things, but to . . . rearrange them (the)data categories that facilitate
comparison between things in the same categafy(p. 96). Several methods existed
that researchers employed to code data; one suittodheras content analysis. Fraenkel
et al. (2012) explained that there were specifjectves for using this approach, some of
which included to “obtain descriptive informatiobaat a topic, formulate themes . . .
that help to organize large amounts of descriptif@mation, check . . . research
findings . . . to test hypotheses” (p. 480). Fragtmt al. (2012) also noted that descriptive
information was categorized in one of two ways. Tirst way involved the researcher
determining categories before conducting his ordmalysis. The second way required
the researcher to become “very familiar with theadiptive information collected,”
which “allows the categories to emerge as the afsbontinues” (p. 480). The
investigator determined that the former methodadégorization was most appropriate.
The categories established corresponded with threefgsential characteristics of
Wehmeyer's (1995) theory of self-determination. [Eal0 indicates alignment of the

characteristics with Supplemental Questions usedltect data.
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Table 10.

Invisible Disabilities: Themes vs. Wehmeyer’s Chteastics

Supplemental Question Number and Wehmeyer’'s Four Essential Characteristics
Emerging Themes of Self-Determination

Question 1.

Acting on own behavioral skill set Self-Regulation

Question 2.

Acting independently Interdependence wit Autonomy
environment

Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment
Question 3.

Acting independently Interdependence wit Autonomy

environment

Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment
Question 4.

Knowledge about their strengths and
challenges and acting accordingly for theii Self-Realization

own benefit
Acting on own behavioral skill set Self-Regulation
Acting independently Autonomy

Interdependence with environment

Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment

Question 5.

Knowledge about their strengths and Self-Realization
challenges and acting accordingly for thei

own benefit

Acting independently Autonomy

Interdependence with environment
Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment

Question 6.
Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment

Question 7.

Knowledge about their strengths and Self-Realization
challenges and acting accordingly for thei

own benefit
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Question 8.
Acting independently Autonomy
Interdependence with environment

Question 9.

Acting independently Autonomy
Interdependence with environment

Knowledge about their strengths and Self-Realization
challenges and acting accordingly for thei

own benefit

Acting on own behavioral skill set Self-Regulation

Control through making decisions for self Psychological Empowerment

In examining the supplemental question responsas fhose participants with an
invisible disability, the investigator categorizibe responses and observed several
emerging themes that aligned with Wehmeyer's (198%) essential characteristics of
self-determination, as listed in Table 10. A distos of the supplemental questions and
the responses provided follows. Each participati an invisible disability was

identified as DP, coupled with an assigned numhdrthe participant’s disability.

With Invisible Disabilities

All of the quotations that follow were copied exgcs submitted by the
participants. The first supplemental question, Witat extent does your invisible
disability affect your functioning at college?’ pnpted several responses that suggested
an emerging theme of acting on the participant’s thavioral skill set in relation to
each participant’s respective disability. The faling responses offered evidence of this
emerging theme:

DP28 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “Little trsraye annoying me so | do

my work at home.”
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DP4 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “It just regsiia little more patience on
my part when things are annoying me. Most of theetl have to do my work at home to
get in the right environment.”

DP9 (Partial deaf left ear, ADD): “Sometimes ihiard to hear in class. |
normally make up for it with having a spare recogdiMy ADD, I've learned to deal
with. Push through it and move forward.”

DP24 (Paranoia): “I have to take online classesbse | don’t trust anybody
around me.”

The emerging theme of acting on one’s own behalvsixil set readily
corresponded with Wehmeyer’'s (1995) essential Betermination characteristic of
Self-Regulation. According to Wehmeyer et al. (199¢elf-regulated people . . .
examine the task at hand and their available reppertand formulate, enact, and evaluate
a plan of action” (p. 633). In the four responses presented, the participants explained
how they created an action plan (working at hommee trecording class) and achieved
their respective objectives by acting on their gweferences given their abilities.
Wehmeyer et al. (1996) explained that self-regdlatdividuals usually possess the
ability to self-monitor. Self-monitoring referred being aware of one’s actions in one’s
environment. This awareness logically led to tineixt point, that self-regulated
individuals evaluated themselves, and in so daletgrmined for themselves what sort of
behaviors were appropriate for any given situatfutditionally, self-regulated people
were able to self-reinforce; meaning that they teet consequences for their own
“target behaviors” (Wehmeyer et al., 1996, p. 638 responses from these disabled

participants certainly demonstrated their abiliteself-regulate, self-monitor, and self-
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reinforce. Indeed, without some modicum of selfulagjon that included the specific
decisions and actions specified in their answlesparticipants’ levels of success likely
would have been impacted negatively.

The survey’s second supplemental question, ‘Aresthay people and/or offices
from this campus that were particularly helpfultu in adjusting to campus life?’
suggested two themes that aligned with Wehmey&885) Autonomy characteristic, as
well as one theme that aligned with the Psychoklldttnpowerment characteristic. The
first theme that emerged was acting independeAtgording to Wehmeyer and
Schwartz (1997), a self-determined individual waaomous when “the person acts
according to his or her own preferences, inter@stor abilities, and independently, free
from undue external influence or interference”Z46).

The second theme that emerged from this supplecpmeation was an
individual's interdependence with his or her enmiment. Wehmeyer et al. (1996)
admitted that “most people are not completely aomoous or independent; therefore,
autonomy also reflects the interdependence ohaiilfy members, friends, and other
people” (p. 633) with whom an individual interactws, while an individual acted
according to his or her own preferences and aslitand acted so free from undue
external influence and/or interference, he or shetrdo so within his or her
environment.

The third theme that emerged from this supplemeqtastion aligned itself with
a characteristic that Wehmeyer et al. (1996) rezghas Psychological Empowerment,
which equated to perceived control. “People whosatedetermined act based on their

beliefs that (a) they have the capacity to perfbehaviors needed to influence outcomes
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in their environment and (b) if they perform su@haviors, anticipated outcomes will
result” (Wehmeyer et al., 1996, p. 633).

The following responses from participants simultarsdy illustrated both
components of Autonomy and the essential charatiteaf Psychological
Empowerment. The emerging themes of acting indegrehd interdependence with
one’s environment, and perceived control througkintadecisions were evident in the
actions that the participants described.

