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Letter from the Editortc "Letter from the Editor"
tc ""

tc ""
This issue of the Journal contains a variety of topics of relevance for the readership.  In the first article, McMenamin and Zirkle provide an informative analysis of letters of findings from the Office of Civil Rights.  Next, Prevatt and her colleagues at Florida State University present an analysis of the profiles of students with learning disabilities who have difficulties in foreign language learning. The final article in this issue provides a thought-provoking report from the Universal Design Think Tank.  This group of diverse professionals, hosted by the Association on Higher Education And Disability, has examined the topic of Universal Design (UD) and considered its potential to improve educational access in higher education.  The report emphasizes that the field of postsecondary education and disability must critically examine this new paradigm and be cautious in implementation. As you read the report, I encourage you to grapple with the issues and challenges the Think Tank has proposed.  As scholars, researchers, and informed practitioners, the readership of the Journal has a unique and critical role to play in exploring UD in higher education and grounding initiatives in research and data-based practices.

Sally Scott

Editor

OCR Rulings Under Section 504 and the Americans with Disabilities Act:  Higher Education Student Casestc "OCR Rulings Under Section 504 and the Americans with Disabilities Act\:  Higher Education Student Cases"
Margaret M. McMenamin, Ed.D.tc "Margaret M. McMenamin, Ed.D."
Lehigh Carbon Community Collegetc "Lehigh Carbon Community College"
Perry A. Zirkel, Ph.D., J.D.tc "Perry A. Zirkel, Ph.D., J.D."
Lehigh Universitytc "Lehigh University"
Abstracttc "Abstract"
This study provided a quantitative analysis of a random sample of 167 National Disability Law Reporter-published letters of findings by the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights in response to higher education student complaints under Section 504 and the Americans with Disabilities Act. Inasmuch as each letter of findings contained, on average, two issues, a total of 346 issue rulings were the basis of the analysis. The number of these rulings per year was lower during the last five years of the 1990-98 period of the study. The outcome of the rulings favored the institutions of higher education, over the student complainants by a 2:1 ratio; however, the ratio in favor of institutions was lower for letters of findings as a whole because each letter covered approximately two issues. Type of the disability and type of the issue were significant outcome-related factors. More specifically, the success rate was significantly higher for students with mobility or hearing impairments and for complaints regarding general institutional requirements and facilities accessibility than for students with other disability or issue categories.

During the past two decades, the number of students with disabilities attending institutions of higher education (IHEs) in the U.S. has increased dramatically (Thompson, Bethea, & Turner, 1997). For example, in 1998, slightly more than 9% of entering freshmen (Henderson, 1999) self-identified as having a disability compared to less than one percent in the early 1970s (Cook & Laski, 1980).

One of the reasons for this increase has been the passage of federal legislation to prevent discrimination of “qualified” students with disabilities in the United States. The two U.S. statutes that provide protection for such students are Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504) and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). Section 504 applies to all programs and activities, including facilities, transportation, and academic offerings, at all colleges and universities that receive federal financial assistance. The ADA reinforces the requirements of Section 504 at such institutions and extends them to the relatively few private IHEs that do not receive such federal assistance.

Prior or alternative to resorting to lawsuits, students may seek enforcement of Section 504 or the ADA by filing a complaint with the U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Civil Rights (OCR). In a study of the published letters of findings (LOFs) issued by OCR in response to student complaints in elementary and secondary education from 1978 to 1995, Zirkel (1997) found that starting in 1991 the frequency of the rulings declined and the balance of outcomes shifted from the students to the school districts. Although the professional literature provides an adequate review of the pertinent published court decisions (Milani, 1996; Rothstein, 1998; Zirkel & McMenamin, 1999;), it does not provide corresponding coverage of the published OCR rulings.

The literature lacks systematic study of OCR’s rulings in response to college and university student complaints. For example, information on frequency or outcomes would assist IHEs in assessing the extent of their vulnerability to such complaints and would help students decide whether to pursue lawsuits. In addition, it would help researchers determine related areas in need of empirical study.

The primary purpose of this study was to determine the frequency and outcomes for published OCR rulings in response to complaints filed by students against IHEs under Section 504 and the ADA. The independent variables for the cases were year of the ruling, institution type, disability type, and case issue. The dependent variable of outcome was classified into two categories – student prevails and IHE prevails – on an issue-by-issue basis for each published LOF.

