This is a reprint of the Journal on Postsecondary Education and Disability, volume 13, #2, Summer 1998, published by the Association on Higher Education And Disability. 
From the Editors

Last year at AHEAD Conference, the Editorial Board met to discuss the Journal. It was suggested that a special issue containing articles from "around the world" might be of interest to our readers. Thus, word was sent out that the Journal was looking for articles from a variety of countries. Quite a few individuals responded by submitting manuscripts for review. Those that were accepted comprise this special "International Issue." We hope that you enjoy hearing about the work, concerns and issues experienced in a variety of countries.

To begin this issue, O'Connor and Hammond of Queensland, Australia, outline structural changes within higher education as well as describe legislation and policy initiatives as they relate to students with disabilities in postsecondary education. Parker follows suit with a similar discussion about higher education and disability within the U.K. Gulam and Triska, also of the U.K., present their research, which examined how students and their parents viewed the transition process.

Next, as a part of a national study, Meister describes German university students with disabilities and their self-reported coping strategies. Cox then reports the results of an analysis of existing and emerging university policies throughout Canada. Finally, Matthews, Harneister, and Hosley, present information about university students with disabilities and how they perceive study abroad.

As usual, we continue our two ongoing columns, "Tech Talk" and "On the Net." In this issue David McNaughton provides some information and insight on speech recognition technology while Dan Ryan points out some of the dynamics and processes that go on in electronic discussion groups, using the Boston University case as an example.

Again, we hope you enjoy the special topics issue. If you have any suggestions for future special issues, please contact us!

Charles A. Hughes and Anna H. Gajar

Legislative, Policy and Practice Initiatives for Students with Disabilities in Australian Postsecondary Education

B.A. O'Connor and L. Hammond
Queensland University of Technology

Abstract

Postsecondary education in Australia has undergone major structural change in recent years, particularly through merging of institutions and changing the balance of vocational education and training responsibilities across the public and private sectors. At the same time, an increased awareness of, and response to, the needs of students with disabilities has been promoted by government social justice policies that are underpinned by anti-discrimination and disability services legislation. This paper briefly outlines the nature of these structural changes, the wider legislative background, and policy initiatives directed at improving the successful participation of students with disabilities in postsecondary education. Practice developments specific to the vocational education and training, and university sectors are outlined as well as wider collaborative initiatives that operate across both sectors.
In the past decade, Australian postsecondary education has undergone major and continuing structural change, most visibly through government's merging institutions into large, multi-campus enterprises and reducing public funding available to the sector. Today, postsecondary education comprises 36 multi-campus universities, 84 Institutes of Technical and Further Education (TAFE) with 692 major campuses, and an increasing number of private Vocational Education and Training (VET) providers. Some universities now have enrollments in excess of 30,000 students while some Institutes of TAFE enroll up to 80,000 students.

Pathways available to students, including those with a disability, have traditionally been from school to university, or to further education or vocational education through the TAFE system. In the case of many young people with significant disabilities and high support needs, there have been no postsecondary education opportunities at all. These traditional options for secondary and postsecondary education have been overhauled as Australia seeks to refocus its labor force to ensure that it is competitive both nationally and internationally.

Increased participation of students with disabilities in postsecondary education programs during the nineties has been underpinned by government antidiscrimination legislation, vigorous social justice policies and improved services within tertiary education institutions. In spite of conservative government policies and funding cutbacks in recent years, the demand for enhanced services remains strong but is under challenge as institutions come to grips with reduced public funding. This paper outlines the broad legislative and policy contexts impacting on people with disabilities in postsecondary education, reports significant change in emphasis from publicly funded further and technical education institutes to private providers in the vocational education training sector, indicates improved services practices in TAFE institutes and universities, and the wider roles played by professional networks and student groups.

Legislative and Policy Contexts

In the past decade or so, there have been notable changes in legislation and policies affecting the lives of people with disabilities in Australia and the services they receive, at both Federal (Commonwealth) and state levels. The Commonwealth Disability Services Act 1986 emphasizes inclusive practices and the empowerment of people with disabilities as service consumers. These new directions were reflected in parallel disability services legislation passed by the states and reinforced in the publication of disability services standards (Commonwealth Department of Human Services and Health, 1993).

During this period, Labor Governments at both federal and state levels pursued social justice policies to improve the lives of people from targeted equity groups. These included women, indigenous Australians, people with disabilities and people from: isolated rural areas, socially disadvantaged backgrounds, and non-English speaking backgrounds. Enhanced access to higher education was one of the goals. The Commonwealth published its vision in A Fair Chance for All (Department of Employment, Education and Training, 1990). Although the Commonwealth and all state governments except one changed to the conservative side of politics by the mid-1990s, there remained some commitment to supporting people in designated equity groups.

Most Australian states developed their own anti-discrimination legislation in the early 1990s directed at discrimination on the basis of such characteristics as age, race, disability, gender, and political and religious affiliation. The Commonwealth has different Acts covering some of these areas of discrimination but the one most pertinent to the present discussion is the Disability Discrimination Act 1992. It has become a major vehicle for complainants with disabilities, especially in employment, education, and the provision of goods and services. Complaints are handled by tribunals established by the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (recently renamed the Human Rights and Responsibilities Commission), a national body funded by the Commonwealth Government. The major goal of the Commission is to seek conciliation among the parties in dispute, but failing this, a tribunal is chaired by a Commissioner to hear and decide on the case. Tribunal findings may be referred to the Federal Court for enforcement or challenge. Under the present Commonwealth Government, the Commission has experienced a significant reduction in funding and the role of a specialized Disability Discrimination Commissioner has been merged into wider roles undertaken by a smaller panel of commissioners.

Recent Structural Changes to Vocational Education

The Australian National Training Authority has been established by the Federal Government to drive the changes in vocational education and training. One of the greatest impacts on this initiative has been the National Competition Policy, which required a freeing up of the "training market" to ensure a greater number and diversity of training providers offering a broader range of options and opportunities in competition with the traditional, publicly-funded TAFE sector.

New opportunities for students with a disability now lie in postcompulsory (after age 15 years), rather than postsecondary education. Students not aiming at university study are faced with an array of options. Instead of seeking access to postsecondary education programs through TAFE institutes, students may now exercise options through any of three main avenues; Vocational Education and Training in Schools, Group Training Network, or Recognized Training Organizations.

Vocational Education and Training in Schools is available for students in the postcompulsory years 11 and 12. This program is a 4-year initiative in which part-time apprenticeships and traineeships will be implemented in schools. The concept is recognized as a pathway for postcompulsory education students to enter vocational education and training and move on to careers in industry. The Group Training Network comprises 115 Group Training Companies across Australia and is responsible for employing apprentices and trainees and placing them with host employers. Recognized Training Organizations may include TAFE institutes, commercial providers of training, community-based providers, and industry or enterprise trainers. There are 2507 registered private providers nationally and 501 registered Adult and Community Education providers.

In addition to this increased range of options, systemic changes to the delivery of vocational education and training were introduced at the beginning of 1998. These new arrangements seek to increase access by people who are disadvantaged or underrepresented in training, as is the case for people with disabilities. New Apprenticeships is the focal initiative that provides training in an industry context and requires that an apprentice or trainee is in paid employment and is receiving structured training. Previously, apprentices were indentured to employers and undertook on-the-job training interspersed with variable periods of block release to study in TAFE institutes. New Apprenticeships is designed to increase opportunities for entry level training for young people and better meet the needs of industry through offering greater levels of flexibility in training delivery, either on or off-the-job. Supporting the New Apprenticeships are User Choice and Training Packages initiatives.

User Choice provides a client, (i.e. an employer or an individual), with the choice of training provider as well as choice in the content, timing, location and delivery mode of training. Training Packages represent a shift from the traditionally structured curriculum and lead to a nationally recognized qualification thereby allowing young people to transport skills from one industry to another or from state to state. They specify and underpin industry competency requirements including industry standards, assessment guidelines, and industry-determined qualifications. Within these generic initiatives lie opportunities for greater flexibility in addressing the needs of people with disabilities.

The next section reports developments in both the vocational education and training, and university sectors for students with disabilities.

Developments for Students with Disabilities in Postsecondary Education

Vocational Education and Training (VET)

The mainstream of VET planning has made slow progress in accommodating the requirements of people with a disability, despite at least a decade of research and reports on the impediments to people with a disability accessing vocational education and training as a postsecondary school option, and comprehensive documentation of the major issues. A recent stocktake of these reports by the Australian National Training Authority (1977, June) identified a range of impediments to access and participation by people with disabilities. These included poor physical access to the VET learning environment; limiting assumptions and attitudes about the employability of people with a disability; limited provision of alternative learning resources and assistive technology; poor linkages between schools and VET, schools and work, and VET and work; lack of individual learning support; poor coordination in the provision of support services, programs and specialized equipment, and lack of clarity in relation to responsibility for this provision. 

While it is estimated that 15% of the Australian population have a disability, 1996 participation rates of people with a disability in vocational education and training was only 3.5 % (Australian National Training Authority, 1997a). Given the emphasis on New Apprenticeships and their supporting arrangements, considerable effort will be needed to lift the participation rate in apprenticeships from less than 2 % in that area of training.

The 1996 Australian National Training Authority national consultations on access and equity strategies for inclusion in the National Strategy on Vocational Education and training resulted in the discussion paper Equity 2001 (Australian National Training Authority, 1996, September) which identified key areas for activity. Those most significant to people with disabilities included improved long term funding arrangements which take account of the specific training and support requirements for people in particular equity groups; making training more relevant to individual need so that people with a disability move beyond non-accredited or unrecognized training programs that have little value in enhancing their employment opportunities; overcoming discriminatory attitudes to and assumptions about the abilities and personal attributes of people with a disability; eliminating bias in competency standards and the curriculum; increasing the levels of language, literacy and numeracy skills; improving basic work and life skills that are generally not encapsulated in vocational education and training; ensuring that the high cost of support is extended from the public to the private provider sector; increasing Recognition of Prior Learning assessment, a significant issue for people with a disability because of the length of time out of the workforce; improving flexible delivery.

The new provider structures and training arrangements require consideration from a disability perspective if they are to benefit people with a disability in vocational education and training. At this time, little is known about how the new arrangements will impact on training provisions for people with a disability. The following areas have been identified as requiring particular attention because they could present systemic impediments to training providers in their response to people with a disability.

While Training Packages could offer new opportunities for people with a disability they may in fact cause impediments to increased participation and outcomes. Industry competency standards should be drafted to eliminate discrimination and bias. Failure to consider such issues fully at the time of endorsement of standards will result in significant resources being needed to customize standards so that they acknowledge the full diversity of the workforce.

As a consequence, advice from its Disability Forum has led the Australian National Training Authority to propose a review of Training Packages from a disability equity perspective and to create guidelines for the developers of Training Packages. A set of guidelines for ensuring that National Training Packages are inclusive of literacy and numeracy needs has already been produced in relation to workplace communication (Fitzpatrick & Roberts, 1997). During 1997, the Australian National Training Authority also funded the customization of portions of some Training Packages for people from specific disability groups. For example, modules within the Public Administration Training Package were revised for people who are deaf or hard of hearing.

A second area of concern is User Choice. Under the current unit-cost funding models, funding does not support the type of flexible learning required by some people with disabilities. If additional dollars are not available as an incentive, training providers and employers will not see people with a disability as an ideal choice for training. One view is that the public training provider (i.e. TAFE institutes) will, by default, retain that responsibility unless policies are adopted to ensure that private providers also address access and equity issues in their training. 

A number of Group Training Schemes in Victoria, New South Wales, Queensland and South Australia will soon test new funding models which reflect the enhancements needed to cover greater costs of training for clients from particular groups, or the costs arising from particular government training priorities.

The Australian National Training Authority advisory body, ANTA Disability Forum, which was established in 1995, has broad representation of: people with a disability; peak disability bodies; and the employment, education and training sectors. The purpose of the Forum is to provide strategic advice to the Australian National Training Authority Board on a range of issues influencing the participation and outcomes from VET for people with a disability. Work carried out by Forum includes input into the National Strategy for Vocational Education and Training; a national communications strategy targeting training providers, employee/employer groups, brokerage/ planning bodies, and people with a disability; input into state and national key performance measures of participation and outcomes for equity; recommendations regarding the New Apprenticeships and User Choice arrangements; identifying unit-costing models for support services; facilitating linkages between the VET sector, people with a disability and other equity groups.

As TAFE sectors in all states and territories down size and restructure to align with a more competitive training market, there are real fears that disability services personnel, who provide or arrange for support services, will be diminished. Current indications are, however, that this range of services will extend in some states to other VET providers. In relation to this wider context, the Australian National Training Authority (1997b) funded the development of a report to investigate the development of standards under the Disability Discrimination Act, for student services in the VET sector. Attention now turns to developments in the universities sector.

Universities

Since the early 1990s, the Commonwealth Government has provided special Higher Education Equity Program funding to universities to support the policy objective of improved rates of access and successful participation in tertiary studies for students from the targeted equity groups. Universities are required to develop and submit to the Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs, annual equity plans that detail specific program targets and strategies, and report outcomes for each equity group. These plans form part of the institution's profile that is assessed annually as a basis for government funding levels. Responsibilities to promote and report on equity initiatives are usually discharged by an equity section.

Included in the outcomes that have flowed through the university sector are an increase in the numbers and diversity of students with disabilities represented in enrollments, employment of disability officers, and cooperative university projects operating in each state and territory. Each is briefly discussed.

Increased enrollments. Universities generally report increasing numbers of students with disabilities in their enrollments, usually at a rate greater than overall enrollments. It is clear that participation rates for this targeted equity group are improving. However, it is still difficult to quantify, with any substantial accuracy, the extent to which rates of participation compare with number of people with disabilities in the general population. First, the base data of the incidence of people with disabilities in the general community, adapted from the Australian Bureau of Statistics census figures, are drawn from a problematically-defined disability category. Second, the performance indicator of university students with disabilities, nominated by the Commonwealth for statistical collection at enrollment, was itself ill-defined and flawed, and has only recently been amended for the 1998 enrollment census. Students are now asked the question, "Do you have a disability, impairment or long term medical condition which may affect your study?" and invited to nominate the nature of their disability. Third, such disclosure of disability at enrollment is not mandatory. The need for disclosure usually has a bearing on the institution and the student only if additional services and adjustments are required. Fourth, many students delay making service requests until they realize assistance is needed, and so are not counted in the initial enrollment census, although they may be included in subsequent years.

While the climate for disclosing disability has improved because institutions seek to communicate a positive and helpful image, the accuracy of data on the incidence of students with disabilities enrolled in universities remains questionable. Nonetheless, disability officers report providing services to students with a wider range of disabilities than previously encountered, such as learning disabilities, acquired brain injury, psychiatric disabilities, multiple disabilities including deaf-blind, as well as students experiencing double disadvantage (e.g. indigenous Australians with a disability).

Disability officers. As in the TAFE institutes, most universities employ one or two disability officers, also known by various titles (e.g., disability services adviser, disability liaison officer, equity officer [disabilities], disabilities coordinator). These staff members provide advice and support to students (and staff) with disabilities, help them to make links with teaching and service staff, ensure that appropriate services and infrastructure are in place to promote the individual's independent access to all aspects of university life, and advise university administration on the development of appropriate policies and reasonable adjustments. Some universities have also funded specific initiatives to assist students and staff, such as the development of guidelines for teaching students with learning disabilities (Monash University, 1993).

While many disability officers bring skills for working with people with disabilities from other professional backgrounds (e.g., teaching, occupational therapy, psychology), others fulfill the role as part of their wider administrative responsibilities in equity. However, some institutions lack the commitment to employ staff other than on annual contract and this has led to discontinuity in development of services and overarching policies.

Cooperative university projects. In each state and territory since 1991, the Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs has annually funded cooperative university projects for higher education students with disabilities. Aiming to develop and promote improved responses to students with disabilities, these projects have had significant impact at local, state and national levels.

Initiatives undertaken include outreach to prospective students with disabilities, service improvements within universities, and transition to employment for graduates with disabilities. Several examples of each are reported.

Outreach to prospective students have taken the form of: seminars for prospective students, school guidance and careers counselors (UniAbility, the cooperative project of the three universities in South Australia); videotapes on making plans for coming to university (The university option, Tertiary Initiatives for People with Disabilities, 1996, a project of eight universities in Queensland; and Unlock your future, Post Secondary Education Disability Network in Western Australia, 1995); and short university taster programs for school students (e.g., UNITASTE, a 3-day program operated annually for Year 10 and I I students by the Tertiary Initiatives for People with Disabilities project).

Within universities, examples of service improvements include the development of information booklets to improve teaching (Where there's a will there' s a way: Supporting university students with disabilities, UniAbility, South Australia, 1997; Scribing: The manual, Post Secondary Education Disability Network in Western Australia, n.d.) and support services (Supporting students with disabilities on small university campuses, Ryan, 1997, for the Victorian Cooperative Projects Higher Education Students with Disabilities Committee).

Graduate employment initiatives help to build important bridges between graduates with disabilities, university careers advisers, and potential employers and employment agencies not familiar with responding to the varied job information and workplace requirements of people with disabilities. The Victorian cooperative project has provided a workshop on Professional Identity and Presence for final year students; Tertiary Initiatives for People with Disabilities (1996) has developed a brochure for employers, Benefits of hiring a university graduate with a disability; and the New South Wales Universities Disabilities Cooperation Project funded the development of the Education to employment package for graduates with disabilities (University of Western Sydney, 1997).

Two projects are on-line to make resources more accessible: Queensland, http:// wwwjcu.edu.au/disability/tipd/tipdhome.html and Victoria, http://www.deakin.edu.au/ extern/rdlu/.

Managed by coordinating committees in each state, the cooperative projects have addressed particular issues nominated by the participating universities. The approach has inherent strengths such as local, hands-on knowledge; enthusiastic commitment from participants; and the informal sharing of outcomes at intrastate and national levels. However, a review undertaken by the Department of Employment, Education Training and Youth Affairs (Redway & Heath, 1997) signaled the need for closer evaluation of outcomes and a more coordinated, national approach to the projects. National coordination would ensure a clear identification of national priorities, cooperative planning across the states, a wider application of project findings, and a more efficient use of scarce resources.

Collaborative and Parallel Initiatives Across Postsecondary Education

In view of the different federal and state funding responsibilities for universities, TAFE institutes and the wider vocational education and training sector, it is encouraging that both collaborative and parallel initiatives have been undertaken to promote the successful participation of students with disabilities. Funds from the Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education Training and Youth Affairs have supported such collaborative activities as national conferences on people with disabilities in tertiary education, the employment of regional disability liaison officers, the development of a national code of practice for tertiary institutions, and an investigation of the additional costs of students with disabilities in tertiary education. Parallel developments include the development of DDA Action Plans, promotion of staff development, improved physical access to the learning environment, and individualized learning support. Each is briefly discussed.

Pathways National Conferences

The three national Pathways conferences on people with disabilities in tertiary education (Geelong in 1991, Brisbane in 1993, Adelaide in 1996) were funded in part from the universities cooperative project moneys in the respective states. A fourth conference is scheduled for Perth in December 1998, organized by the Tertiary Education Disability Council. Support for delegates to attend Council meetings and for students to attend the conferences is also underwritten by the cooperative projects.

Regional Disability Liaison Officers

Federal funding was provided during 199598 for the appointment of 14 regional disability liaison officers throughout Australia. These officers have assisted in inter-institutional liaison across the secondary school, TAFE, and university sectors. Their task has been to reach out into the community to encourage students with disabilities to identify pathways that will enable them to pursue tertiary study (e.g., Regional Disability Liaison Unit, 1997), and to identify funding and service sources that support graduates with disabilities to find and gain employment. Funding for this initiative has not been renewed.

National Code of Practice

To foster better informed responses to students with disabilities in tertiary education, the Commonwealth funded development of a national code of practice for tertiary institutions relating to students with disabilities (O'Connor, Watson, Power & Hartley, 1998). This sets out general principles, minimum service standards, operating guidelines and good practice examples in the areas of: institutional obligations; rights and responsibilities of institutions, staff and students; policy development and implementation; planning; student recruitment, selection, admission and enrollment processes; teaching and learning; service provision. Copies of the document have been distributed to all universities and TAFE institutes nationally and is also accessible on the Internet (see References).

Additional Costs for Students with Disabilities

One concern that continues to face tertiary education administrators is the high cost of services for some students with disabilities. While reasonable adjustments for most students are relatively inexpensive, institutions can claim under the Disability Discrimination Act that undue hardship may prevent the admission of some students with high cost support needs. This remains a vexed issue for administrators, because Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission tribunals usually take the view that institutions have sufficient means within their budgets to accommodate students requiring high cost services.

The Commonwealth Department of Employment, Education and Training commissioned a study to investigate the additional costs of education and training for people with disabilities. The researchers estimated that in 1992, the total number of university and TAFE students who identified as having a disability was 12,800; of these, 72 % were likely to require support to undertake their studies, at an approximate average cost of $1,630 per student (Department of Employment, Education and Training, 1993, p. 20).