DP8 (ADHD):

| went 2 the access office by [person’s name][exaletive] and tried 2 be my

doctor when | already have a doctor an | don’t jét®d same person] telling me

that my meds are all wrong [this same person] rducior but [this same person]
acts like a doctor. | dold [this same person] I'taeed some stuff but [this same
person] forced me into stuff anyway like a notetaken thoug I told [this same
person] | didn’t need one but [this same personjemae. [this same person] tried
me make me go 2 counslor on campus but | alreaglpise in [a municipality] so

| don’t need school counslors. [this same perdainks [this same person]’s a

doctor but [this same person]'s not. [this same@eltries 2 treat me like im not

a normal person. [this same person] tries 2 fore€rdo stuff | don’t wanna do or

stuff I don’t need. You [expletive] [expletive] I'mot gimp retard project for you

DP5 (ADHD):
| tried going to the Access Office on campus, biauind them to be too

aggressive in trying to get me to agree to takeiparertain services that | didn't
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need. Student life was great as | have becomevadah some organizations that
| really like and that I think will help me with nplans to expand my business.
The survey’s third supplemental question, ‘Whaidao think are the most
important services provided for students with irbles disabilities and why?’ elicited
responses that, with regard to emerging themesaapg virtually identical to those
observed in the second supplemental question, yaaing independently,
interdependence with environment, and control thhomaking decisions for self.
DP23 (Rheumatoid Arthritis):
| didn’t get any services because they just watdgtirow me into all sorts of
stuff that | didn’t need. | just wanted to let neathers know that | wood miss
class but the disability office went all crazy aadd | need tutors and time and
other stuff and wheelchairs n | don't.
DP9 (Partial deaf left ear, ADD): “I've never askied help so | wouldn’t know.”
DP4 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder):
The Access Office has a lot of services that agatgike different technology and
interpreters, writers and note takers, but thellyr@zant to lump you into a
category along with everybody else. There was lighy personalization to help
me cope with my OCD and college. The director (gdrdon’t remember [the
person’s] name) seemed to want to force a lotiofjghon me that | didn’t ask for
or need. | would have liked to be involved with tiféce, but my first visit was
enough to know it was something | didn’t want tatelved with. | hope this is

just my personal experience and not the experiehothers because the director
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wasn't helpful at all It's a reall ‘cookie cutteapproach as [this person] almost

tried to force me into things | didn’t need or waurgt my experience.

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia):

| think the most important service anyone couldvate is just an understanding

that things may take a little long for studentshwdtsabilities. My biggest

problem with school when | was younger was thathess thought | just wanted
to goof off. When all reality | just didn’t undegstd things the way they were
presented to me.

DP15 (Depression, Learning disabilities): “I bekethat getting help with
registration is the most important because if yoo'dcomplete registration you wouldn’t
be able to attend college in the first place. Atsoa very confusing process.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “My biggest problem with sml is teachers who think
I’'m just blowing off work when in reality | don’tnderstand things the way they are
presented.”

DP20 (ADHD): “ think I would like a note person tudon’t want to go back
and ask.”

The survey’s fourth supplemental question, “Whaydo do when you have
difficulties learning?” provided additional evidenof the emerging themes of acting
independently, interdependence with environmerd,cmtrol through making decisions
for self, which corresponded with Wehmeyer's (19883ential characteristics of Self-
Regulation, Autonomy, and Psychological Empowermasnbbserved in the preceding
supplemental questions. Furthermore, they suggestediditional emerging theme,

knowledge about their strengths and challengesatidg accordingly for their own
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benefit. The participants’ ability to know enoudboat their respective aptitudes and
limitations, coupled with the wherewithal to perfofor their own gain, corresponded
with Wehmeyer’s essential characteristic of Sel&liRation. Wehmeyer et al. (1996)
explained that individuals who developed this &pilvere able to “capitalize on this
(self) knowledge in a beneficial way” (p. 633).

The following responses to the question, ‘What do g§o when you have
difficulties learning?’ were illustrative of Wehmeys (1995) four essential
characteristics of self-determination:

DP16 (ADHD): “Study harder or ask questions.”

DP8 (ADHD): “Cheat (just being honest).”

DP5 (ADHD): “I handle my difficulties in learningytfocusing on my work in
private. | need to work alone in a place withouti@dictions. Also sometimes when | can
understand something | will research it until Idfithin a format that | can understand.”

DP15 (Depression, Learning disabilities): “I teodatalk away or focus on
something else. | will ask someone that | know wgudge me (usually a family
member). | will just guess and try to make the loésthat I'm learning.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I do research it until i what | need in a format |
understand.”

The survey’s fifth supplemental question, ‘In reflag on your college
experience, what things have been difficult for Yoelicited responses that provided
additional evidence of the emerging themes of kedgé about their strengths and
challenges and acting accordingly for their owndfgnacting independently and

interdependence with environment, and control thhomaking decisions for self. These
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emerging themes aligned with Wehmeyer’s (1995)rdéedecharacteristics of Self-
Realization, Autonomy, and Psychological Empowermiesponses included:

DP7 (ADHD, Depression): “I don’t want to go to taris office cuz [this person]
thinks [this person] is a doctor but then profs iwgive me extra time in class when |
need it.”

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “The main thing that givesshiaeen difficult is keeping
track of assignments and when things are to and e¥ass. If | don’t have my planner
things go in one ear and out the other.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I have difficulty keepingack of assignments and
classes if | don’'t have my planner up to date. Toitege is cool because of free
planners.”

The theme that emerged from the survey’s sixth lempgntal question, ‘Under
what circumstances do you tell others that you leavmvisible disability?’ was control
through making decisions for self, which alignedhwivehmeyer’s (1995) essential self-
determination characteristic of Psychological Emeownent. Responses from the
participants included:

DP16 (ADHD): “I usually don't tell anybody.”

DP3 (Depression): “l don't tell anyone.”

DP7 (ADHD, Depression): “Never.”

DP8 (ADHD): “l don't.”

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I don’t normally tell otherbout my disabilities no one
outside my family knows.”

DP21 (ADHD, Depression): “Need to know basis.”
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DP20 (ADHD): “l don’t care if anybody knos so |ltpkeople all the time and its
obbisious since | take meds.”

The theme that emerged from the survey’s severmplemental question, ‘How
do you think you compare with the average persoyoaf own age?’ was knowledge
about their strengths and challenges and actingrdicgly for their own benefit, which
aligned with Wehmeyer’s (1995) essential self-dateation characteristic of Self-
Realization. Participant responses included:

DP23 (Rheumatoid Arthritis): “Pretty good.”

DP28 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “Pretty comalple.”

DP9 (Partial deaf left ear, ADD): “I push hardeanhanyone | know. | make sure
to strive to be a better person each day.”

DP4 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “I think | pretty comparable to other
people my own age.”

DP13 (Vision impairment):

| have a huge drive to achieve which is why acadahyi | am in excellent

standing. My leadership skills are also excellént,great working with others

which has helped me a lot in my academic careesteople my age care a lot
about their popularity where in all honesty | cooéde less how many friends |
have/know. | do believe | get a bit more defensieut things than the average
person does but | think it's because | work so harglet to the places | want to
be, that the criticism against it makes me defegdatt.

DP16 (ADHD):
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| feel like | have more drive to achieve and deteation than other people my

age. I'm very defensive, especially toward mygeifen though I'm a sensitive

person | tend to not let criticism affect me mdsthe time, but on occasion that it
does | tend to not let it be known.