Methodtc "Method"
tc ""
Inasmuch as our efforts, including a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request, were unsuccessful in obtaining a comprehensive sampling of cases from OCR, the accessible population for the study consisted of all 294 OCR LOFs published by the National Disability Law Reporter (NDLR) from 1990 through 1998 concerning IHE student complaints under Section 504 and the ADA. Published by LRP Publications, NDLR is a primary source for full-text LOFs in education and other sectors. LRP published NDLR for the first time in 1990; earlier IHE cases only appeared infrequently in LRP’s elementary/secondary-oriented Individuals with Disabilities Education Law Report. The sample consisted of a random selection of 167 LOFs, the requisite number for representativeness according to Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) sampling formula. Each of these 167 LOFs contained, on average, 2.07 issues.  Per the model of Zirkel’s (1997) study in elementary/secondary education, the ruling for each issue was the unit of analysis.  Thus, the sample consisted of 346 issue rulings.
Paralleling Zirkel’s (1997) study, the coding instrument was a set of operationally defined variables specific to the context of higher education. A spreadsheet and accompanying protocol, or coding guide, identified five variables for which information was generally available in the LOFs. First, the year of ruling was the year that OCR issued the LOF, from 1990 to 1998. Second, the institution type was public or private, based on the “affiliation or control” status listed in the Higher Education Directory (1998). Third, the disability type consisted of seven broad categories: learning disability, hearing impairment, visual impairment, mobility impairment, psychological disorder, multiple disabilities, and miscellaneous (including ADD/ADHD). Fourth, the case issue categories – guided by the Section 504 and ADA regulation sections applicable to IHEs – were as follows: general requirements (e.g., 504/ADA coordinator and grievance procedure); facilities (e.g., existing and new); admissions; treatment of students (e.g., dismissal and retaliation); academic adjustments (e.g., accommodations for courses/examinations and auxiliary aids/services); and miscellaneous other issues (e.g., financial aid and extracurricular programs). Finally, the outcome was either student prevailed or IHE prevailed.

After a pilot phase where the two authors finalized the coding protocol, they independently coded 15 randomly selected LOFs, yielding a 95% interrater reliability in terms of an average agreement level across the five variables. One of the coders, the principal author of this article, then coded the 346 issues rulings for the 167 LOFs in the sample.

After coding, the data were compiled in terms of frequency and outcomes both on an overall basis and for each independent variable (e.g., institutional type). In addition to the descriptive statistics, such as percentages, chi-square analysis was used to determine whether there were statistically significant associations between the selected independent variables and the outcomes.

Resultstc "Results"
For the total sample (N = 346), the IHEs prevailed in 228 (65.9%) of the rulings, whereas the students prevailed in the remaining 118 (34.1%). Thus, the defendant-institutions were successful overall on a 2-to-1 ratio in comparison to the complainant-individuals.

The frequency of the issue rulings for the total sample seemed to form, with some variation, two successive levels. That is, the first four years of the period under study (1990 - 28; 1991  - 67; 1992 - 64; 1993 - 66) accounted for 65.7% of the rulings, whereas the second five years (1994 - 27; 1995 - 38; 1996 -16; 1997 - 17, 1998 - 23) generally represented a lower level of published activity.

On the other hand, the outcomes for these rulings remained relatively consistent for the entire nine-year period of the study.  IHEs prevailed in a majority of rulings for each year except 1992, which was evenly split.  For the years other than 1992, the percentage in favor of IHEs ranged from 55.6% in 1994 to 93.7% in 1996. The chi-square value of 19.57 evidenced a statistically significant association, at the .05 level, between outcome and year of ruling. The post hoc analysis, using the Bonferroni method of adjustment (Glass & Hopkins, 1970), revealed no significant difference between any two years, including pairwise comparison of 1992 and 1996. Thus, the differences among the years may be attributable to the combination of other years in comparison to either of these high and low years.

Separating the frequency and outcome compilations into the two broad types of IHEs revealed that public IHEs accounted for almost three quarters of the rulings. However, chi-square analysis showed that the outcomes did not differ significantly between public and private IHEs. In both types of institutions, students prevailed in approximately one third of the issues they raised.