The report suggested (a) special funding to the institutions for some students needing additional specialist services and (b) direct support for those students requiring high cost services. Regrettably, there has been little progress made in resolving the issue.

A recent report, Equality. diversity and excellence: Advancing the national higher education equity framework (National Board of Employment, Education and Training, 1996, pp. 84-85) recommended further exploration of Commonwealth Government funding options, including: provision of additional funds to universities for students with high support needs; development of closer links with secondary schools,, TAFE Institutes and community agencies that already support students with disabilities in order to capitalize on existing program assessment and support expertise; establishment of improved reporting mechanisms to identify students' support needs. Whatever options are finally adopted, it is important that students can gain services at an institution offering the course of their choice rather than be forced to enroll at a location that already provides needed services but does not offered a preferred course.

Another problem of additional costs arose in the context of Australia's expanding enrollment of overseas students. Some institutions initially attempted to charge additional, disability-related service costs directly to the individual overseas student with a disability because the institution was not permitted to use Commonwealth funding intended for domestic students. The Tertiary Education Disability Council campaigned to redress the obvious discrimination in such a practice. The recommended solution, subsequently adopted, was to ensure that adequate provision was made in the fee structure for all overseas students to cover any additional costs for services to students with disabilities.

Tertiary Education Institution Disability Action Plans

The Disability Discrimination Act provides for development of disability action plans to focus attention on improving access to people with disabilities. The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission (1995) published a guide recommending that tertiary education institutions develop and register action plans with the Commission to minimize discrimination, to avoid complaints and to encourage broader participation of people with disabilities in the sector.

Many institutions are now developing such plans and further guides have been published to assist in this process for universities (Deakin University, 1995; Kelly, Deshon, Jones, & Fisher, 1996; UniAbility, 1996).

Staff Development

Most universities have a section responsible for staff development, particularly in the areas of teaching and research. Both formal (e.g. graduate diploma) and informal programs are offered to new staff, and ongoing staff development occurs in areas of emergent need, including teaching students with disabilities. Staff development initiatives funded by the cooperative university projects include: forums on students with learning disabilities; the production of a staff handbook (UniAbility, n.d.); a five-part videotape series titled Creative teaching: Inclusive learning (Tertiary Initiatives for People with Disabilities, 1997); and, in conjunction with the counseling services of one university, the production of a kit on students with psychiatric disabilities (Queensland University of Technology & Tertiary Initiatives for People with Disabilities, 1997).

Attention is also paid to staff development in the TAFE/VET sector, addressing the skills and knowledge of instructional staff, workplace trainers and assessors, and their willingness to accommodate the requirements of people with a disability. ResponseAbilitv: People with disabilities: Skilling staff in vocational education, training and employment sectors is an accredited training program developed with funding from the Australian National Training Authority (1997, May) to provide effective services to people who have a disability. Staff have the choice of completing the program or having existing skills in this area formally recognized. The program comprises modules on mandates for change; communication with people who have a disability; principle of access and reasonable adjustment; legislative responsibilities; industrial relations; inclusive learning environments; planning for change.

While many academic staff members are embracing the challenges of teaching students with disabilities, others seek advice to ensure that requests for accommodations are genuine and reasonable. Staff are encouraged to review the ways in which they and other students communicate with each other in class to ensure that those with disabilities are genuinely included with respect and dignity.

Physical Access to the Learning Environment

Like most physical settings that have been established for some time, there are real challenges for universities and TAFE institutes in renovating older buildings to ensure appropriate levels of access and mobility for all users. Even in newer buildings that comply with national building codes and standards, there remain aspects of design that are inadequate for tertiary education institutions. The Deakin University (1995) guidelines were created to help fill that gap. A number of states, for example Queensland and Western Australia, are conducting audits of TAFE institutes with a view to improving physical access to institute facilities.

A decision by Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission under the Disability Discrimination Act (Kinsela v Queensland University of Technology 1997) has implications for all tertiary institutions to ensure that graduation facilities are accessible. A student using a wheelchair succeeded in a complaint against the university which usually conducted its graduation ceremony in a nonaccessible venue. Although the student could access the stage to receive his parchment, where his fellow graduands sat in the hall and how they processed onto the stage via a staircase was inaccessible to him. The tribunal dismissed a defense of unjustifiable hardship and found that the student was indeed discriminated against on the basis of his disability and the ceremony was rescheduled to an accessible venue.

Individualized Learning Support

Both the university and TAFE/VET sectors are progressively adopting policies regarding services to students with disabilities, including variations in academic assessment. Most tertiary education institutions provide funds to support various kinds of services to students with disabilities such as signing interpreters, notetakers, participation assistants, the loan of specialized equipment and access to rooms which house specific resources such as CCTV, TTY, computers and Braille embosser. While some of the funding has been seeded through the Commonwealth's Higher Education Equity Program grants to universities, most Australian state training authorities have a learning support fund to assist people with a disability in VET. To date, this funding has been available only to the TAFE sector but there are moves to extend the availability of these funds to other recognized training providers.

A major concern yet to be addressed is the training and availability of signing interpreters capable of working in the university sector. There is a severe shortage of highly skilled interpreters and no funds available to develop training programs.

Professional Organizations

Many Australian states have established postsecondary professional networks, as shown in Table 1. Membership usually comprises disability advisers, academics, secondary school representatives, community service agencies and students with disabilities.

The state bodies seek to promote access and participation for students with disabilities in tertiary education and develop cooperative initiatives across service sectors. All state bodies nominate two delegates to the national Council, one representing TAFE and another representing universities. Students with disabilities are eligible to be nominated from affiliated bodies for students with disabilities, Council co-hosts with a state organization the national Pathways conference on people with disabilities in tertiary education and promotes national initiatives to improve services for students with disabilities. For example, in recent years it has successfully (a) operated the e-mail listserver ozuni-disabilitv@ciut.edu.au to provide communication among disability advisers and others interested in the area and made representations; (b) to key Senators to block increased higher education charges believed to place heavy financial burdens on students with disabilities; (c) about the serious flaws in the national performance indicators for students with disabilities; and (d) to ensure that additional costs to support fee-paying students with disabilities be derived from the general fees charged all students, rather than as a direct user-pays impost.

Student Voice

Many institutions have student-managed advocacy groups funded through the student guild or union. Two examples are the Macquarie University Association for Students with Disabilities, and the Disability Information Group of Griffith University Students. The activity of such groups, which includes representation on university and student committees, varies according to the time and energy available among students who are already very busy with their own studies.

As the views of students with disabilities may be overlooked in institutional processes, the national Code of Practice (OConnor et al., 1998; Section 4, para B1.6e) emphasizes that students have the right to expect that "their views will be sought in the development and review of institutional policies, procedures and practices affecting their lives at the tertiary institution" (p. 8).

Conclusion

Students with disabilities have become a significant part of the diversity that enriches Australian postsecondary education institutions, even those students who choose to study extramurally through distance education. This paper has outlined the legislative and policy environment underpinning current developments for students with disabilities in postsecondary education. It has shown that, as one target group included in wider social justice policies, students with disabilities have begun to take their rightful place in postsecondary education, in increasing numbers. Wide ranging initiatives to improve access to both vocational education and training and university study have been described, together with some of the challenges facing these sectors such as timely identification of service needs; willingness to make adjustments to education and training; provision of adequate service funding for students with high support needs; ongoing staff development; and closer cooperation on national initiatives.

Staff are becoming more accustomed to including students from diverse backgrounds in their classes. Best practices for teaching and assessing student performance call for increased flexibility and creativity that potentially benefits all students. While systemic responses remain conservative in many institutions, national initiatives to improve teaching and learning, continued government pressure on institutions to demonstrate improved equity performance, and the possibility of litigation all act as persuasive influences for change. Students and graduates with disabilities are themselves important advocates for change as they complete their studies and enter the workforce to demonstrate unequivocally what they have to offer the nation. 

Table I List of State* and National Professional Bodies

	Location
	Name of Organization

	Australian Capital Territory
	Disability Advisers Network of the Canberra Region

	Victoria 
	Post Secondary Disability Information Network Inc. 

	Queensland 
	Higher Education Disability Network (Q) Inc. 

	Tasmania 
	Tasmanian Tertiary Education Disability Advisory Committee

	Western Australia
	Post Secondary Education Disability Network

	New South Wales#
	Universities Disability Access Network

	South Australia#
	UniAbility Cooperative Network

	National [TEDCA] 
	Tertiary Education Disability Council (Australia) 


*The Northern Territory now has integrated university and TAFE operations so that such an inter-institutional network in not presently needed.
#TAFE representation to TEDCA is nominated by the respective TAFE Commission or Vocational Education and Training agency in those states.
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Promoting Inclusive Learning in Higher Education for Students with Disabilities in the United Kingdom

Vivienne Parker
University of East London

Abstract

Access to postsecondary education for students with disabilities or learning difficulties in the United Kingdom (U.K.) has been added to the national agenda only within the last eight years. The university sector has moved from being largely unaware of these students through initiatives centered on promoting access to higher education to a current concern with promoting high quality education and "inclusive learning." This article offers an introduction to the factors influencing these developments nationally; the recent initiatives of the councils which fund higher education in the U.K. to finance special projects across the sector to promote access, the Tomlinson report and the 1995 Disability Discrimination Act. The national situation is illustrated by reference to the experience of the University of East London at which the author coordinates services for students with disabilities.
Inclusive learning is a key concept in discussions of postsecondary education and disability in the United Kingdom (U.K.) at present. It arises from the work of a national committee (Tomlinson, 1996) set up to examine post-school provision for those with learning difficulties and disabilities and the requirements of the Further and Higher Education Act 1992. One of the main recommendations made is that in providing for "inclusive education" the aim must be to move away from "offering courses of education and training and then giving students who have learning difficulties some additional human or physical aids to gain access to these courses" and move toward "redesigning the very processes of learning, assessment and organization so as to fit the objectives and learning styles of the students ... only the second philosophy can claim to be inclusive, to have as its central purpose the opening of opportunity to those whose disability means they learn differently from others" (p. 4). This inclusive philosophy extends beyond individual classes or institutions to cover the whole system of further education such that colleges across the sector must share in the legal duty of the funding council to have regard to the needs of these students and collaborate in "building a system that is sufficient and adequate for all who come forward" (p. 5).

Postsecondary education in the U.K. is in two broad sections. One is the post-school provision of employment, training, and general and vocational qualifications which is delivered largely in local further education colleges and funded by the Further Education Funding Council (FEFC). The other is higher education, funded by the Higher Education Funding Council of England (HEFC) and delivered largely in universities providing degree and post degree level qualifications. The distinction is not absolute as an increasing amount of higher education is being delivered through FEFC funded institutions. The inquiry on which the Tomlinson report was based applied to further education but its analysis and recommendations have significant implications for the higher education (HE) sector.

The need to create an HE system that is "inclusive" has become increasingly apparent over the last half decade and will be intensified as students with disabilities and learning difficulties progress through the further education system and expect to complete their studies in HE. Higher education in the U.K. is far behind further education in policy and provision for students with disabilities and learning difficulties in giving a general right of access to the system and also in the quality of education provided to those students who do enter. HE has been an exclusive and excluding system for many years and has only quite recently begun widening access to various under-represented groups of which people with disabilities are one of the last. Several recent initiatives have prompted the system to move from being mainly characterized by the absence of students with disabilities, absence of support systems, and ignorance of their needs to one where at least information about disability access is becoming accepted as a sector level responsibility.

Disability and Access to Higher Education

A report of the HEFCE 1993-94 special initiative indicates that "statistics for disability in higher education are not readily available" (HEFCE, 1995, p. 17). The Department for Education has recently undertaken a review of Further and Higher Education and noted that, although 97% of institutions have a written equal opportunities policy and often refer to access and participation, "specific references to students with learning difficulties and disabilities is extremely rare" (Department for Education, 1995, p. E7). More recent figures indicate that 4 percent of all U.K. domiciled undergraduate students are known to have a disability (Fender, 1995, p. 4).

The University of East London (UEL) and its progress in developing provision for students with disabilities in many ways reflected what was typical across the sector at the time. Before 1990, there was no official knowledge of how many students with disabilities or special needs applied to, were accepted by, or were undertaking studies at, the University. At that time, the University had no formal policy or procedures for identifying or meeting the needs of students with disabilities. This situation was reflected across the sector with the exception of a few institutions with a particular commitment to disability access.

As some institutions began to consider students and applicants with disabilities these local initiatives were reflected in a national initiative which was to provide the first significant improvement to access to the HE sector for disabled applicants. This was the HEFC's offer, in 1993-94, of funding to the HE sector for projects aimed at improving access to students with special needs. To provide some context for understanding this initiative it is necessary to briefly outline the general approach to the funding of HE and students with special needs in the U.K.

Funding of Higher Education and Students with Special Needs

In the U.K., the main source of funding for university education is from the Department for Education (DFE) which funds the institutions of higher education (HEIs) through separate HEFCs for England (includes Northern Ireland), Wales, and Scotland. These councils allocate a block grant to each university each year based on overall student numbers and certain historical features of each institution. The strong tradition of academic autonomy in HE inhibits the funding councils from designating any of the block funding for any specified purpose. Once the block is allocated to the institution it has the autonomy to spend it as it wishes. No money is specifically given to institutions by funding councils for access or provision for students with special needs as part of the annual allocation. Institutional provision for students with special needs across the U.K. is very variable. There are a few institutions with a national reputation for excellence for their disability provision such as the University of Central Lancashire which first appointed advisory staff to support students with disabilities in 1987. Such institutions typically "top slice" their budgets to fund provision for students with special needs. More typically, up to the last 4 or 5 years, most HE institutions had no such provision or policy. There is no systematic provision by funding formula or other mechanism to provide resources for the needs of students with disabilities in the HE sector.

The main means of funding support for students with disabilities in HE is via the Department of Education (DFE) Disabled Student Allowances (DSA) which are grants paid directly to these students by their Local Education Authorities (LEA) as part of the student maintenance awards. They have been increased annually and currently stand at L3650 per course for equipment, L4850 ($5.392) annually for non-medical personal support and an annual allowance of L1215. The introduction of the DSAs, in 1990-91, has been quite a pivotal factor in enabling institutions of HE to develop policies and services for students with disabilities and most important in enabling students with special needs to enter HE and study successfully on a full-time basis. The total number of awards made in the first 3 years they were introduced almost tripled, from 1,497 in 1991-92 to 4,050 in 1993-94 (Department for Education and Employment, 1995, p. 11).

In a survey of the 118 LEAs in England and Wales (Parker, 1995a), the LEAs were asked how many students they were supporting with the disabled student allowances (DSA). The replies indicated considerable variation. Two LEAs had no students supported with the DSA, another has 177 such students, and a further 7 supported 30-39 students. It seems likely that this a reflection of the level of information and procedures used by LEAs to give students access to the DSAs. The LEA which supported the largest number of students had a named officer, written guidelines for staff, information for all students about the DSA (not just those who identify themselves as disabled), and treats all applications as urgent. Given the importance of the DSA the chances of an individual with a disability entering HE will be substantially affected by the policy and practice of the LEA which serves the area in which s/he resides.

The other main means of funding provision for students with disabilities has been a series of three special initiatives from the funding councils. The two initiatives in 1993-94 and 1994-95 were for projects of I year and the latest, from 1996-99, for projects of 3 years duration. These have very significantly improved access across the HE sector.

Higher Education Funding Council of England
(HEFC) Projects for Students with Special Needs and Disabilities

During the periods 1993-94 and 1994-95 the HEFC (England) offered L3 million to the sector for universities to bid for funding for projects aimed at improving access to students with special needs.

The aim of these initiatives was to "encourage HE institutions to become more accessible to students with special needs. This could be in relation to: physical access; access to teaching and curriculum support; leisure and advisory services. It was intended to direct funding towards institutions where there was existing experience, thus developing exemplars of good practice, dissemination (was) to be an important feature of the initiative" (HEFCE circular 8/94, April 1994, p. 3).

All projects had to be action/outcome directed so solely research-directed projects were not supported. In 1993-94, 38 projects were funded and, of these, 12 projects addressed sensory impairment (visual, hearing, etc.), 10 projects addressed the problems of dyslexia, and 19 were concerned with access to information and learning. In 1994-95, 48 projects were funded covering a wider range of activity. Of these 27 aimed at facilitating access to the curriculum and learning support, 11 projects were to develop information technology and 10 were on various other themes (HEFCE, 1996b, p. 6).

Twenty-seven institutions were funded for both years. The total number of projects funded over the 2 years was 86 and these were located across 59 institutions. Between one-half and one-third of all institutions of HE were involved directly in some way and dissemination events and materials have ensured that many of the institutions not funded for projects have been given the opportunity to benefit from the projects. The main achievements of the projects were (a) raising the profile of support for disability within institutions, and increasing awareness among staff, especially central services staff, of the needs of students with disabilities; (b) improving access to the curriculum for particular groups of students with disabilities, by coordinating internal support services and making it easier for students to find support; (c) increasing and sharing information, resources and advice for students with disabilities and staff across the whole sector; and (d) developing new electronic sources of advice as projects set up news groups and bulletin boards on the Internet and their own World Wide Web pages.

Most institutions felt that the improvements in their provision would attract more students with disabilities into the system in future. Most of the funded institutions recorded great increases in the number of students with disabilities applying, entering, and making their needs known in HE. The University of East London is just one example of this (Table 1) and there has been continuing growth in the numbers choosing to study at UEL. The need for improving not just entry to the sector but the quality of provision was amply documented by the project outcomes and HEFCE recognized this.

In December 1996, the HEFCE agreed to allocate L4.92 million in support of 31 development plans under its special initiative to encourage high quality provision for students with learning difficulties and disabilities (HEFCE, 1996c). This emphasis indicates that the issue of entry is now well established on the sector agenda and the next most pressing item is the need is to ensure that students are provided with high quality service. Of the currently funded projects, 14 are focused on learning support or curriculum access; 13 on staff development or dissemination; 8 on establishing a resource or assessment center and 22 mention provision for students with specific impairments, and 7 refer to transition into, or out of, HE. Some projects cover more than one category. An examination of the criteria for funding projects, and the project outlines suggests that the current projects reflect an increased awareness across the sector and within the funding council of a social model of disability in their emphasis on creating effective learning environments within and across institutions. This contrasts slightly with the emphasis of the earlier projects which tended to focus on supporting individuals in their learning or on groups of learners with different impairments. 

A Case Study: The University of East London

UEL initiatives to promote access for disabled students began in 1991 and were based on several assumptions. These were that (a) the main need to was to encourage and enable entry to the University and everything else would follow naturally from this, (b) that the cost to the University of encouraging them to enter would be minimal as students would bring their own funding (the disabled student allowances ), and (c) that the basic policies needed would focus around improved information services and procedures rather than provision of substantive equipment and resources as it was quite clear that the University would not provide any designated resource or budget.

During 1991-92 "pump priming," funding was provided by the Enterprise in Higher Education (EHE) project to review and improve accessibility at UEL. The (EHE) initiative was launched by the Employment Department in 1987 to encourage institutions of HE to enable students to contribute more effectively to society and the world of work. The funding was used at UEL to put the University prospectus into audio tape format, to make a staff development video about eight students with disabilities, and to undertake a survey of the experiences of all the students with disabilities known to the University.

At this time several key policies were also developed. The first was to offer all students indicating a disability an informal interview and opportunity to visit the campus. The second was that students were given the right to an appropriately amended assessment procedure to enable them to display their competence without being penalized by their disability. The third was the opportunity to meet the special needs coordinator to identify the support required during their studies. No budget was allocated to support the policies and the coordinators role was a voluntary task taken on by a tutor with no allowance of time, it seemed at that time that the number of students with disabilities likely to come to the University would always be very small.

One main difficulty UEL had, in common with many other institutions, was how to identify and make contact with potential and actual students with special needs. Applicants were asked to indicate if they have a disability by ticking one of 10 categories (e.g., partial sight; hearing impairment) on the application form. Newly enrolling students were asked to indicate in the same way. Publicity on support services and facilities inside the University also elicited direct contact with many students. Each system produced contact with different individuals as Table I indicates. Feedback from students indicated the need for more information to be made available to staff, applicants, and students. The financial support (i.e., DSA) that should have been available to many of the students was not being claimed because too few staff and students knew about it. The procedures agreed within the University for assessments and admissions were not being widely accessed for the same reasons.

HEFCE funding in 1993-94 for a project entitled "developing a whole institution approach to students with disabilities" enabled the service to develop. One main aim was to improve information and awareness for staff, applicants, and students. A detailed information booklet was produced and distributed to all applicants with special needs and to all University staff. Extensive staff development was undertaken. Two staff development videos on dyslexia were made and a dissemination conference about the project was attended by about 100 delegates. All site signage was reviewed and improved to clearly indicate the location of reserved parking, lifts, ramps and access to keys.