DP8 (ADHD): “Below average.”

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I feel like in compared tm @verage person my
disability has made me a late bloomer. It took nheng time to figure out how | learn
and what | need to do to fully comprehend matérial.

DP15 (Depression, Learning disabilities):

| have a stronger drive to achieve only due to msglallity | don’t want to be

judged or teased. | am harsh on myself and depgrmtirihe subject | can go

either way. | could really understand what I'm l@ag or completely bomb the

subject/section of the subject. | like to have &xatip however if | feel there is a

better candidate for the job | will express howeelf

DP32 (ADHD): “I am more intelligent than most buatk any drive to succeed. |
can do all the things listed better than almosbaeybut for reasons | have said | don't.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I feel like in compared &n average person it takes
me a long time to figure out class material.”

The theme that emerged from the survey’s eightiplsapental question, ‘Do you
feel you are treated differently when people kn@mu fpave an invisible disability?’ was
acting independently, but with particular emphasisnterdependence with environment,
which aligned with Wehmeyer’'s (1995) essential-gelfermination characteristic of

Autonomy. Participant responses included:



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 94

DP28 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “No.”

DP9 (Partial deaf left ear, ADD): “Nope.”

DP4 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “Sometimesnwhg OCD related
neurotic scratching is in full force.”

DP6 (Mood Disorder, Depression): “A little bit.”

DP3 (Depression): “Yes.”

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I don’t feel I'm treated dérently when | tell people
about my disability.”

DP15 (Depression, Learning disabilities): “Of cautslo. | believe a lot of
people look down upon it, but | also believe thedjple are going to do that because they
don’t understand my invisible disability and peoptemally fear what they don’t
understand.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “I don’t feel | am treatedfférently.”

Themes that emerged from the survey’s ninth supghtah question, ‘What does
self-determination mean to you and why?’ includetihg independently,
interdependence with environment, knowledge aldmit strengths and challenges and
acting accordingly for their own benefit, acting@nn behavioral skill set, and control
through making decisions for self. These emerdnegnes aligned with all four of
Wehmeyer’s (1995) essential characteristics ofdeiérmination. Participant responses
included:

DP9 (Partial deaf left ear, ADD): “This means t, peish, and achieve goals.
You push to the furthest you can go, and then keépg. There is no room for failure

and no room for stopping. Even when people thimkehs.”
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DP4 (Obsessive Compulsive Disorder): “Working tlgloumy issues to get to
success.”

DP19 (Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder): “Doing wjmat need to do to ensure
your own success.”

DP13 (Visual impairment): “Self Determination to mmeans, having a personal
reason for doing what you do. | am incredibly deti@ed person and this is because |
have a lot of dreams that | want to see come swéwork as hard as | can to make it
happen.”

DP3 (Depression): “It means: if you want somethiym work to getit. .. Itis
one’s self drive. ‘This world is what you make of’i

DP5 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “It means to me that | wotet things hold me back.”

DP32 (ADHD): “Self-Determination means | can puliotigh anything in my
way to achieve my goals.”

DP29 (ADHD, Dyslexia): “Not letting things hold niack.”

The investigator also examined the supplementpbreses from those
participants with no disabilities. Even thoughgatticipants were administered the same
Arc including the same supplemental questionspthprity of the supplemental
guestions were not applicable to participants withovisible disabilities. However,
three supplemental questions were applicable to populations. Accordingly, the
investigator examined the responses of participartsno disabilities to the following
three supplemental questions: ‘What do you do wlmenhave difficulties learning?”’
(Question 4), ‘How do you think you compare witle liverage person of your own age?’

(Question 7), and ‘What does self-determinationmteayou and why?’ (Question 9).
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Table 11.

Without Disabilities: Themes vs. Wehmeyer's Chanastics

Supplemental Question Wehmeyer’'s Four Essential Self-Determination
Number and Emerging Characteristics

Themes

Question 4.

Acting on own behavioral Self-Regulation

skill set

Acting independently Autonomy

Interdependence with
environment

Control through making Psychological Empowerment
decisions for self

Knowledge about their Self-Realization
strengths and challenges ani

acting accordingly for their

own benefit

Question 7.

Knowledge about their Self-Realization
strengths and challenges ani

acting accordingly for their

own benefit

Question 9.

Acting independently Autonomy
Interdependence with

environment

Knowledge about their Self-Realization
strengths and challenges ani

acting accordingly for their

own benefit

Acting on own behavioral Self-Regulation
skill set

Control through making Psychological Empowerment
decisions for self




SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 97

The investigator categorized the responses andwstkeeveral emerging themes
that aligned with Wehmeyer’s (1995) four centradecteristics of self-determination, as
listed in Table 11. A discussion of the supplemleqii@stions and the responses provided
follows. Each participant without a disability wiaentified as P, coupled with an

assigned number.

Without Disabilities

With regard to participants without disabilitiesdatheir responses, the fourth
supplemental question, ‘What do you do when yoletdifficulties in learning?’
generated several responses that suggested thgiegniremes of acting on own
behavioral skill set, acting independently, intgreledence with environment, control
through making decisions for self, and knowledgeualmwn strengths and challenges
and acting accordingly for own benefit. These enmgrthemes corresponded with
Wehmeyer's (1995) essential characteristics of-Reljulation, Autonomy,
Psychological Empowerment, and Self-Realizatiorsgeases included:

P15: “I try to solve the issue myself and if | dattven | go ask the teacher for
help followed by some extra practice.”

P10: “Ask others for help such as teachers or $utor

P13: “Making flash cards.”

P3: “When having difficulties, | seek help from mgofessor.”

P48: “Ask others for help such as teachers.”

P69: “Ask the teacher or a student that understdndlp me.”

P52: “Contact the teacher.”

P35: “Get help from the teacher.”
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P25: “Ask the instructor for help.”

The theme that emerged from non-disabled studezgponses to the survey’s
seventh supplemental question, ‘How do you think gompare with the average person
of your own age?’ was knowledge about their striesighd challenges and acting
accordingly for their own benefit, which alignedtiviWehmeyer’s (1995) essential self-
determination characteristic of Self-RealizatioartRipant responses included:

P20:

Well I am only 20 | coach multiple sports back at nigh school and so | have a

drive to succeed. | want to be good at what | db lansitting around wishing you

are going to get far so | take the pride in stegpip and being a man and doing

my job 110%.

P64: “I honestly think I'm above average. | havemérough a lot in my life that
has taught me to be strong and do things for myské#lieve | can achieve anything |
can set my mind to.”

P10:

| think my academic ability could be better if Ipdied myself more. | have good

leadership skills and determination. | suppose papular. Not to terribly

sensitive to criticism. | know my abilities and wha&an do and so do the people
who are important to me and that is enough for me.