Table 1

Distribution of OCR Rulings by Disability Type

________________________________________________________________________

Disability type

       Student prevailed
          IHE prevailed
     Total no. ________________________________________________________________________

Learning disability

17 (21.8%)

61  (78.2%)

78

Mobility impairment

39  (63.9%)***
 22  (36.1%)

61

Multiple disabilities

  9  (17.6%)

42  (82.4)%)

51

Psychological disorder 
  6  (16.2%)

31  (83.8%)

37

Hearing impairment

18  (50.0%)***
18  (50.0%)

36

Visual impairment 

 2  ( 8.7%)

21  (91.3%)

23

Miscellaneous disabilities 
10  (30.3%)

23  (69.7%)

33

Not specified  

            10  (37.0%)

17  (63.0%)
            27

________________________________________________________________________

*** p < .001.

The frequency and outcomes for the various categories of disabilities are provided in Table 1. As illustrated, students with a learning disability constituted the most common disability type, accounting for 78 (22.5%), of the issue rulings, followed by students with a mobility impairment (17.6%) and those with multiple disabilities (14.7%). Visual impairment was the least prevalent identified disability type, accounting for 23 (6.6%) of the rulings.

As for outcomes, the chi-square analysis 
(   2=61.70) revealed a significant association with disability type at the .001 level. The post hoc analysis found that this significant association was attributed to the outcome distributions for the mobility impairment and hearing impairment categories. More specifically, students with mobility impairment were significantly more likely to prevail than were students in every other identified category except hearing impairment, and those with hearing impairment were significantly more likely to prevail than students in every other identified category except mobility impairment and miscellaneous disabilities.

The frequency and outcome distribution of published rulings are reported in Table 2 in terms of the issue category. Table 2 shows that academic adjustments (N=121) and treatment of students (N=73) constituted the two most common categories, accounting together for more than half (56.1%) of the issues. The chi-square analysis 
(    2=107.72) revealed a significant association between outcome and issue category at the .001 level. The post hoc analysis pinpointed two categories as significantly different from the others; students prevailed more often in the general requirements and facilities categories than in the other four issue categories.

Table 2

Distribution of OCR Rulings by Issue Category

Disability type

       Student prevailed          IHE prevailed           Total no. 
________________________________________________________________________

Academic adjustments
23 (19.0%)

98  (81.0%)
          121

Treatment of students

 9  (12.3%) 
 
64 (87.7%)

73

Facilities

 
45  (70.3%)***
19 (29.7)%)

64

Admissions
 

 7  (18.4%)

31  (81.6%)

38

General requirements

31  (81.6%)***
 7  (18.4%)

36

Other issues 

 
 3  (25.0%)

 9  (75.0%)

12

________________________________________________________________________

*** p < .0001.

Discussiontc "Discussion"
Two overarching limitations serve to qualify the results of this study. First is the representativeness of the sample. Similar to frequency and outcomes analyses of published court decisions (e.g., Lupini & Zirkel, in press), the inevitable question is whether the NDLR-published decisions are representative of the much larger body of unpublished decisions. However, unlike judicial cases, for which there is no centralized database of unpublished decisions, OCR rulings are presumably on file at the headquarters office in Washington, DC. Yet, as mentioned, our repeated efforts to obtain from OCR either the entire population or a comprehensive random sample of the LOFs in response to higher education student complaints were unsuccessful.

The second overarching limitation is that OCR is not a monolithic entity. For enforcement purposes, complaints are raised and resolved at the regional level. Although OCR’s central office in Washington, DC, attempts to foster uniformity, there are perceived differences among the regions with regard to the resources, priorities, and aggressiveness of enforcement.  Changes in the personnel, including the leadership, of the regional offices and even in the organization of the regions contribute to this intervening source of variance.

For these reasons, the findings merit caution in interpretation.  The following summary and analysis is tentative rather than definitive, being subject to further systematic research.  Recommendations for such research are included in the conclution of this discussion.

Frequency Trend

The first finding was that the majority (65%) of the issue rulings occurred in the first four years, whereas the five years subsequent to 1993 represented a markedly lower level. There are three primary possible explanations for this decline. First, perhaps the plethora of publicity accompanying the 1990 passage of the ADA accounted for a high volume of higher education student complaints in the first three years, followed by increased compliance and, thus, decreased complaints during the subsequent years. However, the outcomes analysis does not clearly support this hypothesis. An even stronger contraindication is that, according to data from an OCR representative (T. Ciaspusci, personal communication, March 2, 1999), the level of student complaints increased, rather than declined, during the second segment of the nine-year period of this study.

