Session F14: Factors Associated with Degree Completion and Post-School Success of Students with disabilities

John Gugerty, Joy Mordica – University of Wisconsin- Madison

George Thompson, Karen Kalivoda- University of Georgia

1. 5 site study of what happens to swd’s who disclosed after they leave the institution- Chose sites based on size, # of swd’s , active student organization, compatible philosophies – Institute for Educational Services funds.

2. 2.  View the research as a means toward organizational and systemic change – in this case disability service providers.  Validate the reason for office existence- value added retention business.

3. 3.  Did a pilot study first- essential start

4. 4. Web and paper based – 130 (?) per site.

Data Collection and management:


Influences of support factors on success of swd’s among other factors including major choice, financial aid ext.


Sites were located all over US – 


Developed a Program description survey and transcript survey to learn what services students were receiving


Collected data on both eligible and students who received services


Compared data on those eligible and those received on all sites for scribe services, private testing rooms, semi-private testing rooms (more common accommodation)


Data from student survey- from 3/5 sites (32 students) includes:



Demographic information date of birth, gender, academic credentials (19/33 students BA highest degree  (see table in power point)



Enrollment information – focused on those not returned to school in 2001- then asked why not? 


20/32 graduated (see table)


Did use services?  50% did


Asked about stress in requesting accommodations by faculty.

University of Georgia- a site… Use the research to determine why students returned or not. Recognized that the data bases kept at school offices are not adequate- do not necessarily collect service usage 


Did collect type of disability data but have not yet analyzed


Talked about the difficulty of collecting types and amount of service data because the students may be receiving services at varying places e.g.: faculty who privde testing accommodations within the department or alumni who use alumni services.


Lessons learned:

1- Assessing how to get best results including some sites are using cash incentives. – 3 sites using incentives 2 are not.  Georgia did both incentives and reminders including personalized letters (bordering on incentives). Getting current addresses is most difficult – can be used for many campus departments e.g.: fund raising.  Also only went back one year. Difficult for students who withdrew or dismissed.

2- 2- Institutional Review Board involvement- need to get informed consent especially if you are going to identify the subject for study purposes.

3- 3- Did email follow-up on all questions sent to all sites saved repetition and gave consistency to responses.

4- 4- Survey instruments were reviewed and re-written repeatedly by all sites until the final draft reflected a satisfactory survey at all sites.  All participants could “live with” the questions and surveys.

5- 5- web based survey had to deal with access issues – dependent upon browser used by participant.

6- 6- Asked about whether any sites had special admissions process because that might skew results. – None of the sites did have…Used random selection to avoid having to deal with special circumstances. – did ask on  program survey whether and students were admitted under alternate programs.  

7- Asked group to review the survey documents to get feed-back on the factors they were assessing on the surveys.

8- 7- Henderson college works with TRIO program to collect service data

Asked for feedback about the student and provider surveys.