P48: “I have good leadership skills but I'm sengtio criticism.”

P40: “Right about average.”

P35: “I'm good.”

P25: “If I actually put effort into it | can do athyng.”
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Themes that emerged from non-disabled studenfgonses to the survey’s ninth
supplemental question, ‘What does self-determinati@an to you and why?’ included
acting independently, interdependence with enviremimknowledge about their
strengths and challenges and acting accordinglthfar own benefit, acting on own
behavioral skill set, and control through makingidens for self. These emerging
themes aligned with all four of Wehmeyer's essetiaracteristics of self-
determination. Participant responses included:

P15: “That you don’t need anyone to tell you tosdmnething you do it by
yourself because it is the right thing to do.”

P64:

It means never lettering anyone tell you no. It nseeoming to the end of my life

without a lot of ‘what ifs?’ It means overcomingatlenges in your life and

choosing to let those challenges make you stroragleer than beat you down. My
whole family is an example of all these things.

P10: “Self-determination to me means believingonrgelf enough to go out and
reach your goals even if you don’'t have the supaatnd you.”

P48: “Self-determination to means reach your gbals.

P40: “Knowing how to achieve goals.”

P13: “Setting goals and achievements.”

P3: “It means to not give up even when that'’s all yeel like doing. Push
through the tough things in life, it will only malkeu stronger.”

P8: “Putting the team on your back.”

P35: “Making my own future.”
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P25: “I can’t really explain what it means to medase it is different with
everybody.”
Summary

Examination and subsequent statistical analysisefjuantitative data obtained
from the Arc administrations between both grouppasticipants revealed no significant
differences in means with regard to participantstal Self-Determination Score.
Additionally, a statistical analysis of the variad@emain scores (Autonomy, Self-
Regulation, Psychological Empowerment, and SelfiRat#on) included on the Arc
administrations revealed no significant differenicemeans between the two groups. In
z-test comparison of measured means of self-detetimmaf successful students with
invisible disabilities to successful students withdisabilities, there were no differences
in internal and external characteristics, nor wrels of autonomy, self-regulation,
psychological empowerment, or self-realization.

A content analysis of the qualitative data obtaifrech the supplemental
guestions presented evidence of emerging them&ading acting independently,
interdependence with environment, knowledge aldmit bwn strengths and challenges,
acting accordingly for their own benefit, acting@mnn behavioral skill set, and control
through making decisions for self. With regardesponses from participants with
invisible disabilities, the examination of the egiag themes suggested alignment with
the four essential self-determination charactesgtiosited by Wehmeyer (1995). With
regard to the responses obtained from participark®ut disabilities, although only
three supplemental questions were deemed applitabies group, the content analysis

presented evidence of the same emerging themesselsa the responses from
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participants with invisible disabilities; therefotbey also aligned with the four essential

self-determination characteristics.
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Chapter Five: Discussion
Overview

Laws such as the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 amdAmericans with Disabilities
Act of 1990 existed to assure that individuals vdtbabilities had access to higher
education. At the time of this writing, over thespéew decades higher education in the
United States observed an increase in enrolimesipme part due to the seemingly ever-
growing population of students who self-identifigdh a disability (Hadley, 2006; 2007;
2011; Janiga & Costenbader, 2002; Levinson & OHI888; Skinner, 2004). Of the
disabilities reported, invisible disabilities wehe most common (Abreu-Ellis et al.,
2009; Aron & Loprest, 2012; Joyce & Rossen, 20GGkEr & Boutelle, 2009; Thoma &
Getzel, 2005; Skinner, 2004; Troiano et al., 20¥0hile an increase in the enrollment of
students with invisible disabilities initially apged encouraging, research suggested
caution as enrollment did not guarantee gradudfianiga & Costenbader, 2002;
Skinner, 2004). Despite the sometimes negativeoouts, other studies confirmed that
some students with disabilities were successfhigher education and completed their
degrees (Barber, 2012; Skinner, 2004).

Several studies concluded that the success ofithdils with disabilities,
particularly invisible disabilities, who chose tarficipate in higher education, was
attributed at least in some part, to their possessf certain characteristics (Hadley,
2006; 2007; Skinner, 2004, Thoma & Getzel, 200hje€Camong these characteristics
was self-determination (Jameson, 2007; Skinner420homa & Getzel, 2005). The
purpose of this mixed methods study was to gardéitianal evidence that self-

determination was an important characteristic ateasful students with invisible
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disabilities who participated in higher educatias,evidenced by its levels of existence
when compared to a nondisabled and successful gricgtpdents. This chapter provided
a summary of the study, as well as conclusions nfa@m the data presented in Chapter
Four. It also presented a discussion of the impioa of the study and recommendations
for future research.

The focus of the study investigated if levels @f-sletermination of successful
students with invisible disabilities who participdtin higher education differed from
those of successful students without disabilitié® warticipated in higher education.
This study employed a mixed methods design thadisted of quantitative and
qualitative components. The quantitative portioaraied the dependent variable
measured as the level of self-determination, aadrttiependent variable was whether or
not a participant had an invisible disability. Tiolowing hypotheses were considered:

Alternate Hypothesis: There is a difference between the internal aridraal
characteristics of self-determination of successtfudlents with invisible disabilities and
the characteristics of their nondisabled peerstabayear community college, as
measured by the modified Arc Self-Determinationl&ca

Hypothesis 1a: There is a difference between the levels of amtonof
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1b: There is a difference between the levels of sadfilation of

successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
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successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1c: There is a difference between the levels of pshadical
empowerment of successful students with invisildaluilities and the levels of their
nondisabled successful peers at a two-year comyncoliege, as measured by the
modified Arc Self-Determination Scale.

Hypothesis 1d: There is a difference between the levels of sadfization of
successful students with invisible disabilities #mellevels of their nondisabled
successful peers at a two-year community collegepeasured by the modified Arc Self-
Determination Scale.

The quantitative component utilized data from tdmmistration of an online,
anonymous, untimed survey consisting of the Ar¢-Betermination Scale, as created
by Wehmeyer and Kelchner (1995) and modified byekon (2007), to two groups of
community college students; one that consisteduafents who self-identified as having
an invisible disability, and the other consistedtfdents who self-identified as not
having a disability.