A second possible explanation is that the reduction in published LOFs may be due to the editorial selections of NDLR. According to the chief editor of the publication (T. D’Agostino, personal communication, January 11, 1999), OCR periodically provides copies of its decisions in response to an ongoing FOIA request, and NDLR’s editorial staff selects a sample of the LOFs based on a variety of criteria, such as practical interest in the subject matter, regional diversity of the IHEs, and space available in the two-week issue of NDLR.

The third and probably strongest explanation for the decreased frequency of LOFs since 1993 is a change in OCR policy. Specifically, in mid-1993, the agency officially moved from enforcement based on formal LOFs to an emphasis on “early complaint resolution” (U.S. Department of Education, 1993), recently renamed “resolution between the parties” (U.S. Department of Education, 1998). In addition, other more subtle policy changes, such as changes in budgetary resources, staff allocations, and enforcement priorities, may also have contributed to the lower level of IHE disability-related LOFs.

Outcomes Trend

The second major finding of this study was that the overall outcomes favored the IHEs, over the students by a 2-to-1 ratio. The 66% of the 1990-98 OCR rulings in favor of IHEs was in line with the 55% in favor of school districts that Zirkel (1997) found for 1978-95. Moreover, for the five-year period in common between these overlapping studies – 1991 through 1995 – the percentages for the prevailing educational institutions were a matching 62%. In any event, inasmuch as there were approximately two issues per LOF in this IHE sample, the students were at least partially successful in the majority of the cases. For IHEs, the message appears to be that more needs to be done to achieve compliance with the student-related requirements of Section 504 and the ADA. For student complainants, one of the lessons appears to be that they need to raise multiple issues where viable. Another is that, at least as compared to published judicial decisions (Zirkel & McMenamin, 1999), OCR tends to be not only a less expensive but also a more hospitable forum than the courts for students’ Section 504 and ADA claims.

Institutional Type

The third major finding was that public IHEs accounted for almost three quarters of the rulings; yet, the outcomes did not differ significantly between public and private IHEs. The predominance of public IHEs in the frequency of rulings is higher than the 43% of these institutions in the nation (Higher Education Directory, 1998) but directly in line with the 78% of the students in the nation in public compared with private IHEs (Digest of Education Statistics, 1997). Thus, in terms of the proportion of enrollments, institutional type did not seem to be a factor in the proclivity for being subjected to a published OCR ruling in response to a student complaint. Similarly, the chi-square analysis of the issue outcomes seemed to suggest that institutional type, private versus public, was not significantly related to institutional compliance as measured by OCR’s published student rulings.

Disability Type

The fourth major finding was that the disability types that cumulatively accounted for the majority of the rulings were learning disabilities (23%), mobility impairment  (18%), and multiple disabilities (15%), with visual impairment the least prevalent identified category (7%): yet, students with mobility impairment and those with hearing impairment fared significantly better, with issue-winning rates of 64% and 50%, respectively, than students in the other identified categories. The first position of learning disabilities parallels that for Henderson’s (1999) latest survey year, but differences in typology and periods precluded a more comprehensive, systematic comparison. For example, Henderson used orthopedic and health-related rather than mobility and psychological, and she reported percentages for each triennial year from 1988 to 1998 rather than summatively for the 1990-98 period of this study.

Issue Category

The fifth and related major finding was that the most frequent issue categories were academic adjustments (35%) and treatment of students (21%). At the same time, the two issue categories where students had significantly distinct win rates were general requirements (82%) and facilities (70%). The high proportion of successful student complaints in the general, or institutional, requirements category parallels Zirkel’s (1997) findings for the published OCR rulings in response to complaints on behalf of elementary and secondary students. As with the facilities category, showing that an institution does not have an up-to-date self-evaluation, a 504 and ADA coordinator, or a disability-related grievance procedure is a relatively simple. Similarly, the most likely explanation for the significant student success in the facilities cases is the concrete nature of this category of issues. Many of the applicable regulations concerning facility accessibility provide objectively measurable specifications. In contrast, the academic adjustment category has much more ambiguous standards, subject to the traditional substantive deference in favor of the educational institution (Leas, 1991).

These findings suggest that IHEs may need to put a higher priority on reviewing and improving compliance with the general and facilities requirements of the Section 504 and ADA regulations and, conversely, that student complainants need to include such issues, where viable, in addition to their other claims.