A learning support tutor for dyslexic students was employed to offer support, assessment and guidance to students. This resulted in a great increase in the numbers of students with dyslexia and special needs self identifying and seeking support. A equipment resource center was set up to enable students to see and use equipment prior to deciding to purchase it with the DSA, and to enable students to access library-based materials. Some items of software (e.g., screen readers and screen enlargers) have also been networked and installed on the University computer laboratory networks to enable students to use them during laboratory based work.

A data base was developed to improve information and monitoring of students with special needs. The data in Table 1 indicates continuing growth in the numbers choosing to study at UEL. Developments in UEL policy and provision have encouraged applications and created a supportive atmosphere in which students feel able to identify themselves as having special needs. At this stage it was becoming quite apparent that there was quite a large number of students with disabilities wanting to come to university and that there was a considerable cost associated with providing access to them. This then featured in the bid made to HEFCE for a funding for a second project.

A second round of HEFCE funding, was secured in 1994-95 for a second project. The main focus was to explore ways of funding the infrastructure costs of the service for students with disabilities as there was a growing staff cost attached to enabling students to secure, manage, and spend their disabled student allowances. As more students with disabilities came to those universities which developed and publicized their services those services became more stretched. In the absence of extra funding, for the successful institutions the effect was experience across the sector as a penalty on those institutions providing these services. Many HEFC projects noted this effect but there has been no recognition yet "of the higher costs of working with disabled students in the HE funding methodologies used across the U.K." (Cooper & Corlett, 1996, p. 30). The funding council is currently consulting on a proposal which would introduce a weighting for student-related funding to recognize the costs of "nonstandard" students such as those with disabilities but it is proving a difficult task.

Within UEL there currently coexist two models of provision to meet the needs of students with disabilities. The main Special Needs Support service is still resource limited and has no budget other than some allowance of staff time to fulfill the coordinator's role. It provides a baseline service to all students which consists primarily of access to information about the service and systems which exists for them, for example, how they may request changes to the assessment process and ask for particular support from tutors and library staff. This is reflected in the quality standards against which the service monitors its performance the following are examples. For students, the service will do the following:

1. Ensure all students are informed about UEL policy, in particular examination arrange-ments, support on-course, the operation of the Disabled Student Allowances, Access Funds and the role of the Coordinators and Administrator.

2. Ensure all applicants to UEL are advised and informed about services and facilities at UEL and assist with admissions of students with special needs and disabilities.

These standards are monitored annually through a student feedback questionnaire distributed to all students who have indicated a disability or have been in contact with the service; through records maintained on the service provided and selected interviews with students. The University service does not ensure for students the right to be given that which is requested as there is no resource to back the request. The emphasis is on the right to make a request and, if it cannot be met, to be given reasons for this.

The other model operating within the University is a fully resourced and equipped service for students with visual impairments studying physiotherapy. This is funded from an external source, the Royal National Institute for the Blind (RNIB), and provides a dedicated resource including a center with state of the art equipment, technician support to produce teaching and learning aids as required and a support tutor to work with students inside and outside classroom settings. Visually impaired students taking physiotherapy degrees have a right to whatever support they require to study in the most effective learning environment for them. This system offers and provides a level of entitlement to an inclusive learning environment that the general University system can only aspire toward at present. There has been ongoing debate within the University about the value and acceptability of a system based primarily on rights to information rather than rights to substantive services and resources. One argument is that a right to information only amounts effectively to no rights. The predominant view to date at UEL has been that information enables a choice to be made and those who choose to enter the system as it is, will by their presence and the lobbying of others around their needs, eventually compel further provision to be made. The potential of a system or legal requirement based on the provision of information alone has been indicated to some extent recently by a small survey of the effects on HE of the new U.K. Disability Discrimination Act.

The Disability Discrimination Act

The Disability Discrimination Act received Royal Assent in November 1995. The Act's coverage is more limited than many disability rights campaigners had hoped for and education is excluded from its main provisions. The Act does however place a new statutory duty on the HE funding councils in exercising their functions to "have regard to the requirements of disabled persons" and to require the governing bodies of institutions of HE funded by them "to publish disability statements" (Disability Discrimination Act 1995, p. 26). This will enable the funding councils to take a strategic role in influencing what institutions do for students with disabilities.

This requirement that HEIs publish disability statements seemed initially unlikely to have any significant impact on improving access to HE. The main purpose of the statements is that they should "describe the facilities for education and research that an HEI offers people with disabilities." A secondary purpose is to inform the funding council of such provision and "highlight good practice which the Council may draw upon in the future" (HEFCE, 1996a). The fact that the requirement concerns the supply only of information and there is no requirement on any HEI that it should make any provision as such leaves open the possibility that the legislation could leave the level and quality of provision in the sector largely untouched.

A questionnaire survey of HEIs undertaken between February and June 1996 (Parker, 1996) indicates that the requirement to produce information across the sector may have some positive outcomes for access to the sector. The survey was carried out just after the HEFCE consultative exercise when universities were asked (HEFCE, 1996a) to comment on the format and content of statements. The questions were therefore directed at eliciting the anticipated effects on the sector of the requirement to produce the statements. A total of 90 institutions were asked to complete the questionnaire. Thirty-seven questionnaires were returned and the return rate is 41.1 %. A full report is published in The Skill Journal (Parker, 1997). The results of the survey indicate outcomes operating at two levels; those at student or applicant level, and those at institutional level or sector level.

Student Level Outcomes

Most responses indicated a wide range of ways in which disability statements might enhance the information offered to students. Only one indicated that there would be "not much" effect as it was an agricultural college this suggests assumptions about the nature of disability that might exclude any hidden or invisible impairments such as hearing impairment or dyslexia (approximately 14% of undergraduates with disabilities in HE are dyslexic and 6 % have a hearing impairment) (Fender, 1995).

Positive factors identified included the provision of information where there had previously been none and increasing the amount and detail of information where some has previously been provided. Nine responses mentioned that in various ways institutions will review and revise documentation to make it more comprehensive, consistent, coherent and easily accessible to students. Some referred to this effect as within their institution "it may lead us to take a more holistic approach," and where a diversity of documents currently exists these would be "concentrated into a coherent form." Others emphasized the effect across the sector in that, for example, "it may make all institutions more uniform in their information so students can make informed choices sooner."

Another major outcome mentioned was that applicants will be enabled to make informed choices about their preferred place of study and not be limited to only those institutions which currently do provide information on their services and access for students with disabilities. The value that some institutions place on equal opportunities in their missions was reflected in the responses which saw the disability statements as enhancing equality of access. Several comments emphasized a change in the status of the disabled student's claim to entry to HE linked to the statements. One suggested that "it will turn hopeful student expectations into a student right," another that it would specify "choice, what is/not available, entitlement, rights, what is/not accessible (i.e., building s/curriculum)" and a third that "if coordinated correctly it would give disabled students an equality of access to all institutions."

The HEFCE report on the 1993-94 and 1994-95 special initiatives (HEFCE, 1996b, p. 8) referred to the problem that "many non-participating institutions do not have a named member of staff with whom participating institutions can share their expertise." Virtually all responses to the survey indicated an expectation that senior management would be involved in responding to the HEFCE consultation. The involvement of senior management was identified as most important in developing and sustaining good provision for students with disabilities in the special initiatives report (HEFCE, 1996b, p. 10) "An important factor in determining the success of the projects was the commitment and active support of senior management." The requirement to produce a disability statement seems likely to be the first step in drawing matters of disability access to the attention of the senior managers of some institutions which may have never considered the matter before.

Production of the disability statement was seen as likely to result in some form of audit of current policy and provision in each institution and to raise the awareness of staff responsible for various key services in each institution as they identify and review current and anticipated provision. A majority of responses indicated that the production of the disability statements would be used to "review, audit, or appraise current provision for disabled students" and that institutions would use the resulting information to identify the need for, or undertake, staff development and to identify strategies or policy plans for future development. This must enhance the general level of knowledge and awareness about provision for students with disabilities and will in itself be valuable for staff, applicants, and students. It also offers a starting point for developing and extending such provision.

It is quite possible, in principle, that an institution may identify a complete absence of policy and provision for students with disabilities and be prepared to make this the core of its statement. It seems much more likely however that, once disability statements for every institution become readily available as public documents, institutions will aspire to match at least the basic level that characterizes most of these statements.

Sector or Institutional Level outcomes

One immediate improvement at sector level seems likely to be a raising of the threshold, or minimum level, of policy and provision across the sector. The existence of standardized information at sector level seems likely to offer applicants a far wider and better grounded choice of where to study. The choice will be based upon a whole sector offer rather than limited only to those institutions that have given disability access high priority and chosen to make this known. There is a cost to these institutions which has been, in part, accentuated by the success of the HEFCE widening access initiatives. Those institutions which have been committed to widening access to students with disabilities have found the number of applicants with disabilities has risen steeply over recent years. This places quite a strain on their resources and has even threatened to undermine or limit the provision that these institutions have aimed to offer to students with disabilities. If the provision for students with disabilities were more evenly spread across the sector this might give applicants a wider choice and enable the whole sector to share the costs of this provision more evenly ultimately to the greater benefit of more students.

Conclusion

The last five years have brought considerable improvement to the opportunities for those with disabilities or learning difficulties to enter higher education in the U.K. The presence of more of these students in HE has highlighted across the sector many issues associated with access to the curriculum, to the extra curricular activities and experiences that are an important part of the HE experience and to the quality of the whole experience open to them. These issues are being addressed at several levels, within individual institutions, via networks of institutions involved in the HEFCE funded projects and at Funding Council level. It seems likely that the requirement of the Disability Discrimination legislation that every institution of HE must produce a disability statement will have some small but significant effects upon the quality and extent of provision for students with disabilities across the whole sector. Institutions which have had no provision or even awareness will begin to move towards at least some awareness of the needs of students with disabilities and those with some existing provision are likely to seek to clarify the basis on which this is offered to students and applicants. The sector-wide collection and publication of this information should enable institutions to share policies and practices more widely and to build on best practice. This will then enable movement towards some "... sector- wide and regional planning and collaboration... to build a system that is sufficient and adequate for all who come forward" i. e., a system that is inclusive (Tomlinson, 1996, p. 5). 

Table 1 Students with Disabilities/Dyslexia at UEL 1991-1996

	 
	1991-92
	1992-93
	1993-94
	1994-95
	1995-96 (half year figure only)

	Applications

	Indicating disability
	11
	30 
	4
	100+
	120+

	Enrolled students who ticked box Dyslexia
	122
	185
	325
	289
	253

	Students in direct Contact
	29
	50
	161
	Others 82
	Other disabilities 78


NB: The total number of students at the university is about 12,000.
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Abstract

During 1996, a research project to examine the transition for students from United Kingdom (U.K.) special schools to post school education was undertaken by Salford University and Oakwood "Special School" to (a) assess what Oakwood students felt about their change of circumstance and environment, (b) obtain the views of parents as to their optimal scenario for this change, and (c) suggest a mentoring model to facilitate transition from school to college for "special needs" students. The project resulted in the construct of a bi-institutional mentoring model and process that would enhance student progression and provide educational continuity for "special needs" students.
Transition from school to post mandatory education is a matter for concern in the U.K. Contextually, the wide ranging nature of the educational legislation imposed by the Conservative government since 1979 has literally introduced an educational market place. The weakening of the city/regions power to control and coordinate education by the removal of schools and colleges from local financial management, direction and accountability has meant a breakdown of previous geographical planning, cooperation and educational coherence. The vacuum has been filled by free standing and financially autonomous educational institutions that compete for funds and students. Competition has replaced collaboration within and between educational phases with institutions being encouraged by the Conservative government "to think of themselves and to act as individual units" (Vincent & Evans, 1995).

The development of a conceptual framework that would allow educational transition to be regarded and acted upon as a unitary process is hence delayed. Each educational stakeholder meets and copes with issues in isolation. There is commonality in each separate thesis but little in terms of developing an antithesis or synthesis. In the interim, there is student drift and the nonoptimisation of scarce resources and expertise. Nowhere is this laissez-faire scenario more evident than in the special school field. Structured and institutionally legitimised transition programmes are few and far between. Those that exist are the product of individual efforts by committed educators working at a micro level. Whole institutional involvement and legitimacy of transition and attendant progression is a rarity. This scarcity of planned and formalised programmes provided the rationale for the project.

Oakwood is a designated "special needs" school in the north west of England for students in the secondary phase of education (11 to 16-year-olds). It caters specifically to (a) students with moderate learning difficulties (MLD), these include learning difficulties faced by individuals who are assessed as operating below their actual chronological age; (b) students with specific learning difficulties (SLD), these include dyslexia, language disorders, global developmental disorders; (c) students with emotional or behavioural difficulties; (d) students with visual, speech or communication difficulties; and (e) students with physical disabilities (PD) such as spina bifida; spastic quadriplegic; hydrocephalus.

Oakwood has a student body of 152 drawn from the inner city areas/wards. The school has 18 teachers, 18 teaching assistants and 3 designated "helpers." A 1996 government inspection praised the school for its educational qualities, noting students exhibited good learning skills, attitudes and achieved appropriately in relation to their abilities. Special commendation was made by the Inspectors in regard to the schools commitment to obtaining external qualifications for the students at the age of 16 (year 11, the final year of mandatory education in the U.K.).

The destination points for the year 11 student leavers cohort of 1996 sample (n = 18, 50% of the 36 total) included (a) Further Education Colleges (FE) 50% n = 9, (b) privately run training schemes 16.7% n = 3, (c) employment 5.6% n = 1. However nearly 28%, a substantial number were lost or removed from the system. Given the interest in transition (Cunningham & Davis, 1985), this study attempts to explore the issue and possibility of establishing a model to optimise transition from school to post mandatory education. Government funds were obtained to examine the position of year 11 students and the potential role of special schools in supporting and encouraging special needs students onto the next phase of education via an institutionally based mentoring model.

The emphasis on developing a schools/FE mentoring model as a fulcrum for easing transition arose as (a) the majority of Oakwood leavers followed the FE route, and (b) the potential to explore a workable transition model to deliver quality post mandatory education for special needs students was enhanced by local FE interest.

Central to the research were the individual interviews held with Oakwood's 1995 and 1996 leavers and their parents. It was felt their opinions and judgements on education must provide the cornerstone for any recommendations. Arguably, successful planning of coherent access to local educational opportunities will only be valid if potential users have a recognised input in determining the construction of appropriate educational and transition models.

Methods

An operational approach was agreed upon with Oakwood that combined a mix of qualitative and quantitative surveys, discussions with key stakeholders, discussions with other local special schools, meetings with FE college principals, and meetings with a random sample of Oakwood students and their parents. The overarching theme was to reflect on the present conditions for special needs students and to address the concerns of their parents regarding post mandatory education via (a) facilitating a model for school to FE transition, and (b)enabling, if possible, enhanced uptake of postmandatory education.

Underpinning these objectives was the belief that the national commitment to lifelong education must include and apply to students with special needs.

Subjects

The starting point was the experiences of the Oakwood leavers cohorts of 1995 and 1996. A random sample (based on Bell's 1931 sampling methodology) of 50 % of the 28 1995 cohort and 50% of the 36 1996 leavers was undertaken. A subject base of (a) 14 from the 1995 cohort (7 male and 7 female), and (b) 18 from the 1996 cohort (9 male and 9 female) was established. Each selected student and one corresponding parent was interviewed. Parents were contacted and involved as arguably the situation of special needs students requires consideration in a familial context. The role of parents and their views are of heightened importance, especially in terms of the critical transition phase. As such it was determined that their opinions would be sought.

The students and parents forming this sample base were predominately from the inner city. A substantial number of both student cohorts come from one-parent low-income homes and/or families dependent on varied state and welfare benefits. Many of the parents are in relatively low-income employment and/or are unemployed.The educational backgrounds and qualifications held by the bulk of the parents involved is below the national average.

Instrumentation

These interviews were conducted by two university staff with educational backgrounds that included teaching at school, FE college and university levels as well as educational inspection/ auditing experience. Both staff had previous involvement with transition issues in terms of the practicalities of overseeing the change over phases at institutional and at city/regional levels.

Both staff used standard and common questionnaires and agreed upon standard prompts for interviews to elicit student and parent response on experiences and expectations. The questionnaires and interview prompts were based on the format established by SKILL (Corbet, 1990) designed to obtain assessments of educational facilities from those most immediately involved and affected. Considerable care was taken not to deviate from a planned process and to this end interviews operated with one researcher consistently being a silent presence at the other researchers sessions. Interviewee elaboration's were sifted out by both researchers after each individual session.

Over a six-month period in 1996, a total of 125 hours was spent gathering data from Oakwood students and parents. The 1995 cohort of students and parents proved hardest to contact. The 1995 parents were the most elusive but their reflection was, it was felt, critical as they were in a better position to reflect and judge from a broader base than the l996 parents. Their children had left and hence had new points of reference that would help in their own reflective process. All 14 parents of the 1995 cohort were eventually contacted and collectively provided some interesting data.

Additionally some 23 hours were spent on less structured interviews involving (a) two special school principles, (b) the local Careers Advisory service, (c) the regional education officer responsible for special needs, and (d) four FE college principals. These sessions were hard to arrange given the respondents varied schedules. However, it was felt that the views of these "other" interested parties was essential to the study. Due to the respondents schedules, this cluster of interviews involved one researcher only. All data generated was subsequently discussed and refined by both researchers to ensure conformity to the previously agreed interview format.

Results

The outcome of the interviews with the 1996 students revealed, among other things, a 94% satisfaction level with their school experiences and some 78% highlighted a satisfaction and attachment to the schools academic and pastoral staff. In relation to academic work, 38% noted a satisfaction with their curricular experiences. In terms of their leaving Oakwood, 72% expressed an anxiety in regard to this imminent event.

As a comparison, the 1995 leavers cohort of (n = 14) also regarded their Oakwood experience as worthwhile. Some 71% expressed a satisfaction with the schools academic and pastoral staff and 78% remembered their peer group interaction as being supportive and rewarding. Interestingly, 57% still remembered and expressed satisfaction with their curricular experiences. Notably also, a high 71% satisfaction level with their school experience was returned. The post school destinations of this 1995 cohort were varied with the FE college outlet dominant. Despite this and the potential for progressive development it entailed, 36% noted that their present environments were less than optimal in terms of self development, concrete or academic benefits.

Each parent of the 1996 cohort was contacted. In total, 16 out of 18 responded to the interview requests that were based on a standard questionnaire and discussion prompt. The results show that 100% were satisfied with Oakwood's physical facilities; 80% were satisfied with the pastoral and support systems, and 80% were satisfied with the curriculum and standard of teaching provided. On the issue of impending transition from school 68% claimed they left the next step choices up to their children. However, this laissez-faire spirit gave way to stronger feelings when the group were asked about the preparation for transition itself. Some 80% felt that this preparation was inadequate and 80% again strongly supported an extra transition preparation year to enhance the social and life skills of their children.

The views of the parents of the 14 ex-students from the 1995 cohort was also canvassed. The majority (85%), were satisfied with Oakwood's physical facilities, 78% were satisfied with the pastoral and support systems, and 71% were satisfied with the curriculum and standard of teaching their child received. In terms of their judgment on Oakwood's preparation of students for transition, 57% felt it was satisfactory. Of the 43% who did not share this view, the key factor identified was that their son/daughter still required academic and pastoral support at the post school phase. However, despite this anxiety, only 43% of this overall cohort favoured an extra school year as a preparation period for transition. 

To cross reference the Oakwood data interviews were arranged with principals of two other special schools. The first school catered to 11 to 16-year-olds with physical and sensory learning difficulties. Its principal was in favor of an extra school year to prepare her students for transition. As an addendum, the use of specialist school staff as a physical support to work in and to underpin the transition to post mandatory FE college education was suggested by her. The second principal of a special school for 11 to 16-year-old students with behavioural problems covered similar ground. This principal endorsed the potential of using her staff as a physically supportive element to bridge and underpin the transition to post mandatory education. A suggestion of using her school to teach parts of the post school curriculum was strongly advocated as an enabling mechanism to facilitate this problematic period.

Other interested parties included the local careers advisory service. The view here was that, whatever the post school outlet of a student, there needed to be extra and flexible support provided by experienced practitioners familiar to the specific student. This thesis was endorsed by the regions specialist Education Advisor for special needs at a later interview.

Meetings were also held with the FE college sector. Colleges who took part included a (a) large inner city college with 12,000 students, (b) multi site college of 4,000 students drawn from an urban overspill area, (c) vocational college with 5,000 students, and (d) large (15,000 students) community college in Liverpool.

The Observations made by the respective principals were illuminating. Each welcomed the possibility of schools/college partnerships based on transition being viewed as a process. Working in tandem with special needs schools/staff was welcomed in terms of (a) an injection of additional expertise and specialist premises, (b) the potential to enhance the uptake of post school education by special needs students, and (c) the potential to enhance and maintain higher retention rates of special needs students in colleges.