The research question, ‘How are the levels of delérmination of successful
students with invisible disabilities participatimghigher education different than those of
nondisabled successful students at a two-year contyneollege, as measured by the
modified Arc Self-Determination Scale?’, was addessthrough the qualitative
component, which included a content analysis di@pants’ responses to supplemental
guestions adapted from Stage and Milne (1996) ezamted by the investigatorhe

guestions were included in the online survey armaitedl responses from the participants
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regarding self-determination and allowed for theeylation of emerging themes that
aligned with Wehmeyer’s (1995) self-determinatibadry.
I nter pretation of Results

After the study-district sponsor removed persgniakéntifiable information from
the online survey responses, the investigator dcame completed a statistical analysis of
the Arc Self-Determination Scale administrationsN@ay ofz-tests for difference in
means between the two participant populations ein tespective domain scores of
autonomy, self-regulation, psychological empowernnand self-realization, including
the Self-Determination Total score. The data frbmm &nalysis did not support any of the
alternate hypotheses, and data did not allow rieject any of the null hypotheses.2n
test comparison of measured means of self-detetimmaf successful students with
invisible disabilities to successful students withdisabilities, there were no differences
in internal and external characteristics, nor wrels of autonomy, self-regulation,
psychological empowerment, or self-realization.

Thus, while this study did not indicate a significdifference between the means
through comparison of any domain score among tleegtwups of participants, the
guantitative data offered evidence that levelsetffdetermination, as measured by the
Arc Self-Determination Scale modified by Jamesd0{@ existed in successful students
with invisible disabilities to an extent that waatsstically equivalent to successful
students without disabilities.

Moreover, the content analysis of the responsésetsupplemental questions
included in the survey revealed identical emergimregnes of self-determination in both

groups of participants, which appeared also tmahgh the essential characteristics of
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self-determination posited by Wehmeyer (1995). €hdentical emerging themes and
their alignment with the essential characterispicself-determination offered evidence
that self-determination existed in and was of sanmp@ortance to both successful students
with invisible disabilities who participated in Iigr education and their non-disabled
peers.

Implications

At the primary and secondary levels, special etloicdeachers and other
stakeholders can use the results of this studyrtbdr justify inclusion of individualized
educational planning that contains multiple yealjectives and interventions designed
to enhance levels of self-determination in studeurtis invisible disabilities. The
literature supported the use of such interventiaisch ultimately aide a student’s
transition from primary and secondary environmeathe post-secondary environment
(Kellems & Morningstar, 2010).

At the post-secondary level, administrators an@s&/clisability office personnel
can use the results of this study as a foundat@m which to continue refining existing
student orientation programs for all students. Whdme research indicated that student
orientation programs were beneficial for studetemBon, social interaction, and
academic achievement (Soria, 2012), other reseaigtpested that some such programs
cover too many topics and, therefore the contethede programs should be reduced
(Karp et al., 2012). Regardless of such conteniatoh, activities could nonetheless be
incorporated into these programs to specificallyatigp every student’s level of self-
determination. Institutions could also specificalgsign orientation programs that

develop self-determination for students who reqressonable accommodations.
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Recommendations for Future Research

The results of this study indicated that levelsaf-determination did not
statistically differ between successful studenthwivisible disabilities who participated
in higher education and their non-disabled pedngsé findings remain important to
educators, students with invisible disabilities] ather stakeholders at all levels of
education. However, the results of this study Wienged, and further research is
warranted.

The results of the study were based upon an asaly§0 randomly chosen
successful students who self-identified as notrga disability and 20 randomly chosen
successful students who self-identified as havinguisible disability. Moreover, the
participants were all recruited from one prograrora campus of one community
college district. Additionally, the participantschane month to complete the survey
contained in this study. To verify, refute, or louilpon the findings obtained in this
study, future investigators should analyze datenfeolarger group of participants, which
could reveal significant quantitative and/or gulite differences in the levels of self-
determination between the two participant groups were not observed in the present
study.

In addition to increasing the number of particigantfuture studies, another
recommendation is to include participants from ntben one program. Additionally,
future researchers should consider including gagids from more than one institution
of higher education. Including individuals from etlprograms at a community college,
as well as from other post-secondary institutionsii provide additional data that could

be used to strengthen the findings and help torergeneralizability.
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Future investigators may wish to consider includadgitional supplemental
guestions designed to allow participants to dissaffsdetermination. The present study
included nine supplemental questions, three of whiere deemed applicable to both
groups of participants. Including additional quess applicable to both groups of
participants would provide more opportunities te@ive and address emerging themes.

A further recommendation for future investigatoosducting similar studies is to
increase the amount of time participants have toptete the survey. In the present
study, participants received one month to completesurvey, which occurred during the
beginning of the semester. There is no way of kngwhether additional participants
would have completed the study had the survey m@daopen for more than one month,
but it is conceivable that leaving the survey offgnughout the semester would have
yielded further participation.

A final recommendation for future investigatorsctmsider is inclusion of
unsuccessful students with and without invisibkadilities who participated in higher
education. Data obtained from these individualslaiallow future investigators to
compare and contrast levels of self-determinatmosuiccessful students with invisible
disabilities from additional perspectives. Depegdim the findings obtained from such a
study researchers could provide additional justtfan for various educational
programming.

Conclusion

At the time of this writing, there are indicatiotiat the trend of students with

invisible disabilities choosing to participate iigler education continues unabated

(Hadley, 2006; 2007; 2011; Uretsky & Andrews, 2013any of these disabled students
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who formerly received special education servicdab@primary and secondary levels
were not successful and did not complete theireegat the post-secondary level (Janiga
& Costenbader, 2002; Skinner, 2004). However, sofhtkese students were successful,
and some researchers believed that in additionetoeceipt of reasonable
accommodations as mandated by various laws, cqréasonal characteristics played an
important role in their success. Several reseaschgggested that self-determination was
the most important of these characteristics (JameX@07; Skinner, 2004; Thoma &
Getzel, 2005). The purpose of this study was teshgate levels of self-determination in
successful students with invisible disabilitiecampared to their successful, non-
disabled peers. The quantitative data did not atdia significant difference in the levels
of self-determination between the two groups, &edqualitative data suggested
emerging themes identical in both participationyapons, that aligned with
Wehmeyer's (1995) essential characteristics ofadetiérmination. Further research
investigating the experiences and characterisfip®st-secondary students with
disabilities is necessary if we are to providelibst education possible for some of our

most deserving students.
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Appendix A

Arc as Modified by Jameson (2007)

By Michael Wehmeyer, Ph.D., Principal Investigator
Kathy Kelchner, M. Ed., Project Director
Self-Determination Assessment Project

Student's name

Date
College
Year/s Attended
© 1985 Minor adaptations in #7, #21, #33, #38, #42,
tiy The Arc of the United States, and front cover by Deborah Jameson, Ph.D. Candidate

Formatted by Triandafyllos Bogiannou
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>, Directions:
| Check the answer on each question that BEST tells how you act in that situation.
There are no right or wrong answers. Check only one answer for each question.