Conclusiontc "Conclusion"
tc ""
This study represents a first step in analyzing frequency and outcomes of OCR and judicial student disability cases in higher education. Follow up studies may include more refined variables, such as the categorization of disability types, as well as additional variables, such as institutional level (e.g., two- compared with four-year IHEs) and size. Further such study is also recommended for court decisions as well as unpublished and informal OCR complaint resolutions. As shown by parallel analyses of court decisions in the elementary/secondary education context (Lupini & Zirkel, in press; Mayes & Zirkel, 2001), the judicial rulings require a more sophisticated outcomes scale in light of inconclusive rulings, such as decisions denying motions for dismissal or summary judgment. Similarly, follow up studies of unpublished and informal complaint resolutions require the full cooperation and adequate databases from OCR and from other agencies, such as the Department of Justice and the Department of Health and Human Services for private IHEs solely covered by the ADA and for health-related professional schools. If OCR and these other agencies have sufficiently comprehensive and accurate databases, extending this study to both the earlier years, since the 1978 effective date of Section 504, and the most recent few years would provide for a more complete trends analysis.  Pertinent qualitative research, including case studies the perspective of higher education students with disabilities, is also warranted to provide a fuller picture of both OCR and judicial dispute resolution.

Thus, supplementing the extensive scholarly and practical commentary in the literature, this study serves to stimulate efforts to the wide gaps in the related data-based research.  It also serves to encourage both IHEs and students to be alert not only to the regulations and court decisions under Section 504 and the ADA but also to this alternative forum – OCR – in their efforts to eliminate disability discrimination.
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Abstracttc "Abstract"
This study evaluated the cognitive and achievement profiles of college students experiencing difficulties in foreign language (FLD group).  Because past research appears to have generated different results based on the type of comparison groups utilized, we attempted to obtain a better representation of students with foreign language difficulties. A total of 77 students who had difficulty in foreign language were compared: (a) to a sample of 110 students with academic difficulties in nonforeign language areas, (b) to the standardized norms for the tests of cognitive and academic abilities, and (c) to their own group means (an ipsative analysis). Based on national norms and ipsative comparisons, primary areas of difficulty for FLD students appear to be in spelling and in long-term storage and retrieval. Difficulties were also noted in auditory processing and processing speed. Strengths were noted in quality of writing and verbal comprehension. As a general finding, it does not appear that FLD students have difficulties with native language abilities such as vocabulary knowledge or reading comprehension.  Additional strengths exhibited by the FLD group were only in relation to the non-FLD group, who had academic difficulties in non-FLD areas. These strengths included quantitative knowledge, perceptual organization/visual processing, and practical mathematical ability.  Many students in the non-FLD group were referred for difficulties in math coursework; therefore, the strengths exhibited by the FLD students should be considered in this context. Finally, significant gender differences were noted, with more males than females experiencing foreign language difficulties.

Some universities report that over 50% of students referred for suspected learning disabilities in college are primarily referred because of an inability to meet foreign language requirements (Ganschow, Sparks, Javorsky, Pohlman, & Bishop-Marbuty, 1991). The inability to meet a language requirement can have a number of causes (Demuth & Smith, 1987), including low IQ, poor motivation, or anxiety.  Many investigators hypothesize that students’ foreign language learning problems result from underlying native language learning problems (Au, 1988; Demuth & Smith, 1987; Ganschow & Sparks, 1987; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991; Sparks & Philips, 1999) occurring in a number of areas, including phonological processing and phonological awareness (Aidinis & Nunes, 2001; Barr, 1993; Downey & Snydor, 2000; Sparks & Ganschow, 1993, 1995; Sparks & Phillips, 1999); reading comprehension (Downey & Snydor, 2000; Hodge, 1998); writing skills (Downey & Snydor, 2000; Grigorenko, Sternberg, & Ehrman, 2000; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991); listening  (Downey & Snydor, 2000; Grigorenko et al., 2000; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991); expressive skills (Demuth & Smith, 1987); vocabulary (Barr, 1993); spelling (Downey & Snydor, 2000; Hill, Downey, Sheppard, & Williamson, 1995; Hodge, 1998; Sparks, Ganschow, Pohlman, Skinner, & Artzer, 1992); memory (Barr, 1993; Grigorenko et al., 2000); and auditory processing (Hodge, 1998).