All four principals felt that a partnership approach, predicated on transition as a process, would be beneficial as the specialist school and its staff could provide key "bridging" elements to underpin the movement to post mandatory education. It was argued that the added value this would contribute would include (a) an active physical and underlying support to transition, (b) pastoral support for the special needs student through a direct schools/staff input on college premises, (c) academic core skills and development support for the school student prior to his/her move to the college, and (d) social and life skills development and support in the college to lessen the recourse to residential centres (largely removed from the students home community).

Discussion

Analysis of the data suggest a possible future pathway. A caveat must, however, be entered in that finances made this a relatively narrow project and conclusions must be seen in this context.

Our findings suggests that the issue of transition for special needs school students is still largely regarded and dealt with as a one off event. Despite the exhalations of the HMI that "the pressing need at all levels are for far more carefully planned support to ensure smooth transition to the next phase of education" (HMI 24/91/NS/Pl) and the recent and similar attempts by the DFEE (DFEE 1993; DFEE 1994) and the FEFC (FEFE, 1996) to create a supportive and unified process for transition, it is valid to contend that (a) transition has remained a dissociated occurrence, (b) this dissociation has meant a lost opportunity as valuable expertise (resources and staff) is not utilised to help special needs students onto the next phase, and (c) subsequently societal losses in terms of potential revenue generation and in terms of a "drift" producing a cadre of young people failing to access continual education is evident and will persist in the U.K.

Ironically, all the stakeholders interviewed shared our appreciation of the common issues and potential remedies. Most students and their parents welcomed the curricular/pastoral support the school had supplied and felt that an extra school year would further empower and prepare them for transition. Some felt that a carryover of an Oakwood input post school would be an optimal scenario by providing a "bridging" arrangement whereby familiar and experienced staff were present in the new context. Principals and staff of special schools also highlighted the benefits of extra time at school and the use of schools staff as the physical element to "bridge" the transition phase. Both the regions Educational Advisor and the Careers Advisory service revealed concerns that extra support was required in the post school context. Principals of the FE college sector were emphatic as to the benefits schools based staff/resources could bring. All four college principals expressed an interest in using school staff as a bridge to underpin the problematic transition period.

Each stakeholder identified common factors in the equation and it is possible to contend that what we have witnessed is a series of parallel but common cause paradigms. Each group because of historic and contemporary political circumstances which have created a competitive ethos in U.K. education (Haviland, 1988) related narrowly and only to its own paradigm.

We contend that what is required is a coalescing of the strands that have been expressed by these stakeholders. The data suggests a route towards a model predicated upon transition being regarded as a process. The model is based on three assumptions. First, transition must be seen as a phase in any persons life. The drift of special needs students away from post mandatory educational provision is liable to increase if transition is not carefully planned and supported. Second, transition must be regarded by stakeholders as a collaborative and unitary process rather than a dissociated event that separately effects schools and colleges. Third, we must have in the schools sector staff who are "skilled in the management of learning and the development of personal programmes" (HM1 24/ 9 I/NS, p. 5) and who can offer much to colleagues in the post mandatory educational phases.

What is proposed is that post school establishments that deal with special needs students enter an institutionally based mentoring relationship with special schools. Mentoring is an established process of constructive intervention. In its broadest sense, the concept involves encouraging those further advanced to lend advice and support to those with less experience. Historically, mentoring has been associated with individuals guiding other individuals in a nonjudgmental manner. As a concept, it is possible to use mentoring on an institution to institution basis: a move from the micro to the macro. There is an abundance of experienced and empathetic educators in special schools. It is conceivable that they can carry over this personal and institutional experience to the next educational phase. Their institution could act as the mentor and the school staff could bridge across into the post 1.6 arena via (a) working in the colleges premises, (b) the colleges contracting part of their curriculum and appropriate special needs students back to the school for limited periods of time or for specific modules of study (study skills; life/social skills), and (c) collaborative cross phase planning and construction of post 16 teaching modules with school-based staff bringing to bear their specific expertise (especially in terms of encouraging students to review and reflect on their own educational progress).

Essentially this bi-institutional mentoring model is a return to collaborative working. It is the crossover of ideas and good practice between institutions under the guidance of the more experienced school institution. The variant is that, unlike traditional mentoring, this bridging between educational phases will involve school staff and resources/premises when necessary. The model actively acknowledges that transition, as a process requires active collaboration. It acknowledges the transferable experience in the school sector which will, if carried over, benefit and encourage the take-up of post mandatory education by special needs students.

If this scenario is acceptable, there must be certain preconditions. As in all mentoring, participants should agree upon a contract containing three key elements. It is suggested that these key elements have the following three possible strands:

1. Planning and constructing a mentoring model. This should be guided by (a) the need to draft and publish statements of shared institutional values/principles, (b) the evolution of a shared understanding of potential outcomes, (c) a bi-institutional commitment to resource and implement the model, (d) bi-institutional commitment to joint training of participating staff, (e) a lead from the hierarchy of each participating institution in terms of establishing, and involvement with a steering group, and (f) the construct of a bi-institutional model.

2. Principles for delivery. These should include (a) bi-institutional commitment to consultation and the empowerment of students and their parents, and (b) the bi-institutional commitment to transition as a process that will enable the successful progression of students.

3. Principles for agreed practice. These should include (a) detailed service specifications for each partner institution, (b) the acceptance and accreditation of students' prior learning achievement/experience, and (c) the identification of key stages in the transition process and each institution's responsibility at that stage.

This model and the contract to substantiate it, if effectively organised, will give an opportunity for transition to be seen and handled as a process. Potentially it could unify the presently separated but common-cause paradigms and hence afford an opportunity to extend post mandatory education for special needs students. If effectively organised, it can offer students in the system, and those who have drifted out of the system, the opportunity of familiar and experienced support. This added value, given our findings, will be attractive to special needs students and will enhance their participation in terms of the declared U.K. national objective of a life long educational culture.

There is a case for further exploration and work on this model. There is also a case for work on the whole issue of students at transition. Our study suggests that, at a minimum there is a case for dialogue and negotiations to begin to establish and implement the commonly agreed concept of transition as a process. There is need for this dialogue and supporting structural activity as society cannot afford to waste the resources and talent previously lost during this "period of floundering" (Bradley 1994) known as transition.

References

C. Vincent and J. Evans Policy and Practice British Journal of Special Education. Vol. 22, No 1.

C. Cunningham and H. Davis Working with parents-framework for collaboration. Open University Press. 1985

J. Bell Research Projects. Open University Press. 1993 p 83-90.

J Corbett. No longer enough SKILL and Department for Employment publication 1990.

Transition from schools to FE for Students with Learning Difficulties. HMI Report 24/91/NS. DES publication PI

See DFEE Education Act 1993 (DFEE publication) and Code of Practice 9194 (DFEE publication)
See FEFC Students with Learning Difficulties andlor Disabilities FEFC Publications. 96101.

J Haviland Take Care Mr. Baker. Forth Estate Publication 1988

Transition from schools to FE for Students with Learning Difficulties. HMI Report 24/91/NS. DES Publication. p 5.

J Bradley. Students with Disabilities and/or Learning Difficulties in FE. NFER Publication, 1994. p 41.

Glossary

DFEE Department for Education and Employment. The National government department with oversight for educational issues nationally.

FE Further Education. Post school education provided in colleges that equate with the American community or junior colleges. It is an area distinct from and separate to the university sector.

FEFC Further Education Funding Council. The National body charged with oversight of financing FE colleges.

FEU Further Education Unit, now Further Education Development Unit (FEDA). FEDA acts as the research and curriculum development arm of the FE college system.

HMI Her Majestyis Inspector of Education. Responsible for the national inspection/auditing of educational provision and standards in the U.K.

LEA Local Education Authority. The local city/regional body with oversight for education in its area.

NFER National Foundation for Educational Research. A long established independent research body on educational matters.

SKILL The national association for students with disabilities that operates as a pressure group in the U.K.

TEC Training and Enterprise Council: A national government sponsored body charged with promoting vocational and commercial training in a given geographical area.

NB: Thanks to A. Lo (Education Development Unit, Salford University) for her contribution to the fieldwork and data collection.

The terminology "special school" and "special needs" student is used throughout as it is the official UK designation for students with learning difficulties and/or physical disabilities that require additional attention. Special schools are government designated educational establishments that provide this additional attention. Other terms specific to the UK are presented in the glossary at the end of this article.
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Study Conditions and Behavioral Patterns of Students with Disabilities in German Universities
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Abstract

As part of a nation-wide research project, we analyzed behavioral patterns, study conditions, and educational achievements of students with disabilities by qualitative interviews. The main purpose of this project was to find out how students cope with their disability The study showed that all the students had common coping strategies entirely independent from whether their disability was physical, sensory, or both. The more students with disabilities had learned to accept and understand their disability as a normality and as part of their personality during childhood and schooling, the less they had trouble during their time at university and vice versa. In this article we discuss five types of coping strategies and present preliminary findings.
As a result of the expansion of the educational system in the Federal Republic of Germany in the late 1960s and 1970s, the chances for individuals with disabilities to continue their education improved. In the early 1980s measures were taken to support and develop the preconditions and opportunities for students with disabilities in higher education. In this context, it should be mentioned that (a) an advisory office for students with disabilities was established at the "Deutsches Studentenwerk" (DSW) (German Student Welfare Service) in 1981, (b) the "Standige Konferenz der Kultusminister der Laender der Bundesrepublik Deutschland" (KMK) (Conference of Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs of the Laender of the Federal Republic of Germany) recommended the appointment of an official coordinator responsible for students with disabilities at higher education institutions (Kultusministerkonferenz,1982), and (c) the "Hochschulrektorenkonferenz" (HRK) (Higher Education Institutions Rectors' Conference) made recommendations about the tasks of coordinators for students with disabilities in 1986. (Hochschulrektorenkonferenz, 1987.)

In the late 1980s the Bundesministerium fur Bildung, Wissenschaft, Forschung und Technologie (Federal Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Technology), in cooperation with the government of one of the federal states, supported some models. In the meantime, some of these models were established as regular institutions. Moreover, self-help organizations of individuals with disabilities provide services for their disabled fellow students (e.g., to facilitate access to student literature). They see to it that technical equipment is provided or that higher education institutions tackle problems of infrastructure.

On behalf of the "Bundesministerium fur Bildung und Wissenschaft" (Federal Ministry of Education and Science) and of the Deutsches Studentenwerk, the "Bayerisches Staatsinstitut fur Hochschulforschung und Hochschulplanung" (Bavarian State Institute for Research and Planning into Higher Education) in Munich published the first study guide for students with disabilities (Bayerisches Staatsinstitut fur Hochschulforschung und Hochschulplanung, 1984). It contained valuable information about the accessibility of higher education institutions for people with disabilities, prerequisites for study courses questions of financing, general legal regulations, addresses and addressees at these institutions, and other selected information. The third edition of this study guide was published in 1993 (Deutsches Studentenwerk). In spite of these provisions, students with disabilities are still facing considerable obstacles that lead to poor study conditions and influence their attitude toward studying. Overcrowded colleges exacerbate this situation.

In Germany and abroad, behavioral patterns of students with disabilities and their coping strategies are unknown. There only exist some reports on study conditions often relating to students with one special kind of disability. These reports primarily discuss difficulties in financing and handling the technical aids, accessibility of buildings, and so forth. For the comparison of behavioral patterns of students without disabilities, we refer to a survey carried out in our institute by Schindler (1993), a longitudinal survey from the beginning of studying up to the first graduation. The data of this survey were collected by qualitative interviews and by a diary.

Against this background, questions were raised about disabled students' attitude toward studying, the way they organize their studies, disability-related difficulties in the course of studying and how students cope with their disability while studying. Primarily, we did not want to continue the above-mentioned reports though it was quite clear that the interviewees would comment on these problems. The mainstream of our interest was to find out how students with disabilities manage their everyday lives in higher education and which strategies they apply.

Scientific Approach

Fully accurate incidence statistics are not possible because students are not required to indicate their disability during enrollment. Because of the insufficient data base, we had to reject an empirical-statistical survey. Little data exist concerning students with disabilities. In the "13th Enquiry on the Social Situation of Students" (Bundesministerium fur Bildung und Wissenschaft, 1992), 13% of all students indicated that they were disabled or chronically ill (p. 414). Among them, 22% had difficulties in coping with studying for reasons of their disabilities or disease and 25% mentioned that their disability only slightly limited their study activities (p. 416). Therefore, we decided on a qualitative enquiry by interviewing students with disabilities. In these interviews, the students freely talked about the problems and difficulties they had in coping with their disabilities and about how they evaluated these problems.

With the disabled students' approval, we tape recorded each complete interview. Each interview took between three to five hours. Two interviewers conducted the interviews; one of them took notes about the student's behavior during the interview.

To plan the interviews, we first organized an expert hearing to get information about study organization and study conditions at different German universities. The participants of this hearing were university representatives and student counsellors for students with disabilities, some of them disabled themselves. Moreover, we contacted federal self-help organizations for students with disabilities. The results of this hearing as well as the author's experiences with his own blindness were condensed and put in the form of interviewers' manual.

We intentionally avoided formulating hypotheses on the basis of a certain psychological theory of disability in order to validate or respectively to disprove it. Our survey highlighted the problems that people with disabilities face in the day-to-day reality of student life.

We attempted to describe primarily behavioral patterns and their possible relationship to how the students coped with their disabilities in order to draw conclusions for problem-solving strategies. This process led to guidelines or theses such as the following:

1. The fundamental exposition of coping with disabilities takes place during childhood and schooltime. Handling and coping with a disability, at that time, appear to be molding behavioral patterns and attitudes toward studying and having a disability.

2. Persons with a disability make their own specific experiences with their disability, but to all of them there is an objective and common understanding of discrimination and preferential treatment. All the endeavors to compensate for a disability by various tangible or intangible measures cannot take away the "subjective" feeling and experience of discrimination. Those who are not experienced in disability matters may interpret this as preferential treatment.

3. Although study conditions are nearly quite the same, managing of study conditions of students with disabilities differ from those of nondisabled students. General problems of studying increase in severity for students with disabilities.

4. To get legal claims accepted which provide for the special needs of people with dis -abilities as well as compensation for disability-related disadvantages and access these services requires disproportionately great and time-consuming efforts. This has consequences for the total period of studying.

5. Students with a disability need special counseling and support without being restricted in their right to self-determination.

6. The degree of dependence on help from others differs among people with disabilities.

7. The question of accepting and coping with a disability is not only a question of personal confrontation of disabled persons with their disability but also a question of the social and human environment. Not only their disability but also their environment restrict persons with disabilities. 

Finally we compiled more than 100 questions divided into eight sections: managing disabilities within the family, during schooltime, studying, leisure time, financial problems, vocational experiences and expectations as well as evaluation of the situation as a person with disabilities on the whole. This interviewers' manual helped the interviewers to supply stimulating key words in the interviews. We tested this manual in interviews with a blind, a hearing-impaired, and a physically impaired student.

In addition to the interviews we obtained "hard facts," through a questionnaire, such as data about the social background, school career, date of entrance into higher education, duration of study, and so forth. To get a more differentiated view of our interviewees' available time budget we asked them to keep a diary for one week each near the beginning and toward the end of an academic term.

The target groups for our investigation were students with severe physical or sensory impairments. We did not take psychologically or mentally disabled students into consideration because of their specific problems and the difficulty in contacting them. Thus, the scope of disabilities was limited to visually and hearing- impaired students as well as to persons who use wheelchairs.

In three kinds of universities, those with more than 30,000 students in big cities, those with 10,000 to 20,000 students in medium-sized towns, and those with special centers and long-term experience with disabled students, we looked for students with visual, hearing, and physical impairments. To ensure that each of the three types of disabilities was proportionately represented in each of the three groups of higher education institutions, we needed about 20 students according to the kind of disability. In total, we conducted 63 interviews, 13 of them with blind students, 6 with visually impaired students, 6 with deaf students and 7 with hearing- impaired students, 24 with physically impaired students-among them 7 through accident-and 7 with multiple disabilities.

Types of Coping with Disabilities

For our survey, we visited the students at home. During and shortly after the interview we took corresponding notes. While examining these general impressions, we made an astonishing observation. The interviews revealed many common aspects as to attitudes toward acceptance of and the way to cope with disabilities. It was possible to discern five groups of students based on how they coped with their disabilities.

Group I included people with disabilities who, in their childhood and youth, had not only learned to accept and to get on more or less with their disability in their family and at school, but who had internalized their disability to such a degree they considered it as being normal for them. They were able to identify with their disability so that it was part of their individual characteristic and personality. In spite of all the physical and psychological burdens, they did not feel restricted, however. They acknowledged the limits set by the disability, but because of their self-confidence, independence and personality they did not feel the necessity to compensate or to veil their disability somehow.

A great number of parents tried to bring up their children to be independent: "It's you who is disabled and it's you who has to cope with the disability." In response to this attitude the student came to the conviction: "Indeed, I am really able myself to achieve it."

Regarding normal conflicts between parents and children, a student with paraplegia told us his parents were not easy on him because he was disabled. He knew that "in the end, I am responsible for myself."

On the other hand, there were parents who were very restrictive. They restrained their children from doing things that could do them harm. A student with a physical impairment said: "I often did not get the chance to try something out. Therefore, I often waited until I was alone at home . . ."

A blind student wanted to experience her limits and intended to provocate her parents at the same time in doing things that her parents thought to be too dangerous for her. She tried cooking by herself when she was alone at home, traveled alone by rail. We assigned 18 persons or 29 % of our interview partners to this group.

Group 2 included students with disabilities who had learned to accept and cope with their disability, but who had not really internalized it. As a compensation for accepting and getting on with their disability they confronted themselves with high expectations as to achievement and performance. These expectations could lead to excessive demand for performance in order to keep pace with nondisabled people. The ambition to compete with nondisabled people and to obtain the same achievements or even better ones characterized this attitude. Students of this group used performance as a vehicle to compensate for their disability.

On the one hand, parents tended to "overprotect" them and on the other hand, they demanded high performance and "absolute perfection." They had "to function" and felt that their parents "controlled" them continuously:

My parents always told me that I have to work hard in order to keep pace with the others... I internalized this attitude in such a way that I demand even nowadays more of myself than nondisabled persons demand of themselves.

Another student told us that she played a central role in the family:

They came to me with their problems. I was always the strongest one in my family.... On the one hand, this helped me to organize my life, on the other hand, I wished I could have been longer a child, I have learned very early to assume responsibility for myself, I came to decisions without asking [my parents].

We assigned 16 (25 %) of the 63 interview partners to this group.

Group 3 included all people who got on with their disability more or less and who could accept and manage their disability. However, their social and human environment was of fundamental importance for coping with their disability. They could fully rely and count on their family, partners, and a stable circle of friends who were always there if disability-related problems, discouragement, and doubts arose. As they made use of this opportunity, they could get on quite well with their disability. These human bonds provided advice, assistance, and support for them.

A student, for example, who has still been in close touch with her family admitted:

I am not at all independent ....my parents' fault. Particularly my mother gave me to understand that she is responsible that I am disabled that my disability is a family fault.

On the one hand, she understood her mother's sorrow-she used to comfort her-but on the other hand, her parents' attitude weighed on her mind. In our opinion, 10 (16 %) of our interview partners belonged to this group.

Group 4 contained persons with disabilities whose thinking and acting always proceeded from their disability. The disability determined their life. They saw their performance affected by it. They were, however, conscious of the fact that their disability always dominated their acting and reacting.

A good representative for this group seemed to be a student with a physical impairment who expressed his feelings as follows:

My disability is hanging over me like the sword of Damocles that can come down on me in some form of isolation; the less you have power to try hard, the sooner you are isolated from any form of communication with others; this makes me feel more depressed and leads to nonsensical strain.

We assigned 11 (17 %) of the interviewees to this group.

Group 5, the last group, was characterized by all those who consciously or unconsciously did not admit their disability, they repressed it as a matter of fact. They did not see the reason for study-related problems and difficulties, problems in communication and in other areas of life in their disability but in other characteristics and deficiencies:

My proudness did not allow me to admit that I am a person with a disability. I had mentally no problems with this disease. I always wanted to keep pace with the others and I did not want to admit that I am something special.

As many as eight (13 %) of the 63 interviewed students left this impression.

We should not see these groups as a static system. This scheme does not pin the disabled person down to a certain category forever. The confrontation and the way to manage with a disability is a dynamic process, which includes personal success and setbacks. In spite of the length of our interviews, these mirrored only an instant picture in the life of the interviewed students. At another time, the result, the personal impression which somebody leaves in a certain situation, can be different. In order to be able to structure and to condense the abundance of our material, we assigned our students to the dominating coping strategy at the time of the interview. This grouping should not be misunderstood as a labeling, but should be seen as an instrument for getting a better feeling for coping with a disability. Furthermore, this differentiation revealed an overall phenomenon behind the outward appearance of a disability. For that reason, persons with disabilities should no longer be grouped solely according to the well known scheme of assigning, them to the kind of disability only. In this way, these findings enabled a new approach toward assistance, advice, and support for persons with disabilities. Grouping like this may be found in a similar way in strategies and behavioral patterns of people without disabilities.