LA, Independence: Routine personal care and family oriented funclions 1A, Subtotal

domosl of the tme Thave T 1do every time | have
the chance the chance

O | domast of the time Thave 0 1do every time | have
the chance the chanes

O 1o sametimes when | bave
the chance

6 | keep pood personal care O3 1da not even il bave the O 1do somctimes when Thave O | do mest of the thme | bave 0 [ do every time | have
and chance the chance Ahve chance the chance

: . 1B, Subtotal

Ol domastof thetime [ have 01

[0 1 do sometimes when [have O | do most of the time | have
the chance the chance

011 dav mol even if1 have the
chanee

12 | plan weekend activities

O 1 do every time | hove
that | like to do, chance

14. My friends/family and | choose O Idanotoven il heve the O | do sometimes when [have 1 do moat of the time | have 0 | do every time | have
lﬂiil'iﬁwlidmwdu. chunce the chance the chanee the chance

16 T Tisten to music that 1 like, O 1do nat evers if L have the 01 | do sometimes when Ehave T 1 do most of the ime T have 11 do every time | have
chinee the: ehanc: the chance: the chamce:
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1D: Subtotal

D. Acting on the basis of preferences, beliefs, intevests and abilities:
Coutinuaig vt s il lion

O tdonoteveniflhovethe O | do sometimes when Lhave O |do most of the ilme Thove 01 1 do every time | have
the chance ihe chance: the chance

1 1 donot even 171 have the O [ dio sametlimes when | bave O | do most of the tima | bave 0 1 do every time Dhave
the chercs

24, | choose my own hair style. O ldonot even if lhavethe 01 do semetimes when Lhave 01 do most of the time | have 0 1 da every time | have
chancs the chance the chance

31, | decorate my own room. O | donot gven if T have she 01 | do sometimes when I bave 0 1 do most of the time 1 have 0 1 do every tlme | have
__the chance chomee

M check lﬂlt Oaie, A thiu F, to Iu sure there is on QnE ANSWer ur ench qeﬁtlnm
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Directions:

Each of the following questions tell the beginning of a story and how the story ends.

Your job is to tell what happened in the middle of the story, to econnect the beginning and the
end. Read the beginning and ending for each question, then fill in the BEST answer for the
middle of the story. There are no right or wrong answers,

Remember, fill in the one answer that you think BEST completes the story.

2A. Interpersonal cognitive problem-solving

33. Beginning: You are sitting in a planning meeting with your family | 35 Beginning: Your friends are acting like they are mad ot you. You
and your advisor. You want to major in Marketing and obtain an itre upset about this.

Associate Degree. Your family wants you to major in Early

Childhood Education and get a certificate. You can only major Middle:

in one.

Middle:

Ending: The story ends with you majoring in Marketing to get your| Ending: The story ends with you and your friends getting along just
Associates Degree, Story Score fine. Story Score

34, Beginning: You hear a friend talking about o new job opening at |36, Beginning: You go to your English class one morning and discover
local book stare. You love books and want & job. You decide you your English book is not in your backpack. You are upset because

would like to work at the book store. you need that book to do your homework.
Middle: Middle:
Ending: The story ends with you working at the bookstore, Ending: The story ends with you using your English book for

Seom e homework. Story Score——mHm—
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37, Beginning: You are in a club at school. The club advisor 2B: Goal setting and task performance
announces that the club members will need to elect new officers
at the next meeting. You want to be the president of the elub. Directions:
The next three questions ask about your plans for the future.
Middle: Again, there are no right or wrong answers. For each question,

tell if you have made plans for that outcome and, if so, what
those plans are and how to meet them.

39. Where do you want to live afier you graduate?
O 1 have not planned for that vet.

O 1 want to live
List four things you should do to meet this goal:

Ending: The story ends with you being elected as the 2
elub president. k]
Story Score 4)

40. Where do vou wanl to work after vou graduate?

38. Beginning: You are at a new college and you don't know anyone, [ I have not planned for that yei.

You want to have friends. OO I want to work

List four things you should do to meet this goal:
Miaddle: 1)

2

3

4)

41. What type of transportation do vou to use after graduation’
Dlhv:mlplu::lfarlhalyg: e -
O 1 plan to use

List four things you should do to meet this goal:

Ending: The story ends with you having many friends at the new| 1)
college. Story Seore 2)

2A Subtotal 1
]

2B Subtatal
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49. [ 1t is no use to keep trying because that won't change
Directions: 1hings. ..or
Cheik 6 i [0 1 keep irying even after | get something wrong.
BEST dencribes you. 50. O 1 have the ability to do the job 1 want...or
Choose only one [0 1 cannot do what it takes to do the job I want.
answer for each
o 51. [ 1 don't know how to make friends...or
[0 1 know how 1o make friends.
There are no right or
Wrong answers. 52 [ 1amable to work with others. ..or
[0 1 cannot work well with others.
42, [ 1 usually do what others want...or
[ 1 tell others if they are doing something I don't 53, [01do not make good choices. ..or
want lo da. [ I can make good choices.
43, [ Itell others when I have new or different ideas 54, [ If1 have the ability, I will be able ta get the job |
or opinions. . .or want...or
[ 1 usually agree with other peoples’ opinions or ideas. [ 1 probably will not get the job I want even if I have
- | the ability
44, [ [ usually agree with people when they tell me I can’t do | 55, [0 1 will have a hard time making new friends...or
something. ..or
D:ﬂ:uﬂpwplcwhcnllhink[:mdummeﬁmg' that they [0 1 will be able to make friends in new situations.
| me [ can't.
45, [ 1tell peaple when they have hurt my feclings..or | 56, L1 I will be able to work with others if | need to...or
[ 1 am afraid to tell people when they have hurt
my feelings [ 1 will not be able to work with others if 1 need to.
46.  [01 can make my own decisions...or 57. [ My choices will not be honored...or
[ Other people make decisions forme. LI 1 will be able to make choices that are important to me.
47. [ Trying hard at school doesn't do me much good. ..or
LJ Trying hard at school will help me get a good job.
48. [0 1can get what I want by working hard. ..or Section 3 Subtotal

[ T need good luck to get what 1 want.
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Directions:

Tell whether you think each of these statements describes how you feel about yourself

or not. There are no right or wrong answers. Choose only the answer that BEST fits you.