Sparks and Ganschow and their colleagues have integrated much of this work in the Linguistic Coding Differences Hypothesis (LCDH; Ganschow, Sparks, & Javorsky, 1998; Sparks & Ganschow, 1995; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991), according to which foreign language learning is dependent on the following native language components: phonological-orthographic (sound and symbol), syntactic (grammar), and semantic (meaning). Evidence suggests that these linguistic coding deficits are characteristic of students with foreign language difficulties (Sparks & Ganschow, 1993).

The Ganschow and Sparks team have conducted numerous studies of both high school and college students to examine the relationship between foreign language ability and native language ability.  For example, in a sample of 30 college students with average to above-average grades, Ganschow et al. (1991) found that poor foreign language students differed from good foreign language students on measures of spelling, writing, syntax, and phonological functioning, but not on vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension. Differences were also found on math calculation problems but not on applied math problems.  A major finding of the study was the large degree of subtest variability within many domain scores.   Based on these results, Ganschow et al. (1991) emphasized the need to look at subtest scores in future studies. In a later study, Sparks, Philips, Ganschow, and Javorsky (1999) found very minimal correlations between foreign language performance and achievement scores in reading, math, arithmetic, spelling, and written language. In this sample of 67 students, they compared LD students who had foreign language difficulty to LD students who did not have foreign language difficulty. It is possible that the use of the different sample is the reason why they did not find the differences obtained by Ganschow et al. (1991), whose sample consisted of students with average to above average grades.

Different theorists make different predictions about the relationship between general intelligence and foreign language aptitude.  Sparks and Ganschow cited several studies concurring that foreign language aptitude is different from general intelligence  (Ganschow et al., 1991; Ganschow & Sparks, 1995; Sparks & Ganschow, 1991; Sparks, Ganschow, Artzer, & Patton, 1997).  However, there may be several reasons why this relationship varies. First, Grigorenko et al. (2000) speculated that intelligence and aptitude may play differential roles in foreign language learning.  Second, the difficulty level of the language being learned may affect the correlation between foreign language learning and general intelligence.  Third, when discrepancy models (based on differences between IQ and achievement) are used in evaluating foreign language learning difficulties, the identification process may be flawed (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2002). This relationship appears to be important in determining whether IQ needs to be controlled for statistically when evaluating patterns of foreign language performance.

Researchers have not yet found a clear pattern of relationships between foreign language achievement and cognitive variables (Ho, 1987). The work of the Sparks and Ganschow team has had mixed results depending on the type of sample being evaluated. Further research is important for developing a standardized criterion for documenting a foreign language difficulty and granting course waivers or substitutions as appropriate. In particular, information is needed that can help in determining reasonable academic accommodations for students exhibiting foreign language difficulties.

Scott and Manglitz (2000) outlined specific steps in determining accommodations for foreign language learners: (a) consider the unique aspects of the language that is being studied and the nature of the progression into higher level courses; (b) use an extensive and creative continuum of accommodations, with course substitutions or waivers considered only after in-class interventions; (c) make research on foreign language learning the cornerstone in determining appropriate, individualized accommodations, followed by an intensive review of the student’s individualized needs. Other researchers have described model programs that include academic advising leading to modified foreign language instruction utilizing best practices identified through efficacy research (Downey & Snyder, 2001). Still others argue that some students are unable, even with modified programs, to successfully complete several semesters of language study, and should therefore be allowed course substitutions (Shaw, 1999).  Each of these researchers emphasizes the importance of research on students with foreign language difficulties to guide decision-making for accommodations.

The current study evaluated several areas of native language ability and cognitive processing implicated by past research, which are commonly evaluated by standardized tests of academic achievement and cognitive abilities. These include reading comprehension, writing, the ability to infer rules, general cognitive abilities, processing speed, visual and oral skills, quantitative knowledge, and immediate and delayed memory.   Because of the difficulty in giving an extensive test battery to large samples of nonreferred college students, the study utilized a relatively large sample of students who were administered such a battery after being referred for academic difficulties.  Students who had difficulty in foreign language were evaluated in three ways. They were compared: (a) to a sample of students with academic difficulties in nonforeign language areas, (b) to the standardized norms for the tests of cognitive and academic abilities, and (c) to their own group means (ipsative analysis).

The study attempted to answer the following research questions:

1.
Which areas of academic achievement and cognitive processing differentiate between students with foreign language difficulties (FLD students) and students with difficulties in academic areas other than foreign language (non-FLD group)?