Though the analysis of the interviews was completely anonymous, it was surprising for us to find out that there were representatives of all the three kinds of disabilities in each of the five groups. The first interview transcripts we coded together, to determine the main aspects and criteria. Then we divided the interviews into two parts so that each of us had to code one half. We controlled our transcripts by coding one interview together. At the end of this step my colleague had to leave the project. It is not possible to give here a full account of our results, we can only present some few findings of group 1 and group 5.

Selected Findings of the Survey

From the different areas of life addressed in our interviews, only the results of the areas "family" and "studying" can be presented here.

Family Environment

The family is the environment where a disability is first experienced, where family members are confronted with a child's disability, and where the first tackling of the disability takes place. It is in the family that the child can first learn and train to accept and manage the disability and where independence can be tested. Our interview partners of the first group unanimously emphasized that especially their mothers had been in a constant conflict between reason and emotion. On the one hand, their feeling, heart, and maternal love for the disabled child drove them to specially protect and care for the child and to remove all difficulties and confrontations with the environment. On the other hand, reason told them to treat the child like the other sisters and brothers and to involve him or her into duties at home according to his or her skills and abilities. Sometimes students mentioned that the mother had played a dominating role in the family, or that the mother had feelings of guilt at times because of the child's disability.

Contrary to this, the students with disabilities of the fifth group talked only little and vaguely about their family situation. The child's disability was not recognized as such and accepted; the reasons for difficulties and deficiencies of the disabled child were rather attributed to his or her intellectual ability. The family did not face the disability and dragged the child from one physician to another without getting other information than the well known diagnosis.

Students of the first group reported that their family accepted them as being as normal as the others and avoided exaggerated compassion for the disabled child. It is true that especially their anxious mothers restrained their desires for action, but they also required performance of them. Sometimes they had the impression of being treated unfairly compared to their brothers and sisters because parents did not allow them to do the same things as the others and limited their various duties at home. But they also looked for opportunities when they were alone at home to try out and test everything. They wanted to experience their limits. In this way they could achieve and train independence that made them fit for life.

In general, their families did not avoid the common generational conflicts; these were tackled with undiminished rigour. A student with a physical disability remarked that he had to assume responsibility when he had his way against his parents' will.

Contrary to this group, the students of group 5 experienced that it was embarrassing for their sisters and brothers to introduce their disabled sister or brother to their friends. Moreover, the whole family regarded them somehow as inferior. Again and again, they had to hear what they never would be able to do or achieve in their life. These students had difficulties in showing their disability in public (e.g., by using a white longstick for blind persons or when it came to ordering in a restaurant).

Furthermore, differences between group 1 and 5 existed in the parents' attitudes toward the educational or vocational qualifications. In group 1 the parents took a great interest in enabling their disabled child to enjoy the best possible education to make him or her fit for life. They strove for a rather high qualification and therefore recommended higher education but left to the disabled child the choice for the subject and course of study. These parents tried hard to ensure that the child could attend a regular kindergarten or a regular school not far from home. This does not mean that these parents automatically favored integrated schools. Moreover, some interviewees, especially in the last years of secondary education, left their family environment to attend a far away special educational institution for persons with disabilities to become more independent of their family and live a life of their own.

In group 5, statements of parents about educational career and the achievement of educational and vocational qualifications were rather meagre.

Higher Education Environment

As shown at the beginning of this article, our main concern was to study behavioral patterns and study organization of students with disabilities. Therefore, our interviews focused primarily on this field. Experiences in the family and school environment prior to this period of life were interesting because in this phase, basic attitudes were shaped that dominated all their activities in future life, especially their coping during study time. Apart from individual difficulties, positive personal experiences, as well as self-assessment of personal development, we were, of course, also interested in the experiences our students made with the university as a whole and with the department of their study.

Almost all of the interview partners of group 1 emphasized that interaction with other students and the social contacts had the strongest effect on their overall well-being. In addition, a few pointed out that it was easier to interact with nondisabled students when they tried to get along on the campus without an attendant. Although an attendant may be helpful and necessary for a blind person or a wheelchair user, it can be a great barrier for communication with others.

In group 5 students rarely talked about this opportunity; they laid greater stress on the fact that social communication was rather difficult at university in view of the high student numbers. They regarded it rather as positive to get into contact with other students who had the same disability.

It is true, the university with high student numbers ("mass-university") was also "getting on the nerves" of the students of group 1, and they complained about the anonymity of these masses, but at the same time they mentioned many positive experiences with the teaching and other staff and with other students. On the other hand, some students of group 5 found it worth mentioning that nobody opened doors for them or took notice of seat reservations in lecture halls.

For the students of group 1, it was a positive experience to be able to organize themselves, to be independent, and to experience the teaching staff's and students' readiness to help them, such as to copy lecture notes. A student of this group remarked:

It's good that you can organize yourself, that you can manage your time yourself you have to realize and to find out what to do and where to go.

Studying with a disability highly stimulated these students to challenge themselves as well as the teaching staff and the nondisabled students. From this multiple challenge they derived pleasure, on the one hand, in showing to nondisabled students that a student with disabilities is also academically able and appropriately qualified for higher education and, on the other hand, in encouraging other people with a disability. Independant living was, for them, a further meaning of this multiple challenge. They stated that it was necessary, however, to express their needs and ask for help themselves, instead of awaiting things passively.

The interview partners of group 5 were "surprised" about the services offered for students with disabilities. In general, the students liked studying. One stated: "Partly, the study course is fun." Some were pleased that the study course was carried out in a routine manner according to a fixed timetable and that there was little left to organize for themselves. Some also pointed out that studying gives them the opportunity to cut the umbilical cord, thus giving them a fresh stimulus.

Apart from the topic of the "mass-university," which, not without reason, nowadays many students deplore, groups 1 and 5 had a different approach to negative and disappointing experiences at university. The students of group I mentioned that their study course was very time-consuming and that there was not much time left for other activities, especially for the commitment to other persons with disabilities. In this context they also deplored the fact that only few students with disabilities were engaged in disabled students' affairs.

Furthermore, the students of group 1 pointed out the general conditions of studying, deficiencies in the didactical qualities of the professors, in the professional quality of other teaching staff, a lack or deficiency in practice-related matters of the study subject, and deficiencies in the knowledge of examination rules and regulations for persons with disabilities. Sporadically, they reported that the teaching staff's helplessness and lack of experience were the reason why staff could not meet disabled students' needs in a more appropriate manner.

The students of group 5 laid special stress on the well known disability-related disadvantages and negative experiences at higher education institutions: bad acoustics and illumination in the lecture halls, insufficient facilities for orientation on campus and in buildings, deficiency of elevators, restrooms, and provision of technical aids, literature, and so forth.

The students of group 5 also complained that the content of studies were hardly practice oriented, but moreover, they mentioned that they were more stressed by the degree of difficulty of the tasks, the problem of time at examinations, students without disabilities lacking a solidary attitude toward them, and an inadequate and inconvenient organization related to the schedule of lectures. They said that it also bothered them that others did not take notice of their disability, that they treated them like nondisabled people, and that they expected a degree of self-discipline from them that they were not yet able to develop.

In addition to the diverse contacts with groups, persons, institutions or fellow students, it should be mentioned that the existence of a coordinator responsible for students with disabilities was well-known to students of group 1, but was rarely called on or needed. If difficulties or problems arose, they turned straight to the persons directly in charge, the teaching staff, student advisers, or to the coordinator installed for students with disabilities. It was also relatively easy for them to address fellow students in order to get lecture notes but we must discuss the details for this procedure in depth. It was more difficult to get help for reading on tape recording. Students of group 1 thought it was more or less a kind of uneasiness, anxiety, or embarrassment that made them unable to give spontaneously the assistance needed.

The students of group 5 called upon the coordinator for students with disabilities far more often but were by no means always content with the offered services, or they did not call on them at all because they had heard negative news about them. If they did establish close contacts with the coordinator, it was only because they did not want "to create troubles" for them because of their problems in higher education. A blind student said: "If I have problems with studying, the coordinator is of no assistance to me. It's up to me to solve them by myself. I am in good private contact with him, but nevertheless I do not talk to him about my problems."

The students of this group also stated that it was difficult to get lecture notes from their fellow students because they did not offer help voluntarily. Moreover, the quality of lecture notes caused problems for them; they needed several sets of notes to pick out the best.

The importance of studying was, of course, a special focus of our survey of study-related attitudes. It was of special interest how students with disabilities made use of their time during this period of life what was of special importance to them, and what they expected from higher education in general and from their study courses in particular. One female student of group 1 remarked that studying was the center of her actual phase of life and that she could not do much apart from that. As a rule, however, the students of this group agreed that studying was not the focal point of their present period of life. In this regard, they did not differ from students without disabilities. Schindler (1994) contends that change in value takes place as well with students with disabilities and with students without disabilities. The disabled students enjoyed being concerned with other topics and things in life. They stated that it was great to acquire knowledge but that it was also important to always have time for friends. To assist other persons with disabilities and to show them that one did not have to live in isolation because of the disability was of greater importance to them. Even if studying meant a special stress for persons with disabilities, they had to set priorities. Such priorities may include social communication or a hobby and leisure time that were considered as important as studying.

Considering the disabled students' time budget, free time seemed to be the major problem of all. The diaries we asked the students to write revealed that the time budget for studying hardly differed from that of nondisabled students. However, a shift of focus could be observed from passive or receptive learning in lectures at university to active self-study. Data showed that students with disabilities attended lectures less frequently than nondisabled students, but they studied more at home. Their time budget for leisure activities was, however, much smaller than that of nondisabled students. The students' subjective impression of their time budget was quite different. Many of them believed that they spent much more time studying than nondisabled people. The estimation of the study was partially in contradiction with the time spent for studying, on the one hand, and for leisure, on the other, as shown in figure 1. This contradiction can be explained by the fact that quantitatively the time spent for studying was more than for leisure but qualitatively disabled students experienced the different activities during leisure much more intensively than nondisabled students did. Moreover, it seemed necessary to distinguish between the different groups to analyze the established average more exactly, especially if students of group 1 had more free time than those of group 5.

In contrast to group 1, the interview partners of group 5 almost unanimously stated that studying was the real focus of their present period of life and that they had to be careful not to neglect other areas of life completely. Studying required so much time that there was no time left for many other things, or because it would have been terrible not to be successful. With a view to the lack of opportunities on the labor market later on, one student resignedly remarked that this was the reason why, for him, studying was no longer the most important thing in life.

The expectations of the interview partners of group 1 toward studying differed in certain ways from those of group 5. The students of group 1 expected more than the procurement of useful knowledge. For them, the university was like a "supermarket" with a broad scope of offerings from which one can choose things of interest. They also talked about university as an institution to support the development of an autonomous personality. In their opinion, however, higher education no longer came up to these demands and expectations. They thought that university produced too many "specialized idiots" who were unable to judge and decide independently.

Group 5 students mostly expected most of all procurement of knowledge, professional education, social prestige, appropriate income, and a tendency to study courses designed according to a determined scheme.

With a view toward an "ideal" university, all groups, especially the students of group 1 took a negative attitude toward universities or departments in which the whole study was arranged and organized in an optimal way primarily around one kind of disability. Those institutions seemed to them to be ghettos that did not correspond to reality of life. They wanted to decide themselves where to study, and they had the desire for social and educational communication with students without disabilities. Although about a third of all interview partners of group 5 were studying at a university or department that specialized in one kind of disability, only two students of this group favored such a university or department.

Let us finally take a short look at the question of how our students regarded their personal development during the period of studying and their self-assessment. The students of group 1 self-confidently stated that they had achieved everything that was necessary and therefore did not tend to overstrain themselves. They did have demands on themselves, but they also knew that they could not achieve everything and that they were not willing to strive for this at the cost of their health. They did not want to ask too much of themselves and liked to be free for other things. They had learned to admit their weaknesses to themselves and toward others. They were prepared to accept the challenge offered by higher education. As a matter of fact, they wanted to be challenged, but they were no longer willing to "compete" with nondisabled persons. They were quite content to be able and to be allowed to do something. Their capacity for intellectual performance capacity had nothing to do with their disability. They had enough self-confidence and had developed a realistic view of the further course of their study and their life perspectives. They were aware of their individual power and failings, and they had also learned how to organize their studying in respect of their disability because it was absolutely necessary for them to precisely analyze their special problems, to efficiently organize their work, and to carefully set priorities.

In group 5, the students quite obviously realized that they had to learn especially to be able to talk about their disability, to believe in themselves, and to loosen the ties to their parents, a process that considerably affected them physically as well as psychologically. On the other hand, they were always tempted to go back to their parents to enjoy the security, the care, and the overprotection because they felt dependent on them. They often tended to withdraw from the world and did not let anything or anybody get near them. Some students of this group frankly admitted their opinions that they had not changed since the times of youth and that they were quite the same person as ever. They also mentioned that they were hesitant and did not know what they really wanted to do. They viewed themselves as ambitious, asked too much of themselves, and were then discontent with themselves if they did not achieve the set aim. They realized that they had an incorrect assessment of their limits and often found themselves in conflict between the required performance and the limits set by their disability.

Conclusions

In this report we could only present a short extract of the abundant material. The publication of the complete study is in preparation. First of all, we wished to explain how our interviews were analyzed. The approach was to break down the material according to a general structural principle.

For this reason we identified five groups and strategies of coping with disabilities that are not to be regarded as value judgements but as a means to get away from a classification exclusively based on the kinds of disability, to get a better understanding of the difficulties and problems of students with disabilities, and to develop new approaches for well-aimed support and assistance on this basis. In our report, we have presented the two extremes of this scale only.

Disability is no longer seen as a state of being different, but merely as a different kind of human existence. Our study should be regarded in the light of the words of the former president of the Republic of Germany, R. von Weizsacker: "What we have to learn is so difficult and nevertheless so simple and clear: it is normal to be dissimilar" (Weizsacker, 1993, p. 10).

Proceeding from this perspective, we developed some recommendations to provide better opportunities for students with disabilities and to improve their situation. It is not sufficient to focus on optimizing external conditions for disabled students (for example to take the necessary steps to make constructional, technical and organizational infrastructure available according to their kind of disability). Such measures are of little use if the students have to struggle with difficulties in managing and accepting their disability. This problem does not only require external support but also assistance to enable students with disabilities to help themselves.

The first recommendation refers to the above-cited quotation of the former president. The university as a community of teachers and students and as a reflection of society must learn that it is normal to be disabled and that it is the task of all members of this community to integrate people with disabilities into this community.

The most important recommendation concerns the support and assistance for students with disabilities that require qualified staff to encourage independence and to enable students with disabilities to gain the maximum benefit from their time at the university. For each student the requirements are an individual matter. Our grouping of students according to the kind of coping strategies and to the degree of accepting their disability could be a great help to staff working with disabled students. Their main task is to help and conduct students with disabilities, to find out and develop their understanding of disability as part of their identity and personality, and to enable them to accept that it is normal to be disabled. Experts, like social scientists, should develop instruments for the staff to identify the students according to the groups mentioned. In Germany such an approach is unknown. Universities should consider running disability training workshops for staff. Special training is needed to recognize the real difficulties, problems, and particular needs of disabled students, to be able to provide qualified advice and to assign them to the "right" experts. These experts should discuss individual needs and options with the students, plan the necessary steps, and should finally help with their realization.

The strong desire for self-determination and integration into the nondisabled students' world necessitates empathy with and understanding of the needs and experiences of disabled students to assist them when requested in order to achieve educational equality, but also to respect the fact that students with disabilities want to make decisions for themselves as do students without disabilities.

Another recommendation, which results from the idea of integration, is the necessity to centralize the multitude of student services like careers, counseling, financial advice, and disabled student services. This way, specialized services for students with disabilities would be integrated in a corresponding general student services department. The idea is to create a network that provides advice and support to students with disabilities as early as in the transitional phase from secondary to higher education, at the beginning of studying, and at the end of higher education in the transitional phase to the labor market and career. The staff of student services should be available for students with disabilities to assist in these matters, at any time and without major problems, This would also make it easier to assign a person with a disability from the special service for students with disabilities to the general information and counseling service as soon as he or she acquires independence, according to our types of coping strategies. Only such a network provides quick and comprehensive advice and assistance by which the student with a disability saves additional and unnecessary time, energy, and costs.

Regional pools for technical aids should be established. Students with disabilities should have the same right to free choice of the university as nondisabled students. This assumes that building regulations taking the needs of students with disabilities into consideration will be strictly carried out and consequently supervised. As there will not be at every time students with disabilities at university, regional pools for mobile technical aids (e.g., specific computer equipment and applications, special measuring devices, drawing instruments), for students with disabilities should be established. There these technical aids could be lent out to each university in this region if needed. Such a region should be smaller than one of the "Laender" of the Federal Republic of Germany. Such a pool could be located at one of the student welfare services within the pool region or as required above within a network center for information, counseling and support at a university. There also could be the maintenance of such aids.

The last recommendation relates to the financing of disability-related compensation for disadvantages. We cannot present here all the findings of our investigation. Analysis revealed that the social authorities giving financial support treat the students in a discriminatory way. Students with disabilities are confronted with a multitude of different, powerful and great authorities that involve them in a complex conflict about competence right across borders of the "Laender." Primarily, the authorities of the federal state where there is the disabled student's and the parents' domicil are responsible for legal payment, not the authorities of the federal state where the student is studying. The social authorities, who primarily responsible for payment, try to refuse the students' legal right and refer to the appropriate authorities in the other federal state. The long and wearing legal disputes require enormous efforts in energy by the individual against superior administration authorities and are very time-consuming, enervating, and frustrating. The students reported that it often takes one or two years to obtain financial or technical aid. This stressful situation and the financial pressure impede disabled students in studying. As a result some of them are at risk of academic failure. Others are even discouraged in such a way that they give up studying.

Therefore, there is an urgent need for higher education institutions to relieve the students with disabilities from this unequal position and to take over the students' legitimate rights against the above-mentioned authorities. Disabled students should have the possibility to begin their study under almost the same conditions as nondisabled students, right from the start. This would be an important step to integrate students with disabilities into the academic world and contribute to equality of opportunity.

Finally it should be mentioned that the experiences the students had made with their disability in early childhood and during school-time, had, as our research project indicated a strong of advice services in the areas of family affairs, not least, a general reorientation of society toward individuals with disabilities. We hope that this report provided an insight into the life of German disabled students we presented in this paper can be a basis to give the students more effective and more individual human help for self-orientation and for coping with their disability.

Figure 1. Time-budget for studying and leisure of disabled and nondisabled students in comparison.
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Questions to Consider in Policy Development for Postsecondary Students with Disabilities
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Abstract

This study summarizes an analysis of institutional policies for students with disabilities at 47 Canadian universities. The university policies were categorized in a topology according to their stage of completion which ranged from senate or board approved to nonexistent. Based upon a content analysis, the study revealed over 50 typical items included in disability policies across the country. From this review, a set of 11 variables was developed as a framework for higher education disability policy development and comparison.
During the past two decades, Canadian universities have been challenged to respond to the diverse needs of students. Accommodations and service provisions for students with disabilities are an integral aspect of this changing environment. Notable initiatives and research impacting on Canada in this area include (a) increasing numbers of students with disabilities participating in higher education and impact of federal and provincial legislation and human rights codes amendments (Wilchesky, 1986), (b) creation of the National Educational Association for Disabled Students in 1986, (c) creation of campus specialized offices or coordinators for students with disabilities, (d) Canadian research on accessibility (Hill, 1992), hard of hearing and late deafened persons (Warick, 1992), students' perception of policy and faculty accommodations (Hill, 1994; Hill, 1996), (e) recommendation for the establishment of a national network of service providers in Canada(Drover, Emmrys, McMillan, & Wilson, 1993), (f) creation of the Canadian Special Interest Group of Disability Service Providers in AHEAD in the early 1980s, and the Canadian Association of College and University Student Services (CACUSS) in 1996 called the Canadian Association of Disability Service Providers in Post-Secondary Education (CADSPPE), (g) research on learning disabilities (Cox & Klas, 1996), psychiatric disabilities (Weiner & Wiener, 1996), academic adjustment (Fichten, Goodrick, Amsel, & Libman, 1989; Fichten, Goodrick, Tagalakis, Amsel, & Libman, 1990), (h) litigation regarding service provision (Howard v. University of British Columbia [March 3, 1993]) and guidelines for professional standards, (Jarrow, 1997; Madaus, 1997; Price, 1997; Shaw, 1997; Shaw, Madaus, & McGuire 1997), (i) the development of guidelines in 1997 for documentation of a learning disability in adolescents and adults by the Association on research on Canadian disability policy development (Cox & Walsh, 1997).