58. I do not feel ashamed o o 66. I don't accept my own limitations. 0 o

of any of my emotions. Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
59. 1 feel free to be angry o a] 67. 1 feel | cannot do many things. O o

at people | care for, Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
60. I can show my feelingseven 0O o 68. I like myself. [m] u]

when people might see me, Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
61.1 can like people even if o u] 69. T am not an important person o o

I don't agree with them. Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
62.1 am afraid of doing o o 70. 1 know how to make up o ]

things wrong. Agree Don't agree for my limitations. Agree Don't agree
63. It is better to be yourself o o 71. Other people like me. o o

than to be popular. Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
64. I am loved because o ] 72. 1 am confident in my abilities. [a] o

1 give love. Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
65. 1 know what I do best. [u] =]

Agree Don't agree Section 4 Subitotal
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Appendix B

Arc as Created by Wehmeyer and Kelchner (1995)

The Arc's Sell-Detarmination Scala (Adolescent Version) Is a student
sel-report measure of sell-delarmination designed for use by
adolescants with cognitive disabifities. The scale has wo primary
PUMpOses:

+ To provice stuclents with cognitive disabilities and educators a

tool that assists them in identitying student strengths and By Michaal Wehmeyer, Ph.D.,  Principal Investigator
limitations in the area of sell-determination: and Kathy Kalchner, M.Ed.. Project Director
= To provide a reésearch ool 1o examine the relationship belween Self-Determination Ausessment Praject

sell-determination and tactors that promotafinhibit this

impariant oulcome.
The scale has 72 Hems and s divided into lour sactions. Each section
axamines 2 different assential characteristic of saif-determination;
Autonomy, Self-Regulation, Psyehological Empowsrment and Seif-
Realization. Each section has unique direcfions that should be read
before completing the relevant items. Scoring the scale (see
Procedural Guidelines lor sooring dmxmnnu} resuUlts in A tolal seif- Date
determination score and subdomain scares in each of the four essential
characterishos of seff-determination. A comprehensive discussion and
exploration of self-determination as an educational cutcome is provided
In The Arg's Seif-Determination Scale Procedural Guidelings, &5 weil Schaol
&5 detailed seoring procedures and a discusston aboul the use of seif-
mport measunes in generl. Tho scale should not be used until the
administrator s thoroughly lamiliar with these issues.

Student’s name

Teacher's name

The Arc's Sel-Detarmnation Scaie (Adolsscent Version) wan deveinpad by Tha &
Batinal Headquarers with lunding tom the U. 5. Deganment of Education, Otfice o!
Spocial Educatinn Programs (OSEP), under Cooperative Agroement SHIRIIE0052
Chasliing vsid in Sectioh Gna [Autonormy) wore adapted, with pammission tom the @ 1 995
authors. from the Aulenarmos Funclionng Chackie. Quesiions used in Section 4 T h

5l Rritiration | wara sdapied. wif pemission Iroim tha althod; from e Shon foam

of this Pgrganal Qrignialarn Inveniaty. Appraprials citalions fof both InStrumants &ie by The Arc of the United States
avisilable in The A Sell Dalerminalion Scale Procaduil Guxdakoes. Tha Arc Arc

gratstully acknowiedges e goneraaity o these reasarchars
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Directions:

Check the answer on each question that BEST tells how you act in that situation.
There are no right or wrong answers. Check only one answer for each question. (If your
disability limits you from actually performing the activity, but you have control over the
activity (such as a personal care attendant), answer like you performed the activity.)

1A. Independence: Routine personal care and family oriented functions 1A, Subtotal

2. | care for my own clothes.

4. | kegj own personal
Hamspiugya':haf,pe “

| keep good personal care []/7s aaueuer L havm
" and grooming.

2: Interaction with the environment
? m&mmmw D gaﬂ'mnﬂmh

| da not even if | have the | do sometimes when | han | do most of the time | have | do time | have
12 Irlanwsakandacwrtiesm D ven ve: ]:lh e Dlhe me

riends and | Dgﬂrxmuln«wme

14 choose
s that we want to do.

| do sometimes when | ha | do most of the time | have | do every time | have
f I:Ilhed-umu = C]thedmme D the chance

186, 1 listen to music that | like. [] |donot oven i1 have e

Dlmﬁmmlm I:I | do most of the time | have D | do every lime | have
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1E. Acting on the basis of preferences, beliefs, interests and abilities: Post-school directions 1E. Subtotal

22. | do school and free time | do not even if | have the | do somatimes when | have | do most of the time | have | do @very time |
%ﬁﬁﬂﬂémmmvﬂm Dcnanaa Dmem Dmam Dmm’.‘; e

N - D | do somatimes
o job classes or raining ihe chance

Please check Section One, A thru F, to make sure there is only one answer for each question.
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Directions:

end.

2A. Interpersonal cognitive problem-solving

a3. Beginning‘. You are sitting in a planning meeting with your parents
and teachers. You want to {ake a class where you can learn to work
as a cashier in a store. Your parents want you to take the Family and
Child Care class. You can only take one of the classes.

Middie:

~ Each of the following questions tell the beginning of a story and how the story ends.
Your job is to tell what happened in the middle of the story, to connect the beginning and the
1d. Read the beginning and ending for each question, then fill in the BEST answer for the
middle of the story. There are no right or wrong answers.
Remember, fill in the one answer that you think BEST completes the story.

35. Beginning: Your friends are acting like they are mad at you. You are
upset about this.

Middle:

Ending: The story ends with you taking a vocational class where you
will learn to be a cashier.
Story Score

Ending: The story ends with you and your friends getting along just
fine.
Story Score

34. Beginning: You hear a friend talking about a new job opening at the
local book store. You lova books and want a job. You decide you
would like to work at the bookstore.

Middle:

36. Beginning: You go to your English class one morning and discover
your English book is not in your backpack. You are upset because
you need that book to do your homework.

Middle:

Ending: The stery ends with you working at the bookstore.

Story Score

Ending: The story ends with you using your English book for
homework.
Story Score
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37. Beginning: You are in a club at school. The club advisor
announces that the club members will need to elect new officers at
the next meeting. You want to be the president of the club.

Middle:

Ending: The story ends with you being elected as the
club president.
Story Score

2B: Goal setting and task performance

Directions:
The next three questions ask about your plans for the future.
Again, there are no right or wrong answers. For each question,
tell if you have made plans for that outcome and, if so, what
those plans are and how to meel them

39. Where do you want 1o live after you graduate?

I:] I have not planned for that yet.

[:] | want to live

List four things you should do 1o meet this goal:

1)
3]
3

38. Beginning: You are at a new school and you don't know anyone.
You want to have friends

Middle:

40. Where do you want to work after you graduate?

|:| | have not planned for that yet.

D | want to work

List four things you should do to meet this goal:

Ending: The story ends with you having many friends at the new
school.
Story Score

2A Subtotal

41. What type of transportation do you plan to use after graduation?
D | have not planned for that yet.

D | plan to use o

List four things you should do to meet this goal:

1)
2)
3)
4)

2B Subtotal
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Directions:

Check the answer that
BEST describes you.

Choose only one
answer for each
question.

There are no right or
WIong answers.

42, I:‘] | usually do what my friends want... or

D | tell my frlends if they are doing something | don't
want to d

49, I:’ It is no use 1o keep trying because that won't change
things... or

D | keep trying even after | get something wrong.

50. D | have the ability to do the job | want... or

D | cannot do what it takes to do the job | wani.

51 D | don't know how to make friends... or
D | know how to make friends.

43 I tell others when | have new or different ideas
or opinions... or

I:l | usually agree with other peoples' opinions or ideas.

52. D | am able to work with others... or

D | cannot work well with others.