Within this backdrop, institutions of higher education have developed comprehensive approaches for service provision for students with disabilities, The essence of this challenge is aptly described below:

Universities are urged to develop written policies to ensure equal access by qualified students with disabilities to postsecondary programs and to enable students to participate fully in the educational experiences offered by the university in a manner that will not jeopardize the academic standards or integrity of the programs offered by the institution. Similarly, the policies developed must not be too lenient so that students with disabilities, accepted into institutions, are placed at risk for failure (Hill, 1994, p.12).

With the increasing participation of students with disabilities in university, several questions have been brought to the fore regarding course or degree modifications for students. Canadian universities have been responding to this challenge through the creation of institutional policies. For instance, in 1992, 8 of the 27 Canadian institutions surveyed "had written policies that dealt with issues regarding students with disabilities on campus, while another 15% were in the process of drafting such regulations" (Hill, 1994, p. 9). In a follow-up study two years later, the number of reported policies increased to 14 out of 21 institutions surveyed. Despite the increase in the number of policies, 60 % of students surveyed indicated their lack of awareness of these written policies (Hill, 1994).

In 1997, the need for professional standards has been the current focus of disability service providers. "It is clear at this time in our development as a profession, we need to establish professional standards for the delivery of service to students with disabilities..." (Jarrow, 1997, p. 6). Interestingly, the first item in the AHEAD standards for professional practice is the development of program policies and procedures (Shaw, McGuire, & Madaus, 1997); and a guiding principle in the AHEAD Code of Ethics is "postsecondary disability service providers are actively engaged in supporting and clarifying institutional, state, provincial, and federal laws, policies, and procedures applicable to the service delivery to students with disabilities..." (Price, 1997, p. 39).

In the present study, various types of institutional policies for students with disabilities at 47 Canadian universities were analyzed to ascertain the different variables included in disability policies. A second objective was to create a framework for the further development and analysis of disability policies.

Methodology

Sample

The sample was comprised of 4-year public Canadian universities (n = 51). The mail list of the National Educational Association of Disabled Students (NEADS) 1994 was used. This list includes 51 of the 88 universities in Canada, who are active in the provision of disability services for postsecondary students. The impetus for this study was to generate information to create an institutional policy for students with disabilities at a mid-sized Canadian university. A national sample was sought to capture the diversity and similarity of disability policies at Canadian universities.

Data Gathering

Research regarding the development of institutional policies for students with disabilities at Canadian universities began in August 1994. A letter was mailed to all universities included on the NEADS mailing list (n = 51). The contact person at each institution (usually the coordinator of services for students with disabilities) was asked to indicate whether or not a policy existed on their campus. Based upon the initial survey, (n = 21), a questionnaire was designed and mailed to the campus coordinator of services for students with disabilities or the chief student affairs officer at 51 Canadian universities in December 1994. In an effort to increase the response rate (n = 40), nonrespondents were contacted by telephone, e-mail, or mailed another copy of the questionnaire (n = 11). To ensure that the data gathered was current information, all 51 universities were contacted again either by phone or e-mail between November 1996 and October 1997 for final updates. Only one institution did not respond, and three institutions were merged with other universities for a total of 47 out of 48 responding to the survey. In addition, preliminary results were shared with the disability service providers at the annual conference of the Canadian Association of College and University Student Services (CACUSS) in June 1997. At that time, additional feedback was solicited on questions to consider for comprehensive policy development in this area (Cox & Walsh, 1997).

Instrumentation

The five-part questionnaire contained a series of forced choice questions (e.g., Yes/No) and open-ended, short-answer questions on institutional policies for students with disabilities. Part I asked whether the university had a policy concerning accommodations for students with disabilities. If the answer was "Yes" respondents were asked to indicate when it was approved, if it was senate approved, and whether it had been necessary to amend the policy. Part 2 asked whether the university was following a "working policy (i.e., a policy not approved by senate). Likewise, institutions who responded in the affirmative were asked to indicate when the policy was developed, if it had been amended, and whether they anticipated submitting the policy to senate for approval in the near future. In Canada, senate approval would indicate policy consultation with faculty. Part 3 queried whether or not universities without policies were considering development of same. In part 4, universities with policies were invited to elaborate whether their policies had been challenged by faculty, staff, students, or the public. Part 5 requested additional information regarding disability policy development and a copy of their policy or related materials.

Results

Six Categories of Policy Classifications

The results of the analysis of disability policies provided insight into two major areas: (a) a topology of policies, and (b) a framework for policy development and analysis. Six categories of policies were created based upon the survey results: (a) senate approved policy; (b) board of governor approved policy; (c) senate and board of governor approved policy; (d) currently drafting policy; (e) working policy (i.e., those which are not approved by the senate or board of governors, but are in place nonetheless); and (f) no reported policy. The word "policy" will be used generically to denote all six types of policies. As revealed in Table 1, a majority of policies have been approved by the senate; and only a few institutions are without a policy. It is of interest to note that the most recent Canadian policy at the University of Victoria was approved by both senate and the board of governors (June 23, 1997).

In summary, this analysis revealed that most institutional policies apply to all students; however, some policies apply only to undergraduates (e.g., University of Guelph) or specific disabilities such as learning disabilities (e.g., Mount Allison, Bishop's, Dalhousie universities). The latter institution is unique in this respect, because it also has a general policy for students with disabilities. Working policies appear to be similar in context to senate and board of governor approved policies and tended to base their policy mandate upon institutional mission statements (e.g., Brock University and the University of Waterloo). Another typical feature of policies is that institutions referenced other universities as the models used to create their institutional policies (e.g., Bishop's University cited both the Trent University and McGill University models.

Eleven Categories of Variables in Disability

The policies surveyed were analyzed to provide insight into the commonalities and differences among the policies (a = 47). Based upon a content analysis of each policy, over 50 items were identified. These items were further organized into I I key variables: (a) definition of disability, (b) undue hardship, (c) legal and procedural considerations, (d) admissions, (e) documentation, (f) alternative academic accommodations, (g) academic integrity, (h) service accommodations, (i) experts and advisory committees, 0) review mechanism, and (k) appeals mechanism. Typical items identified under each variable are highlighted in Table 2.

Each of the variables in this disability policy analysis framework is presented below. Included are data from the four categories of disability policies (i.e., working, senate approved, board of governor approved, and senate and board of governor approved (11 = 35) in Canadian universities). The currently drafted and nonapproved policies were omitted.

1. Definition of disability. One-third or 13 of 35 universities define the word "disability" in their policy. Substantial variation was observed in the definitions for disability used at these institutions. The impact of creating varying definitions and protocols with institutions predicate the type of services for which an individual will receive consideration. For instance, The University of Victoria also describes the "otherwise" qualified student as "any person with a disability who is registered as a student at the University and who can meet the essential requirements of the task (e.g., completion of a program of studies), when his or her disability is reasonably accommodated, in spite of his/her disability." In comparison, both the University of Regina and Trent University chose to use the term "special needs" rather than "disability." Disability definitions run from general to specific, with some universities defining specific categories of disabilities for service provision. For instance, the policies of Brandon University and the University of Toronto also include provisions for students with temporary conditions. In addition, differences exist within institutions along the lines of undergraduate or graduate students and within various departments. McMaster University is one such example with three specific foci undergraduate students, graduate students, and various departmental policies for students with disabilities.

Four of 13 institutions have drafted policies that relate to specific disability groups. For example, Mount Allison University's policy provides academic and nonacademic accommodations for students with learning disabilities. The university's response indicated, however, that it also provides accommodations to students with other disabilities. Likewise, Dalhousie has a separate senate approved policy for students with learning disabilities, supplementary to its policy for students with disabilities, and Queen's University noted they are drafting a policy on physical accessibility (B. Roberts, personal communication, December 9, 1996). Bishop's University, out of concern for accommodating "hidden disabilities" fairly and adequately, has developed a policy on accommodations for students with learning disabilities. Similarly, the University of Manitoba's policy includes general guidelines for students with hearing impairments and reference to a fund to provide supplementary assistance for students who are deaf or hard of hearing.

2. Undue hardship. The provision of adaptive technology, interpreters, exam supervisors, psycho-educational testing, as well as structural modifications to buildings, are typical expenses institutions identified as requiring financial resources. Some of these expenditures are covered by students through the Provincial Territorial Governments Vocational Rehabilitation of Disabled Persons (VRDP) Programs, the Government of Canada Student Loans Program, and personal resources. Most of the remaining costs are often negotiated individually between the student and the institution.

The concept of "undue hardship" and reference to service provision within "reasonable cost" is cited in almost one-half (n = 17) of the policies. This factor identifies the extent to which service provision impacts upon the human and financial resources of the institution and the right of the institution to approve and set limits on the access to these resources. The range of policy choices relative to finances range from undue hardship, (e.g., University of Toronto), reasonable costs (e.g., University of Victoria), to no-limit services (e.g., University of Guelph). For example, the University of Toronto's policy states: "Costs will amount to undue hardship if they are (1) quantifiable; (2) shown to be related to the accommodation; (3) (a) so substantial that they would alter the essential nature of the enterprise; or (b) so substantial that they would substantially affect the viability of the enterprise." Likewise, the University of Victoria's policy states:

Undue hardship must be decided on the circumstances of each case, but would likely be supported: (a) when accommodation alternatives would result either in lowering academic standards or requiring substantial alteration of essential course or program requirements, or (b) where there is risk to public safety or a substantial risk of personal injury to the student with a disability, or (c) when financial cost is such that the operations of the university and/or its programs would be fundamentally diminished, or a program or service would cease to exist due to the financial burden of the accommodation. (University of Victoria, 1997)

Institutions, such as Saint Mary's, indicate a role for government resources, whereas the University of Guelph views financial considerations as an institutional responsibility. The former states, "it is to be understood by all in and outside the university that resources for support are finite and resources are dependent in large part upon the willingness of government to provide requisite support systems." Whereas the University of Guelph states "fiscal constraint, real though it may be, cannot be used to limit access to specific programs or courses by students with disabilities. The University must address, and be prepared to meet where necessary, the economic demands that the accommodation of students with disabilities may require."

3. Legal and procedural considerations. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and/ or the provincial Human Rights Code is cited in 24 policies. Institutions, such as McGill, reference the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Disabled Persons and the Quebec Human Rights Commission when defining a disability and quotes the Charter of Student Rights in the statement that "every student has the right to equal treatment by the university." The most recent Canadian policy, which was adopted by the University of Victoria on June 23, 1997, also cites the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (SBC 1992, c. 61) as well as the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and its provincial Human Rights Code. The University of Guelph's policy is unique in its stated commitment to go beyond the minimal legal requirements of the Human Rights Iegislation and is similar to the University of Victoria and Athabasca University in referring to their respective Provincial Individual Rights Protection Act. In addition to legislative documents, institutional mission statements were cited in policies at institutions such as Saint Mary's University, t h e University of Windsor, the University of Waterloo, and Brock University.

4. Admissions. A majority of institutions (n = 35) cited a distinct section in their policy on admissions, which identified items relative to recruitment, pre-admission, needs assessment mechanisms, and admission to specific programs. Policies at Universite Laval, Universite de Montreal, and the Universite du Quebec capture the breadth of service provision provided to the student prior to admission and follow the CRPUQ3 guidelines. Also, McGill University indicates that the level of support services needed by an applicant with a disability is not a factor in the admission decision. Similarly, St. Francis Xavier University's policy states: "Students with disabilities who are judged academically qualified should be admitted except for the most compelling reasons." In comparison, students with learning disabilities who apply to Mount Allison university must include an assessment from the high school made within the previous year, detailing the type of learning disability, the techniques used to compensate for it, and the special requirements or considerations requested of the university. Likewise, the University of Regina outlines the self-identification procedure for students upon application to the university.

The policies at Queen's University, the University of Guelph, and the University of Alberta, for example, include statements which encourage Students with disabilities to apply for admission. For instance, the University of Alberta references its tradition of encouraging academically qualified persons with disabilities to seek admission to its institution. St. Francis Xavier University's policy also includes a special admissions clause which is used to adjudicate application from students with disabilities who do not meet the admission requirements.

Self-identification of students with disabilities is requested at different times in the admission process. For example, St. Francis Xavier University, the University of Victoria, and Memorial University of Newfoundland invite students to self-identify on the application for admission. Whereas, St. Thomas University and Dalhousie University invite students, in the offer of admission, to contact the designated staff member to discuss their special learning needs.

5. Documentation. Nineteen (a = 35) of the institutional policies indicated that students with disabilities must self-identify in order to receive accommodations and services. Self-identification protocol often occurs simultaneously with documenting the disability to receive accommodations. Policies note that it is in the student's interest to self-identify early, so that services can be allocated appropriately and effectively. Self-identification to a coordinating center or university administrator is usually sufficient; but in other cases, students must also self-identify to each professor before accommodations are provided. The policies (R = 35) referenced coordinating centres or offices or a designated individual as the liaison between the student and the institution in the provision of services such as elevator keys, computers, or adaptive equipment. For example, at St. Thomas University and the University of Prince Edward Island, students were advised to contact the student affairs office.

After a student self-identifies, documentation which is requested by the institution often refers to a medical or psychoeducational verification of the disability by a recognized professional. The University of Victoria, for example, stipulates the following in its policy:

the documentation should outline the nature of the disability, along with a detailed explanation of the functional impact of the disability on the pursuit of post-secondary education. When possible, the documentation should give explicit recommendations for remedial and/or coping strategies that will assist the student in his or her pursuit of a program or post-secondary education. A diagnosis alone (e.g., "visually impaired" "hearing impaired," or "learning disability") is not sufficient to support a request for an accommodation (University of Victoria, 1997).

From a review of the policies received, it was noted that neither of the policies included guidelines for updating documentation. However, as noted previously, Mount Allison's policy requests current documentation for admission. Other institutions, such as Laurentian, build in a proviso that, "the University may require additional assessments or documentation which may include psychological testing." Also, the University of Western Ontario's policy states that "in the absence of appropriate documentation, arrangements must be made, through the University, for the assessment of the disability." At Bishop's University, with the student's consent, the student counseling service provides information to the Dean of the student's division, who, in turn, with the student's consent, copies it to the respective faculty members. The Blundon Centre for students with disabilities at Memorial University of Newfoundland operates in a similar fashion, with the student being responsible for providing information to his or her professors. Similarly, Dalhousie University requires current documentation (within three years) of the condition from a registered psychologist for the special admissions process for students with learning, disabilities.

Advocacy and confidentiality were identified as issues related to documentation. In policies, such as Dalhousie's, it states that students with disabilities are "expected to undertake a reasonable measure of self -advocacy." Simon Fraser University's policy highlights the confidentiality issue by stating that documentation "will not be released to anyone outside of the Center, including instructors . . . The Services Coordinator will create a letter for each instructor describing the specific accommodations requested. The most direct statement in the policy review regarding confidentiality is by the University of Victoria which states "any personal information will be handled in accordance with principles of this Act (i.e., the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, SBC 1992, c. 6 1). A breech of confidentiality will not be tolerated."

6. Alternative academic accommodations. A review of the policies revealed the diversity of academic accommodations and procedures for meeting these accommodations. Examples of alternative academic accommodations relative to evaluation often include extended time, special seating, the provision of visual language interpreters, change of test format (e.g., multiple choice to essay), the use of adaptive technology, and the provision of alternative formats such as Braille or large print. Key items affiliated with this category include evaluation, individuality, time frames for requesting accommodations, course substitutions or waivers, implementation procedures, and responsibilities for providing accommodations or services. Some institutions, such as Carleton, reinforce that accommodations have to be flexible and made on an individual basis. In contrast, the University of New Brunswick specifies a time and a half maximum limit for writing tests and exams; and institutions, like the University of Western Ontario, include specific deadlines for requesting accommodations.

Policies of the universities of Toronto, Laurentian, Dalhousie, Victoria, McMaster, and Saskatchewan, for example, allow for wavers or course substitutions for students with particular disabilities. Laurentian, for example, defines adaptations to courses, programs and activities as "modifications made with the approval of the appropriate body within the university, which would provide students who have special needs with equitable opportunities to meet academic standards (e.g., A student with a mobility impairment might satisfy the requirements for the Physical Education Program without participating in physical activities)." Similarly, Dalhousie's policy for students with learning disabilities states that accommodations typically can include modification to program requirements (e.g., class substitutions).

A fairly common process for students to receive accommodation would include a student self-identifying to his or her professor, or to an office, officer, or director of a centre for students with disabilities and providing documentation of his or her disability. This documentation is often used to determine appropriate accommodations and to ensure sufficient notice of these arrangements to allow for alternative testing, or support services, such as note takers or interpreters, in a timely manner.

The responsibility for the arrangements appear to generally fall equally on the student, professor, and coordinating centre. The accommodation of students with disabilities can involve several members of the university community. For example, at the University of Alberta, the "provision of a supportive physical, academic and social environment is the responsibility of the entire university." Policies at the University of New Brunswick and Queen's University specify that fellow students are expected to provide reasonable accommodation to meet the needs of students with disabilities, such as wearing an assistive listening device during class. In addition, at the University of Western Ontario, "the decision about requests for accommodation rests with the faculty offering the accommodation," whereas at Simon Fraser University, "instructors and department representatives are under no obligation to deal with requests which are not endorsed by the Centre (for students with disabilities)."

7. Academic integrity. Most of the policies in the study directly cite academic integrity (n = 35). Memorial University of Newfoundland's handbook on disability awareness for students, faculty, and service providers states:

It is commonly felt that unless all students are evaluated in exactly the same manner, an element of unfairness exists. Students with disabilities, however, may require modifications in the evaluation process in order to accurately demonstrate their achievement of course objectives (Memorial University of Newfoundland, 1997, p. 116).

The tension point commonly identified is achieving a balance between minimizing the impact of the disability on the student's performance and assuring equal opportunity to demonstrate content mastery without compromising academic standards.

The University of Toronto addresses two very important questions relative to integrity when accommodating students with disabilities: (a) How do we know that a request for accommodation is legitimate, and (b) how do we know that a proposed accommodation is appropriate? In both instances, it is recommended that common sense should prevail in most cases. In other cases, (e.g., if there is an ongoing condition or an invisible disability) either the Office of Special Services will provide a recommendation or an appropriate professional will be asked to certify that the requested accommodations is appropriate. Similarly, the University of Guelph's policy states:

Program committees will have to unambiguously spell out the specific requirements as they relate to the academic goals and performance levels required for graduation ... Unless all sectors of the University can do this, their positions will be vulnerable, particularly if their decisions are challenged within the University itself or in a court of law.

8. Service accommodations. Table 3 highlights the types of service accommodations cited in the disability policies and includes examples of how they are typically manifested in services. Academic advising, notetakers, and physical accessibility were the most frequently mentioned variables; and employment equity, food services, library, safety, sports and leisure, remediation, convocation, and transportation were the least noted. The University of Regina's policy is unique in that it contains a section entitled "Limitations." It states that "although the University will attempt to assist off-campus students to the greatest extent possible, it cannot guarantee that such assistance will be available." Furthermore, it states "not all classes offered by the Faculty of Fine Arts at the College Avenue Campus are wheelchair accessible." In comparison, the University of Victoria's policy applies to "all self-identified full-time or part-time students registered in credit or non-credit courses in both on or off-campus programs..."

9. Experts and advisory committees. Another variable common in some institutional policies was the inclusion of experts and advisory committees in the area of policy development, service provision, advocacy, and education. Advisory committees on disabilities tend to report to either student affairs and services and/or the president. These committees are generally comprised of students, faculty, and staff from affiliated service areas. Memorial University of Newfoundland also extends membership to disability-related community organizations (e.g., the Canadian National Institute for the Blind).

Saint Mary's Presidential Advisory Committee includes two faculty members appointed by Senate, three students appointed by the Student Representative Council in consultation with the centre for students with disabilities, the director of the Centre for Students with Disabilities, the director of Student Services, the director of the Physical Plant, one member of the Board of Governors (preferably an alumni member), and one staff member appointed by the chief librarian. Similarly, St. Francis Xavier University's Committee for Students with Disabilities includes the chief student affairs officer, the contact person for students with disabilities, the admissions officer, the assistant to the deans of arts and science, two students with disabilities currently registered at the university (to be appointed by the president of the students' union), one member of the health and counseling staff, one arts faculty member and one science faculty member elected by Senate. Saint Mary's differs from St. Francis Xavier in that the later has the discretion to add other committee members.

10. Review mechanism. Review mechanism have been included in policies to ensure that the ideas, needs, and viewpoints presented at the time of policy development are meeting the current needs of students as well as institutional and legislative mandates. Including such a review mechanism, makes provision for policy changes or challenges. Some policies specify periods for regular review, such as the annual review noted at the University of Saskatchewan.

11. Appeals mechanism. Approximately one-third of the policies referenced a mechanism to respond to policy appeals. In the area of service provision, policy challenges appear to focus around fairness to other students, academic standards, and faculty/student responsibilities (e.g., extra time, usage of readers, scribes, or tutors and the usage of equipment during class such as tape recorders or laptop computers). For example, Carleton University's policy outlines the procedure to handle disputes, "Any dispute unresolved by discussion between students and instructors may be appealed by the student and by the instructors to the Chair/Director and/or the Office of the Dean of Faculty." All appeals are channeled through the existing appeal mechanisms and procedures of the university. The University of Western Ontario's policy states that an appeal process is available if a faculty member is unable or unwilling to make accommodations. In this case, students can first approach the chair of the department in which the course is taught, then the Dean of the faculty in which the course is taught, and then to the Senate Review Board (Academic). The University of Guelph also outlines a step-by-step procedure for disagreements regarding accommodations which ends at a final appeal to the Senate Committee on Student Petitions. Another route for appeals is to the Vice President (Academic) via Student Affairs and the dean of the instructor's faculty (University of Regina) or to either the Dean of Student Affairs, the Dean of Faculty, the Dean of Graduate Studies, or the Human Rights Office (University of Windsor). Appeals at York University are addressed through the appointment of a mediator from the University Complaint Centre in the Office of Student Affairs. Both the policies of the University of Guelph and the University of Windsor also recognize the right of students to challenge their position under the Human Rights Code. There are two main limitations of this study: (a) information was collected over a 2-year period and verified for updates between November 1996 and October 1997, and (b) determination and categorization of the variables was based upon the interpretation of information received by telephone, electronic mail, and written replies. This study is not intended to rank policies but, rather, to expose common variables as presented in interpreted replies. It is also understood that information represented in policies may or may not reflect the full extent of services provided on a particular campus. In summary, the review of Canadian disability policies in this study identified six categories of policy and a framework consisting of 11 variables for disability policy development and analysis.

Conclusion

It would be presumptuous for the authors to make specific recommendations for an ideal disability policy due to the great diversity of students as well as the varied campus climates, cultures, organizational missions, leadership, and histories across Canada. What might be appropriate to implement in one institution might not necessarily be suitable in another. As the 11 key variables in this framework reveals, there are many issues to consider in policy development. The proposed policy framework is intended as a guideline for policy development and as a mechanism for analyzing existing disability policies in Canadian universities. This study focused entirely on institutional written policies with over 75% of all the universities in Canada reporting policy development and analysis initiatives. Future research could focus on the application of these policies, such as the perceptions of students, faculty, administrators, and other consumers of campus disability policies relative to (a) the usefulness (ie., ease of use, of institutional policies), (b) whether perceived needs are being met (e.g., in terms of faculty workload, and academic integrity), and (c) the extent to which universities are willing to enforce and modify disability policies to meet the emerging personal requests and legal precedents set in this area.

Endnotes

1. Much of the leadership for policy development for students with disabilities has been initiated by campus centres for students with disabilities, These centres emerged over the last two decades, e. g., the University of Alberta (1980), Saint Mary's University (1985), the University of Guelph (1990), Carleton University (1990), and Memorial University of Newfoundland (1992). It should be noted that many universities, such as Saint Mary's, Carleton, and Memorial, were assisting students with disabilities prior to this on an ad-hoc basis. Typically, centres serve a variety of functions including advocacy; implementing awareness programs, including faculty and staff in servicing; orientation of new students, including conducting student needs assessments, providing a liaison between students and instructors; and developing and implementing special needs policies, procedures, and programs.

2. The National Educational Association of Disabled Students is a Canadian consumer organization, with a mandate to encourage the self-empowerment of post-secondary students with disabilities. NEADS advocates for increased accessibility at all levels so that disabled students may gain equal access to college or university education.

3. CRPUQ guidelines state, "the University integrates into the basic training of those studying health sciences, social work, psychology, education, and physical education and development, notions of the better known disabilities and of procedures for intervention with students with disabilities and their families."

Table 1 Classification of Status of Disability Policies in Canadian Universities (n = 47)

	 
	Policies

	Policy classifications
	Number
	Percent

	Senate Approved Policy
	23
	49

	Working Policy*
	9
	19

	No Reported Policy
	8
	17

	Currently Drafting Policy
	4
	9

	Board of Governor Approved Policy
	2
	4

	Senate and Board of Governors Approved Policy
	1
	2


Note. Includes three universities in Quebec who indicated they follow the CRPUQ (Conference des recteurs et des principaux des universities du Quebec) guidelines.
Table 2 Typical Items Identified in It Categories of Variables of Disability Policies

1. Definition of Disability

· Categories of accommodation (e.g., temporary, graduate, undergraduate, learning disability, hard of hearing, otherwise qualified student) 

· Define departmental policies (procedural)

2. Undue Hardship

· Limited resources/Reasonable costs 

· Safety

3. Legal & Procedural Considerations

· Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

· Canadian Provincial Human Rights Codes 

· Charter of Student Rights 

· Institutional Mission Statements 

· United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Disabled Persons 

· Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, SBC 1992, c. 61 

· Individual Rights Protection Act

4. Admissions

· Recruitment 

· Needs Assessment 

· Pre-admissions 

· Admission to specific programs after initial admission

5. Documentation

· Self-identification 

· Confidentiality 

· Advocacy 

· Deadlines for requesting services or accommodations 

· Established centres or a designated special needs coordinator

6. Alternative Academic Accommodations

· Individuality 

· Shared responsibility (e.g., students, faculty, administrators) 

· Time frame for requesting services 

· Implementation procedures 

· Evaluation (e.g., alternative formats, waivers, or course substitutions) 

7. Academic Integrity Modifying programs, course requirements, examination procedures, scholarship, or financial assistance requirements without compromising academic standards

8. Service Accommodations

· Convocation 

· Parking 

· Transportation 

· Counseling 

· Library 

· Sports & leisure 

· Note takers 

· Physical accessibility 

· Remediation 

· Readers 

· Safety 

· Financial 

· Scribes * Interpreters 

· Employment equity 

· Orientation 

· Food service 

· Academic advising

9. Experts and Advisory Committees

· Membership 

· Mandate (e.g., advisory or educational role) 

10. Review Mechanism

· Policy review time frame 

· Role of special needs office (e.g., policy or education) 

11. Appeals Mechanism

· Disagreements 

· Advocacy 

· Legal and procedural considerations 

· Individuality 

· Role of student, faculty, administrators 

· Special admissions 

· Compliance with the university's existing appeal mechanism and procedures

Table 3 Examples of Service Accommodations Cited in Disability Policies by Institution

	Type of Service
	Sample Characteristics of Service

	Academic Advising
	Advice regarding course selection and academic program

	Convocation
	Accessible seating, mobility assistance, F.M. systems, interpreters

	Counseling
	Personal and career

	Employment Equity
	University job advertisements reflect employment equity legislation

	Financial
	Loans, bursaries, work-study opportunities, scholarships, awards, etc; providing information on special financial assistance programs

	Note takers
	Provision of note-taker/NCR copy paper/or provide course notes

	Interpreters
	Provision of visual language (e.g., oral or ASL) interpreters

	Readers & Scribes
	Provision of readers or scribes

	Orientation
	Orientation programs for new students

	Food Service
	Specific food allergies or dietary requirements accommodation

	Library
	Specific services & adaptive technology

	Parking
	Availability of parking for students with disabilities

	Physical Accessibility
	Accessibility to buildings, classes, residences, labs; elevator keys

	Safety
	Specially provided equipment; maintenance of elevators, automatic ramps, lifts, & walkways; environmental barriers (e.g., exposure to chemicals and microorganisms) 

	Sports & Leisure
	Promotes sports and leisure for students with disabilities

	Remediation
	Tutors

	Transportation
	Accessible transportation on and off campus
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Abstract

This study investigates the perceptions of college students with disabilities toward study abroad by using personal interviews to rank perceived barriers to participation and necessary accommodations. Subjects are college students with disabilities who would qualify, academically for study abroad. Subjects cited the barriers of lack of knowledge about available study abroad programs, lack of assistive devices and services, and financial barriers. Students favored inclusionary study abroad programs as opposed to programs just for students with disabilities. Most subjects preferred six months advance notice and study abroad in their junior year of college. Disability services staff need to collaborate with international education staff and academic advisers to present timely and accurate information about study abroad options to students with disabilities.
Since 1985, the number of American students studying abroad has increased steadily (Burn, Cerych, & Smith, 1990; National University Continuing Education Association, 1994). Statistics are available on such variables as host country, field of study, academic level, gender, and duration of study abroad (Steen, 1994/95; Zikopoulous, 1993). However, students with disabilities have traditionally been underrepresented in study abroad programs, and statistics about their rates of participation are lacking (Hameister, Matthews & Skolnick, 1991; Sygall, 1994a).

In its 1990 report A National Mandate for Education Abroad: Getting on with the Task, the NAFSA/CIEE/IIE National Task Force on Undergraduate Education Abroad recommended that 10 % of all U.S. undergraduates should study abroad, and that there should be greater diversity in the students who participate, in the foreign locations, and in the types of programs (Hoffa, 1995). Students with disabilities are one group that will increase the diversity of American students studying abroad.

The number of college and university students reporting disabilities in the United States has been steadily increasing. According to a 1994 study published by the HEATH Resource Center, 9.2 % of all college freshmen (over 140,000 students) report having a disability. The comparable figure for full-time, first-time freshmen in 1978 was only 2.6 % (Rumpel, 1996). Degree aspirations of students with disabilities are similar to those who do not report disabilities (American Council on Education, 1995).The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) has focused attention on legal rights to equal access, and students with disabilities are starting to request accommodations for study abroad experiences (Sygall, 1994a; 1994b). Study abroad programs need to be prepared to include and accommodate qualified students with disabilities in their exchange programs. It is important to involve potential participants who have disabilities in all the decision making, problem solving, and planning that goes into international programs (Lewis & Sygall, 1993; Sygall, 1995).

Mobility International USA, NAFSA (Association of International Educators), and other national and international organizations have taken the lead in encouraging international exchange programs for persons with disabilities by sponsoring workshops and publishing on this topic. There have also been regional and state-level initiatives on this topic, for example, "No Barriers to Study" primarily at Bucknell, Lock Haven, and Penn State universities, and the "Task Force on Disability Issues in International Exchange" at the University of Minnesota (Aune & Soneson, 1995). Resources like these are included in two new guides published by the University of New Orleans and Catholic University of Leuven, Belgium (Gagliano & Moore, 1996; VanAcker, 1996). The guides identify the types of accommodations, programs, and services available at individual campuses in the U.S., Canada, and Europe for students with disabilities who are interested in international exchange opportunities.

In a major national study, the reasons that students have for choosing to study abroad were a desire to experience new cultures and to learn the language of the host country. Academic reasons were of secondary importance, unless the study abroad program was integrated into the academic curriculum of the home college. Students not choosing to study abroad cited a lack of curricular relevance and the fear that study abroad would delay their college graduation (Carlson, Burn, Useem, & Yachimowicz, 1990).

Students whose parents have completed a higher education degree or who are in more highly qualified occupation appear to constitute a greater percentage of participants in study abroad. Study abroad programs have a strong attraction for students who already have some international experience, for example, students who themselves or whose parents or brothers and sisters had previously spent some time abroad (Opper, Teichler, & Carlson, 1990).

Method

Development of Instrumentation

Beginning in 1989, a literature review and input from experts in disability services were used to create a survey of student perceptions regarding study abroad. The survey was piloted with 9 students with disabilities and then revised for clarity. In the spring semesters of 1990 and 1991, 42 additional students with disabilities completed the survey, and the instrument was revised again to its current form (Hameister, Matthews, & Skolnick, 199 1). The specific components of the survey form included (a) informed consent, (b) collection of demographic and student information, (c) questions about the students' interest in studying abroad and previous travel experience, (d) questions about perceived barriers to study abroad, and (e) questions about the perceived importance of various accommodations.

In developing questions about perceived barriers to study abroad, a 5-point scale was used. One (1) indicated no effect, two (2) mild effect, three (3) moderate effect, four (4) severe effect, and five (5) profound effect. Questions regarding the importance of various accommodations were also developed around a 5-point scale. Students could indicate that the accommodation was not important (1), of little importance (2), of some importance (3), had a lot of importance (4), or was of utmost importance (5).

Procedure

During the fall of 1992 and the spring of 1995 semesters, university students with disabilities were individually asked about their attitudes toward study abroad using "No Barriers to Study: A Study Abroad Interview Questionnaire" (Matthews, Hameister, & Skolnick, 1992). Interviews took about 15 minutes each, and all but five were done face to face by a disability service provider. The five exceptions were done by telephone.

Five universities participated in the study. Four of the institutions of higher education were located in Pennsylvania and one was in Michigan. Four were large public supported universities and one was a smaller state school.

Participants

Participants were selected from those students on their campus currently receiving disability services with a grade point average of at least a 2.5 on a 4.0 scale. Interest in study abroad was not a criteria for selection, but the intent of our process was to interview students who would be eligible for study abroad.

Sixty-four undergraduate students participated in the study. There were an equal number of males and females, with an average chronological age of 23.0 years. The range of ages was broad, from 18 years 5 months to 51 years nine months. Subjects had completed an average of 64 credits with a grade point average of 2.9. In terms of disability, 24 were learning disabled, 12 visually impaired, 11 health impaired, 10 physically disabled, and seven hearing impaired. The severity of disability was described as moderate for 25 students, mild for 23 students, and severe for 16 students. Severity of disability was usually determined from disability service records. When record information was unclear, the student was asked to identify their disability as being mild, moderate, or severe. About half of the subjects (29) used assistive devices. Although more than 30 devices or personal types of help were noted, devices that were most common were hearing aids, a cane, tape recorders, and readers. A variety of disability services were being rendered over an average period of three semesters. Services most commonly reported were testing accommodations, priority registration, academic advisement and counseling, and transportation.

Forty-seven of our 64 subjects, or 73%, had previously traveled outside of the United States. Canada, the Caribbean, Mexico, the United Kingdom, and France were the most frequented. The majority traveled with their family. Twelve students went with friends and 10 with high school groups.

Results

Barriers

Our sample was asked to what extent each of 12 barriers related to disabilities might affect them during study abroad. Overall, a mild (1.96) effect was indicated when all 12 items from the questionnaire were combined. A summary of our findings appears in Table 1. Those barriers having the most effect were "Lack of knowledge about available study abroad programs" (X = 2.39) and "Lack of available assistive devices and services such as interpreters or readers" (X = 2,39). Those were followed by "Financial barriers" (X = 2.34). Those of least concern were" Communication barriers caused by inability to be understood by others ( disability-related communication barriers, not . . . foreign language competency)" (X = 1.56), "Architectural and manmade barriers" (X = 1.64), and "Ecological or natural barriers such as hill or snow" (X = 1.64). The remaining six barriers tended to be viewed in the middle of these two extremes and were perceived as having a mild effect. Fifty percent of the total responses indicated that the listed barriers would have no effect. Only 13% of all responses ranked the barriers as having severe or profound importance.

Accommodations

Subjects were then asked how important 16 accommodations were to them. Again a 5-point scale was used. Overall, our subjects felt that accommodations were "of some importance" (X = 2.93). A summary of our findings appears in Table 2. The most important one was "Being part of a program for nondisabled and disabled students as opposed to one for students with disabilities" 3.80). The second most significant one was "advanced notice" (X = 175). A little more than half our subjects wanted six months notice. Approximately a quarter said they only needed three months. Eleven students requested one year's notice. Third in importance was "Support from (their)... academic advisor(s) and counselor(s)" (X= 3.52). Tied for fourth was "Support and encouragement from family and friends" and "the length of the program" (X = 3.45). To the latter end, 45 of the 64 subjects, or 70 %, preferred a semester of study abroad. Ten indicated an academic year as the preferred length of time. The fifth accommodation was "Academic assistance such as note taking, readers, modified testing and/or interpreters." Tied for sixth was "Financial assistance beyond what (they) ... already (had)..." and a "Designated office or person to assist (while) ... abroad on disability-related needs." The remaining accommodations, although viewed as important by some, all received less than a 3.0 mean value.

Our subjects were then asked, "Following our discussion today, permit me to again ask you which of the following best describes your personal interest in study abroad." Eighty-four percent of our students did not change their minds about study abroad as a result of the interview. Sixteen percent, however, did. Of the 10 subjects who changed their minds, 3 were less interested, while 7 were more interested.

Eighty-three percent of the subjects said that they had considered and were interested in studying abroad, primarily because of the cultural experiences. Most students interviewed wanted to learn more about study abroad. They were specifically interested in available services, finances, and countries that they could visit. There was a wide range of interest in countries to study abroad. Thirty-two different countries and five regions were mentioned in the top three choices of our students. England was the first choice, followed by Australia. Germany and Spain tied for third, with Italy close behind. England was in the first three choices of 60 % of our poll as was Australia for 36 %.

The junior year was by far the preferred time to study abroad. This accounted for 27 (42 %) of our subjects. Fourteen students (22 %) had no preference. Nine students (14 %) were interested in study abroad during their senior year, 5 (8 %) liked the sophomore year, and 4 (6 %) wanted to study abroad as graduate students. No one indicated their freshman year, and 5 students (8 %) did not respond.

Discussion and Implications

Barriers

What are the attitudes of postsecondary students with disabilities toward barriers and accommodations when pursuing foreign study? Our findings suggest practical strategies for facilitating study abroad by students with disabilities.

In general, responses indicated little concern among participants regarding barriers related to disability. The three highest areas of concern were "lack of knowledge" "lack of available assistive devices and services," and "'financial barriers."

Lack of knowledge in any sphere of activity will impact understanding, perception, and overall relationship to that activity. The data supports the idea that lack of knowledge can be a barrier in our understanding of study abroad. This may also influence willingness to pursue a study abroad opportunity. Three strategies that may reduce the impact of this barrier will be advanced. First, develop a positive collaborative relationship between personnel in international education and those in disability service programs on your own campus and beyond. Second, utilize direct communication linkage with personnel serving students with disabilities abroad. One way to facilitate this strategy is through e-mail. Answers to a basic question, such as are textbooks available on audio tape, can be answered directly, quickly, and efficiently. Third, obtain disability service information for those study abroad or exchange programs that are the most utilized by students from your university. This helps to increase the knowledge base of disability services staff, thereby enhancing staff effectiveness in working with students.

Consider the availability of assistive devices and services. Initially, as part of the collaborative process, assist students in identifying their objectives for a successful study abroad experience. For example, students might seek a study abroad experience where they can be immersed in the Spanish language, or a program in which to develop an appreciation of architecture. Seek a good match between the individual student's objective and the attributes of study abroad programs that your institution offers. After several possible programs are identified, students may then need to discuss very specific individual needs, such as the availability of specific assistive devices and services. As they are available, continue to use devices and services that have contributed to success at the home institution, such as test accommodations or a personal computer, or locate other suitable alternatives.

Among the responsibilities to be assigned in the collaborative process is the identification of adequate financial resources. Costs for personal assistance, transporting of equipment, high medical costs, and adapted transportation may increase financial need. Good planning is the key to lessening the impact of financial concerns. Although students can typically use their existing financial aid packages when studying abroad, supplemental funding may also be available from a variety of sources. Some likely sources include vocational rehabilitation agencies, disability scholarships from the home institution, and grants from local disability agencies or private foundations. Additional partners in this process are the financial aid offices in the United States and abroad. Providing "program access" to study abroad, as required by Section 504 and the ADA, is the responsibility of the U.S. institution sponsoring the exchange. Many international universities are improving physical access and providing disability support staff and adaptive equipment. It is wise to establish exchange programs with such universities. While it may not be possible to accommodate every student with a disability in every overseas site, it should be possible to offer each student with a disability an accessible study abroad experience.

Accommodations

It is interesting to note that accommodation items evoked a stronger response than questions relating to barriers. This may suggest that students with disabilities are reaching a point where barriers are much less important than finding ways to work around barriers and advocate for disability-related accommodations. The fact that accommodations were of some importance to students is supported by the data which shows that eight items related to accommodation had a mean of 3.0 or higher. The composite weighted mean for accommodations was 2.93.

One striking result of the interviews was that the highest weighted mean score was for the item "Being part of a program for nondisabled and disabled students as opposed to one for students with disabilities" (X=3.80). Conversely, among the lowest means was "Contacts with students who have disabilities similar to yours" (X = 2.17). The importance of a mainstreamed, included, undifferentiated academic environment to students with disabilities is supported by this study.

Program design considerations that were of particular importance to participants included advance notice (X = 3.75) and program length (X = 3.45). Thirty-four of 64 students (53 %) noted that they would require six months advance notice to prepare for a study abroad experience. This data may allay concerns that inordinate amounts of planning time might be required to facilitate a study abroad experience for students with disabilities. Forty-five of 64 students (70 %) of respondents noted that they would prefer to study abroad for one semester.

"Support and encouragement from family and friends" (X = 3.45) and "Support from your academic advisor(s) and counselor(s)" (X = 3.52) signify the importance of support from significant others in decision making regarding study abroad programming. Disability service providers can ensure that academic advisors are informed about the increasing opportunities for study abroad by students with disabilities. Students with disabilities, returning from successful study abroad experiences, can inspire and reduce concerns in prospective student travelers as well as their family/friends and academic advisors.