44 ‘:I | usually agree with people when they tell me | can't do
something... or
D {letﬁil peopre when I think | can do something that they
me |

53. D | do not make good choices... or

|:| | can make good choices.

45 D | tell people when they have hurt my feelings... or

I:l I am afrald to tell people when they have hurt
my feel mgs

54 |:‘| Il have 1he ability, | will be able to get the job |
want.

|:| robably will not get the job | want even if | have the
ability.

46 I:l | can make my own decisions... or

I:] Other people make declisions for me.

55 |:| | will have a hard time making new friends... or

D | will be able to make friends in new situations.

47 D Trying hard at school doesn't do me much good... or

D Trying hard at school will help me get a good job.

o

6. |:| | will be able to work with others if | need to... or

D I will not be able to work with others if | need to.

48 I’:i | can get what | want by working hard... or
|:| | need good luck to get what | want.

57. |:| My choices will not be honored... or

| will be able to make choices that are important
to me.

Section 3 Subtotal
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| do not feel ashamed
of any of my emotions,

Directions:
Tell whether you think each of these statements describes how you feel about yourself
or not. There are no right or wrong answers. Choose only the answer that BEST fits you.

66. | don't accept my own limitations.

[]
[]

[]

Don't agree Agree Don't agree

59,

| feel free to be angry
at people | care for.

67. | feel | cannot do many things.

)%
[]
[]
]

Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
60. | can show my feelings even [:l EI 68. | like myself. [:] [:]
when people might see me,
Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
61. | can like people even if I:I \:l 69. | am not an important person. D [:I
| don't agree with them,
Agree Don't agree Agree Daon't agree
62. | am afraid of doing 70. | know how to make up
things wrong. D D for my limitations. |:| D
Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
63. Itis better to be yourself El I:I 71. Other people like me. D D
than to be popular.
Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
64. | am loved because ‘:l D 72. | am confident in my abilities. l:l D
| give love.
Agree Don't agree Agree Don't agree
65. | know what | do best. I:l l:l
Section 4 Subtotal
Agree

Don't agree
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Scoring Step 1:

Record the raw scores
from each section:

Scoring Step 3:

Using the conversion tables in
Appendix A, convert raw scores
into percentile scores for

.ll.lloﬂﬁmy COITID&?:OH Wistlf'l mEI S}SITIDdI'e‘h
nams (Norm sampie) an e
w=_1] percentage of pnslzve
1B = I:I responses (Positive Scores):
=] Norm  Positive
Sample Scores
w=___] Autonomy
e=___] 1A= 11 ]
o S— LR — | —
peman et [ 18c —i_
- I
Self-Regulation (| . | —
=[] - [ 1]
58 = I:I Domain Total:

. ===
Domain Tota: | Self-Regulation
S YV | —
Empowerment R i | —

Domain Total:
3=

—1 T S
Domain Total: | Psycholog P —
Self-Realization 3= 1]

Domain Total:
4=
 — | —
Domain Total 1 seir.Realization
VR e | —
Domain Total:
N | —
Self-Determination
Total Score =

| —

Scoring Step 5:

Fill in the graph for the
percentile scores indicating
the percent positive
responses.

8
§2 ¢

Four
Total

g

50

40

Detarmination




SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 135

Appendix C

Stage and Milne and Principal Investigator Supplaaleand Normative Questions

Do you have an invisible disability?

Please specify your invisible disability:

What is your age?

What is your gender?

Overall GPA?

Semester in college?

Enrollment Status:

To what extent does your invisible disability atfgour functioning at college?

Are there any people and/or offices from this casimat were particularly helpful to you

in adjusting to campus life?
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What do you think are the most important servigesided for students with invisible

disabilities and why?

What do you do when you have difficulties in leag#

In reflecting on your college experience, what ¢isithave been difficult for you?

Under which circumstances do you tell others tloak lyave an invisible disability?

How do you think you compare with the average persfoyour own age?

Do you feel you are treated differently when pedglew you have an invisible

disability?

What does self-determination mean to you and why?

Did you receive special education services andifidabefore coming to the college?



SELF-DETERMINATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION 137

Appendix D
Confidentiality and Informed Consent

I, Joseph D. Bryant, EdS, JD, am a doctoral student in the Instructional Leadership doctoral
program at Lindenwood University and | am asking for your help in gathering information
through this voluntary and anonymous survey regarding self-determination which is being
conducted under the guidance of Lynda Leavitt, EdD. The information you provide will help
identify similarities and differences between students’ levels of self-determination, some of
whom have invisible disabilities and some who do not; but all of whom are participating in
higher education.

The amount of time involved in your voluntary participation can vary. There are several
questions; but many people who have completed this survey in the past have spent less than 20
minutes. All your responses will be kept confidential. Only people directly involved with this
project will have access to the surveys or see individual responses. Completion of this survey
indicates voluntary consent to participate in this study.

There are no anticipated risks associated with this research. With that said however some of
the questions may ask you to write about having a disability; and if you have a disability you may
or may not have some uncomfortable feelings associated with answering some of the questions.
You are reminded that personal information, such as your name or email address, will not be
asked for on the survey itself. While the researcher will be able to read your responses, there
will be no way for the researcher to link your response to your identity. Your responses will
remain anonymous and you are reminded to not give your name or any information that could
be used to identify you. With that said, the researcher will ask you identifiable questions such as
your age, gender, year in school, major, GPA, whether you have been diagnosed with a
disability, and if yes, what is it. Information such as this as well as other questions will be used to
help categorize and analyze data and help confirm hypotheses the researcher created at the
beginning of his study. Please Note:

There are no direct benefits for you participating in this study. However, your participation will
contribute to the knowledge about self-determination among students with and without
disabilities who participate in higher education. Please Note:

1) Your participation is voluntary and you may choose not to participate in this research study
or to withdraw your consent at any time. You may choose to look at the items and respond at
another time or at another location (i.e. home, the library) where you will be most comfortable.
You may choose not to answer any questions that you do not want to answer. You will NOT be
penalized in any way should you choose not to participate or to withdraw. Alternatives for
earning course credit are available from your course instructor if applicable.
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2) We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. As part of this effort, your identity will
not be revealed in any publication or presentation that may result from this study and the
information collected will remain in the possession of the investigator in a safe location.

3) If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, or if any problems arise, you may
call the Investigator, Joseph Bryant 314.984.7471 or the Supervising Faculty, Dr. Lynda Leavitt
636.949.4756. You may also ask questions of or state concerns regarding your participation to
the Lindenwood Institutional Review Board (IRB) through contacting Dr. Jann Weitzel,
Lindenwood's Provost at 636-949-4846.

Continuing beyond this consent form indicates that you have read its contents and have been
given the opportunity to ask questions. You also acknowledge you can print this page or will be
given a copy of this consent form for my records. By beginning this survey you expressly give
your consent to participate in the research described above.
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