"Financial assistance beyond what you already have" (X = 3.30) is of some importance to students interviewed. Although students noted that financial considerations were of little concern as a barrier (X = 2.34), the accommodation of additional financial assistance was recognized as somewhat more important. Institutional scholarship funds for study abroad programs can provide the boost that enables students with disabilities to commit to study abroad.

Academic assistance such as note takers, readers, modified testing and/or interpreters" (X = 3.39) and a "Designated office or person to assist you abroad on disability related needs" (X = 3.30) were also of some importance as an accommodation to study participants. Assurances that a comparable level of service and someone to contact with disability related needs was of some or greater importance to three quarters of participants interviewed.

Additionally, the "No Barriers to Study: A Study Abroad Interview Questionnaire" responses indicate the individuality of needs relating to accommodation. On only one item was there a large majority of respondents who agreed that the accommodation was "not" or "of little" importance. Eighty-eight percent of respondents replied in this manner to the item "Personal care attendants, animal assistants (e.g., dog guides) and/or other nonacademic help." In spite of this highly skewed response, it is clear that there are individuals who require such accommodation. This high percentage reflects a small number of students with disabilities requiring this type of assistance.

In spite of some individual differences in response to accommodation items, it is apparent from our discussion in this section that patterns do exist among our 64 respondents. For example, students overwhelmingly expressed a desire to participate in inclusionary programs. These patterns and others may be used as indicators of the types of considerations that should guide service providers when working with students in preparation for the study abroad experience.

Tips for Disability Service Providers

As a result of our investigation, a number of tips or ideas for disability service providers have surfaced. We conclude our discussion with the following summary:

1. Develop a positive collaborative relationship between personnel in international education and the those in disability service programs on your campus and beyond.

2. Utilize direct communication with personnel serving students with disabilities abroad.

3. Obtain disability service information for those study or exchange programs that are the most utilized by students from your university.

4. Seek a good match between the individual student's objective and the attributes of study abroad programs that your institution offers.

5. Match and translate devices, services, and other accommodations that have contributed to success at home to the receiving setting abroad. Identify a person or persons to be accountable for their delivery.

6. Identify adequate financial resources. Students with disabilities may require additional monetary support.

7. Students with disabilities want to be included in the same programs as students without disabilities. They do not want to be segregated.

8. For the most part, students with disabilities do not require lengthy planning time to study abroad. Furthermore, most want to go abroad for a semester.

9. Going abroad requires the support of family, academic advisors, and other students with disabilities who have studied abroad.

10. Although students studying abroad may have similar needs, each one is unique. Their individual needs, including those that may be disability specific, must be acknowledged in overcoming barriers and providing accommodations.

Limitations

Results of this study must be viewed with caution. The research spanned a 3-year period and two states with wide geographical representation. State and state-related universities of different sizes were represented. In replication efforts, it is recommended that a shorter time span be used.

Most students, who were contacted by the person responsible for disability services at their respective campuses, agreed to participate in this study. We did not, however, keep a record of those few students who refused to participate or why they did not want to participate.

Greater consistency in reporting the severity of disability of our subjects could have been realized in this study. For example, in some cases written records were used and at other times we clarified severity through self report.

There are advantages and disadvantages to different interview techniques. In this research, face-to-face and telephone interviews ensured that students with disabilities clearly understood the questions, and had the opportunity to request clarification. However, students may have been reluctant to admit to the importance of barriers while responding in a personal interview. Perhaps, ratings for the impact of barriers and the need for accommodations would be higher if anonymous surveys or group interviews were used to collect data.

A comparison with nondisabled students should be included in future research. For example, do nondisabled students perceive similar barriers to study abroad as students with disabilities? Do nondisabled students want students with disabilities accommodated in their study abroad programs?

Finally, future research should certainly investigate the patterns of responses from students with different types of disabilities. Our data for the importance of certain barriers and accommodations (e.g., architectural or transportation barriers; use of assistive devices) is related strongly to the type of disabilities represented in our sample population.

Table 1 Barriers to Participation in Study Abroad

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Weighted Mean (X) 
	Rank

	1. The attitude and behavior of others toward you
	20
	28
	16
	0
	0
	1.94
	5

	2. Architectural and man-made barriers
	41
	12
	5
	5
	1
	1.64
	9

	3. Ecological or natural barriers such as hills or snow
	43
	9
	7
	2
	3
	1.64
	9

	4. Transportation barriers
	30
	13
	10
	8
	3
	2.08
	3

	5. Financial barriers
	28
	9
	12
	7
	8
	2.34
	2

	6. Barriers created by rules that may be discriminatory and limit your participation
	36
	13
	5
	9
	1
	1.84
	8

	7. Lack of available assistive devices and services such as interpreters or readers
	24
	13
	11
	10
	6
	2.39
	1

	8. Lack of Knowledge about available study abroad programs
	21
	12
	19
	9
	3
	2.39
	1

	9. Your inability to interact confidently in social situations
	34
	15
	7
	6
	2
	1.86
	7

	10. Your health problems (disability related health problems only) 
	34
	10
	10
	7
	3
	1.98
	4

	11. Your dependence on family, friends for independent living
	30
	18
	11
	4
	1
	1.88
	6

	12. Communication barriers caused by your inability to be understood by others (disability related) 
	44
	8
	9
	2
	1
	1.56
	10

	 
	Composite Weighted Mean (X) 1.96
	

	Total Responses
	385
	160
	122
	69
	32
	 
	

	Percent of Total Responses
	50%
	21%
	16%
	9%
	4%
	 
	


Key - I = nonexistent or none 2 = mild 3 = moderate 4 severe 5 = profound

Table 2 Accommodations for Study Abroad

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	Weighted Mean (X) 
	Rank

	1. Traveling with friends
	11
	14
	23
	11
	5
	2.77
	7

	2. Living in the same building with other students from your university
	16
	19
	14
	13
	2
	2.47
	11

	3. Contact with students who have disabilities similar to yours
	21
	21
	13
	8
	1
	2.17
	13

	4. Being in program for nondisabled and disabled students as opposed to one for students with disabilities
	2
	8
	10
	20
	23
	3.80
	1

	5. Financial assistance beyond what you already receive
	9
	7
	17
	18
	13
	3.30
	6

	6. Support and encouragement from family & friends
	4
	11
	12
	21
	15
	3.45
	4

	7. Support from your academic advisor (s) and counselor (s) 
	4
	8
	14
	27
	11
	3.52
	3

	8. Advance notice
	1
	4
	18
	28
	13
	3.75
	2

	9. Length of program
	1
	8
	19
	33
	3
	3.45
	4

	10. Academic assistance such as notetakers, readers, modified testing and interpreters
	9
	8
	12
	19
	16
	3.39
	5

	11. Personal care attendants, animal assistants (e.g. dog guides) and/or other non-academic help
	47
	9
	3
	2
	3
	1.52
	14

	12. Accessible facilities such as housing & classrooms
	31
	2
	6
	17
	8
	2.52
	10

	13. Accessible transportation and parking
	30
	2
	5
	17
	10
	2.61
	8

	14. Designated office or person to assist you abroad on disability related needs
	6
	10
	17
	21
	10
	3.30
	6

	15. Assistive devices
	33
	3
	4
	7
	17
	2.56
	9

	16. Equipment maintenance
	34
	7
	4
	7
	12
	2.31
	12

	 
	Composite Weighted Mean (X) 2.93
	

	Responses (Total = 1,022) 
	259
	141
	191
	269
	162
	 
	

	Percent of Total Responses
	25%
	14%
	19%
	26%
	16%
	 
	


Key - I = not 2 = little 3 = some 4 = a lot 5=utmost
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Tech Talk: "You Talk, it Types?" Not Quite: Speech Recognition Technology for Postsecondary Students with Disabilities

David McNaughton
The Pennsylvania State University

BACKGROUND 

For all of us who have struggled with a computer keyboard, the allure of creating text simply by speaking is strong. For individuals with disabilities, alternatives to the regular keyboard are especially important. Individuals with physical disabilities may experience difficulty in performing the rapid discrete movements necessary for efficient typing. Individuals with learning disabilities may experience difficulty both in learning keyboarding skills, and in managing the cognitive load associated with simultaneously generating ideas, spelling words correctly, and entering text accurately.
Since the 1960s, computer manufacturers and software designers have worked to develop speech recognition technology that would provide computer access for individuals who cannot type efficiently. More recently, the computer industry has targeted the development of efficient and easy to use speech recognition systems as a top priority. In a 1997 speech to software developers, Microsoft President Bill Gates (September, 1997) commented that "It's my belief that every computer will have speech and linguistics built into it, because that's the world of discourse that we live in." The computer industry hopes that removing the keyboard "barrier" will provide greater access to computer technologies.

The development of a new generation of speech recognition technology, "continuous" speech recognition, has promised to bring the dream of effective and efficient speech recognition systems a step closer to reality. Traditional "discrete" technology required the individual to speak in individual words separated by pauses. The new continuous technology promises to recognize "connected" (i.e., conversational) speech. This column discusses the strengths and weaknesses of current speech recognition technology, as well as the implications of its use with postsecondary students with disabilities.

Speech Recognition Technology

"Speech recognition technology" is designed to do just that-enable an individual to control a computer using only speech. Rather than using a keyboard, the user can tell the computer (using a microphone) to execute commands ("Open file `Leaving"') and enter text (e.g., "Dear John"). 

Discrete Speech Recognition

Until recently, all major speech recognition systems used "discrete" technology. For these systems, individuals need to learn to speak in a clearly articulated word-by-word manner, with brief pauses between words, so that their speech will be recognized by the computer. In addition, individuals need to "train" the computer to recognize their particular pronunciation of words. As the user makes use of the system, the speech recognition software develops a user-specific voice-file that contains information about the user's voice qualities and pronunciations. This information is used by the computer to make guesses about the words used by the individual.

Because speech recognition can never guarantee 100% accuracy, the computer generates a list of alternative words each time it makes its "best guess" as to what the user has said. If the computer was inaccurate with its original guess, the user can select the desired word from the list of alternatives. The user can also choose to spell out the word letter by letter using speech, or by using the keyboard. A very good demonstration of speech recognition technology is available at the National Center for Improvement in Practice (NCIP) Voice Recognition demonstration page.1
Leading speech recognition systems using discrete technology are Dragon Dictate2 and IBM VoiceType3 for Windows users, and Power Secretary for Macintosh users. The average rate for typical adults after training is between 45 and 65 words per minute.

Investigations of the use of this technology by postsecondary students with learning disabilities has produced mixed results. While Higgins and Raskind (1995) documented evidence of a powerful positive impact for the college students with whom they worked, Day (1995) reported that speech recognition had little overall impact with her students. It is unclear how variables related to student characteristics, software use, targeted writing activities, or training activities may have contributed to the differences in these findings.

Continuous Speech Recognition

During the past year, the introduction of continuous speech technology has dramatically changed the field of speech recognition. This approach allows the user to dictate by speaking in a normal, continuous, and conversational manner. Continuous speech systems are also significantly cheaper than the older discrete systems, with state of the art technology available for approximately $150.

These new systems also promise to dramatically reduce the training time necessary for initial use. Because the individual can use normal everyday speech, the user does not learn to speak using individually distinct words. The manufacturers have also promised that these new technologies provide high rates of recognition "out of the box," so that the time necessary for the computer to learn to recognize your voice is reduced.

Leading speech recognition systems using discrete technology are Dragon Naturally Speaking5 and IBM ViaVoice6 . A detailed performance comparison of these systems is available at the 21st Century Eloquence Information in the News site; it was the opinion of reviewers that NaturallySpeaking enjoyed a slight advantage over ViaVoice for both ease of use and recognition accuracy. With training and extensive use, these systems recognize the user's speech (at about 80 words per minute) with approximately 90-95 % accuracy.

Although continuous speech recognition software presents many new promising features for individuals with disabilities, it also provides a number of serious challenges (NCIP Spotlight on Voice Recognition). First, recognition is enhanced when the user speaks in complete sentences; this method of text composition may be challenging for some users. Second, the user may be at the end of their dictated sentence before the words from the beginning of the sentence appear on the screen, which can pose problems for individuals who are monitoring their performance. Third, error correction may necessitate changes to whole passages of text, not just individual words.

Factors Supporting Effective Use

Disability support service providers have noted that the successful use of this technology is influenced by two key factors: the attitude of the user, and the successful use of training and practice activities.

Attitude of the user.

Speech recognition software is used most successfully when an individual is prepared to make a serious commitment to the training necessary to achieve proficiency. The likelihood of a positive reaction and commitment to the thorough investigation of the software is highly dependent on three factors.

First, the trainer should ensure that the system is set up to function at a high level of accuracy. "Slow" computers, poor sound cards, and improperly positioned microphones will greatly degrade performance.

Second, the trainer should present the software in an incremental manner that is paced to the user's developing understanding. The overall computer literacy of the individual is an important consideration at this time. As noted by Randy Borst (post to DSSHE-Listserv, June 6, 1996) "that's part of the rub with access computer technology-most all of it requires a longer learning curve and a better command of the access technology than is needed for the application program itself."

Third, the trainer must consider the student's personal desire to make use of the software. Students who do not feel that they need a new approach to keyboarding, and who feel that they have been "coerced" (by family members or other professionals) into trying the new software, may never "buy into" giving the program a chance. This is usually very evident from the effort students demonstrate during training activities, and the amount of time they spend between training session practicing what they have been taught (J. Kennedy, personal communication, May 22, 1998).

Training activities. Despite the claims for outstanding "out of the box" performance, anyone undertaking the use of speech recognition software should understand the time commitment necessary to pursue proficiency, While the initial training to master basic operation of continuous speech systems may require less time (approximately 3-6 hours) than the discrete systems (10 - 15 hours) a serious commitment to both training and practice activities is critical for both (J. Kennedy, personal communication, May 22, 1998).

A detailed listing of suggested training activities is available at the NCIP site on voice recognition. In summary, there are two aspects of training with speech recognition. First, the computer must be trained to recognize the user's words. As the system becomes accustomed to the user's voice, it develops a model that enables it to make better predictions as to what the user is saying. Second, all users must be trained in the process of saying words and correcting any mismatches between the user's spoken word and the computer's prediction.

For individuals who will rely upon the speech recognition system for all aspects of computer control, students will also need to learn how to spell by voice, and to give commands to the computer.

Expecting perfection in the early stages of usage is unrealistic, and new users should be encouraged to approach the system with the understanding that 80 - 90 percent recognition at first is part of the expected learning curve. It is important that users continue to use their normal speaking voice without straining, and take occasional drinks of water. Straining your voice in pursuit of "perfect" recognition can cause damage to the vocal cords (Kambeyanda, Singer, & Cronk, 1997). Users must also consistently correct any mismatches produced by the computer. Failure to correct recognition errors results in a "corrupted" voice recognition file; the speech recognition system will be operating on faulty information and recognition may actually decline if errors are left uncorrected.

Summary

Like all technology, voice recognition is not a panacea, and those who believe it to be 'the answer' for everybody (or even anybody) without taking a hard look at its limitations are being just as foolish as those who dismiss it without considering its potential benefits (T. Carpenter, NCIP, 1998). 10
Speech recognition is a key area of development for mainstream software developers, and individuals with disabilities will undoubtedly benefit from the huge investments currently being made in the development of this software. New speech recognition products must be investigated with care, however, as there may be a large gap between what is presented in advertisements, and the individual's initial experience with the system.
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The Internet has been said to have democratized information to a great extent. It was the Internet which was the medium by which the world became aware of the massacre in Tiannemen Square in Beijing. It was on the Internet that the Clinton-Lewinsky scandal became widely known. It was also the Internet which disseminated news of the death of Bob Hope: News which Bob Hope strongly denied. The value of the Internet, and the information it delivers, is only as high as the credibility of those who post the information.
A good example of the value of electronic discussion groups, or listservs like DSSHE-L, the list for Disability Support Services in Higher Education, is the timing and quality of the discussion of the Boston University Learning Disabilities case.

Discussion of the BU case was begun by Ron Blosser of the University of California at Irvine. In February 1996, he called the list's attention to an article that had appeared in that morning's New York Times. Around 15 hours later (speaking to the amount of free time DSS professionals have), Mary Hurwitz (Suffolk University) pointed out that Loring Brinckerhoff and Kip Opperman had both resigned over the situation in question.

Things got going again in September 1996 when a posting to the listserv passed along a letter from Anne Schneider, a mother of a Boston University student, who was instrumental in raising substantial funds for the Boston University program. The letter by Ms. Schneider outlined the current status of the BU lawsuit along with an appeal for financial contributions to help fund the out-of-pocket expenses totaling $85,000.

DSSHE-L users, not immune from the urge to spin-doctor, pointed things out when Boston University was in the headlines twice again in 1997 for different sorts of legal problems. Marcia Carlson (University of Wisconsin) contributed an excerpt from the daily electronic version of "Chronicles of Higher Education" which states that Boston University was ordered by Massachusetts highest court to pay a local training company more than $5.7 million for breach of contract and deceptive trade practices. In October 1997, Randall Borst (SUNY at Bufflao) shared a few details about a settlement where Boston University agreed to pay more than $700,000 to settle charges stemming from a series of environmental mishaps.

Richard, a student from the University of Massachusetts, became a part of the on-line discussion. Being familiar with John Silber (Boston University), and various comments made by him over the years, Richard felt that Mr. Silber was constantly putting his foot in his mouth. He shared an anecdote that exemplified his stance.

When the BU decision was released, all 53 pages of it were quickly posted to the DSSHE-L for anyone interested. Other related information was shared over the listserv including articles which could be found in the Wall Street Journal (September 3, 1997), the September 1997 issue of the Disability Compliance for Higher Education, and the October 9, 1997, issue of USA Today. Jane Jarrow (Disability Access Information and Support) attempted to offer a more positive and proactive response to the Boston University decision by organizing volunteers to create a "press kit" for service providers to use.

The talk of Boston University's legal problems has continued to be a topic for discussion on the DSSHE-L. The final decision handed down by Judge Saris from the United States District Court in Massachusetts, was recently being analyzed by members of the listserv and shared with one another. Kip Opperman (KippOpp Consulting) stated that when Disability Services and the College of Liberal Arts developed their policy on foreign language course substitutions, they did exactly what Judge Saris stated was done by Boston University.

Randall Borst speculated that it is the social phenomenon that makes the case so interesting, not the legal one. He added that college and university presidents hold a great deal of power and it is necessary for them to be convinced that people with disabilities are educationally and financially worth accommodating. Ron Blosser (University of California at Irvine) felt that the interest generated from the BU lawsuit stems from the fact that Boston University's curriculum and foreign language requirement is pretty much the norm for that type of institution. He feels that this similarity with many other campuses is the reason why Boston University's case has such relevance to others and is being so closely followed.

In an analysis of the final decision, Jane Jarrow (DAIS) felt that the institutionality of the requirements was the basis of the decision. She maintains that although it was determined that BU had an institutional requirement for foreign language, there are very few institutions out there that do the same. She declared that unless the institution has these broad curricular requirements for all students, then the BU case has little relevance to other schools. In Jarrow's opinion, most schools that grant course substitutions will continue to do so, as will those schools that wish to maintain or establish more rigid degree requirements. In the end, she agreed with the decision by Judge Saris in the BU court case.

What continues to be interesting in this medium for sharing and exchange of information, is the many different angles the BU case has been looked at. Russ Pollak (Manhattan College) focused his reaction on the importance of making the "personality," as he called it, of the DSS ofice compatible with that of the host institution. He wrote that the cornerstone of success is to have the DSS office and the institution constantly evaluate and adjust their stances and be attuned to one another's wants, desires, and needs. Adding to Ross Pollak's point, Stephanie Bell (Cabrini College) stated that Westling did not make any effort to adjust his posture to the goals, efforts, and obligations of the LDSS office at BU, an office of long standing and high regard. Stephanie Bell's main concern was that it seemed to her that the final decision ignored everything written over the years about a need for case-by-case decisions.

The determination of which aspects of the curriculum are fundamental are often made in advance of any request for a particular accommodation, and according to Michael Masinter (Nova Southeastern University), when this is the case, no individual assessment is necessary since no accommodation is necessary. In short, he states that the determination of which aspects of a program are fundamental can be made without regard to any particular disability and, therefore, can be made without consideration of the needs of a particular student. Jarrow (DAIS) supported the judge's decision as well, writing that since BU's requirements were based on sound academic judgment, they are not required to test that particular decision on a case-by-case basis.

Sam Goodin's (University of Michigan) concern centered on what will happen next. He felt that regardless of the decision or BU's stance on foreign language requirements, when presented with the right kind of student in the future (the examples given were a valedictorian, class president, or Oxford scholar), BU would indeed declare them to have mastered the language when indeed they have not to allow them to obtain their degree. An agreement to Sam Goodin's opinion was posted by Opperman (KippOpp Consulting), who felt that institutions bend the rules when it is in their best interests to do so, usually meaning that money is involved.