2.
Do FLD students differ from the typical population on standardized tests of achievement and cognitive processing?

3.
Do FLD students show a particular pattern of strengths and weaknesses compared to their own group performance?

Methodtc "Method"
Participants

Participants were 187 college students who were referred to a university-based assessment clinic for academic difficulties. The participants were enrolled at one of two universities or one of three community colleges within a 100-mile radius of the assessment clinic.  The foreign language difficulty group (FLD) (N=77) reported having difficulty in a foreign language and had received a grade of F, D, or W (withdrawal) in all college-level foreign language classes taken. The non-FLD group (N=110), who came from the same sample, had reported difficulty in a nonforeign language area, had completed but not reported any difficulty in foreign language classes, and had not received any grade lower than C in a foreign language class. Of the total sample, 70% took only Spanish courses, 8% took one Spanish course and one course in another language, 3% took French, 4% took German, 4% took Italian, and 10% took some combination of other languages.

Demographics of the total sample were as follows: Males = 49.8%; age range = 17-48, (M = 23.6, SD = 5.4); GPA, M=2.45; ethnicity = 15.2% Caucasian, 1.8% African-American, .9% Asian American, 1.8% Hispanic, and 80.3% unknown (we were not allowed to require the students to give information regarding ethnicity).  Because of the large amount of missing data for ethnicity, general data for the two schools that made up the majority of participants (90%) are reported.  The ethnicity data for those two institutions were as follows: Anglo -  67% and 64%, African American – 12% and 28%, Hispanic – 8% and 4%, Asian American -  3% and 1%, respectively. Additional demographics of the sample compare those students with foreign language difficulty to those without a foreign language difficulty, and can be seen in Table 1.

Measures of Academic Achievement and Cognitive Processing

Academic achievement and cognitive processing were assessed using subtests and cluster scores from the Woodcock Johnson-Revised Tests of Achievement  (WJ-R-ACH; Woodcock & Johnson,

Table 1

A comparison of the FLD and non-FLD groups

_____________________________________________________________________

FLD group                    Non-FLD group

_____________________________________________________________________

	Characteristic
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	Test statistic

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	ANOVA

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Foreign language  Grade (2=F, 3=D-,

4 =D, 5=D+,…13=A)
	2.46
	.91
	9.98
	2.43
	F(1,131) = 473, p=.00

	Overall GPA (0=F, 1=D, 2=C, 3=B, 4=A)
	2.43
	.46
	2.38
	.53
	F(1,20) = .05, p=.82

	Failed classes
	10.68
	8.39
	7.05
	5.27
	F(1,187) = 13.50, p=.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Age
	23.55
	3.18
	23.28
	6.16
	F(1,187)=.12, p=.72

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Semesters in college
	11.94
	4.7
	9.58
	5.7
	F(1,183)=8.5, p=.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SAT total
	984
	172
	958
	187
	F(1,85)=.34, p=.55

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full scale IQ
	103.90
	11.92
	101.51
	10.22
	F(1,181)=2.1, p=.14

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	FLD %
	
	Non-FLD
	%
	CHI SQUARE

	Ethnicity

Anglo

African American

Asian American

Hispanic

Unknown
	19.5%

2.6%

0

1.3%

77%
	
	14.9%

.9%

.9%

1.8%

81%
	
	X2 (187)=2.31,p=.67

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Language Taken

Spanish only

Spanish plus another

language

French

German

Italian

Other
	72.4%

5.3%

3.9%

7.9%

2.6%

7.9%
	
	72.4%

6.4%

2.7%

1.8%

3.6%

14.5%
	
	X2(187)=6.11, p=.41

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender

Female

Male
	32.5%

67.5%
	
	63.2%

36.8%
	
	X2 (191)=17.31,p=.00

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community college

University
	11%

89%
	
	16%

84%
	
	X2 (187)=1.06,p=.30

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Previous LD diagnosis
	16.9%
	
	6.2%
	
	X2 (187)=5.55,p=.01

	Math LD
	25%
	
	15%
	
	X2 (187)=2.86,p=.09

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reading LD
	13%
	
	7%
	
	X2 (187)=1.91, p=.16

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Writing LD
	32%
	
	18%
	
	X2 (187)=4.96,p=.03


1990), the Woodcock Johnson–Revised Tests of Cognitive Ability (WJ-R COG; Woodcock & Johnson, 1990), and the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Third Edition (WAIS-III; Wechsler, 1997).

Procedure

All participants first completed an intake form that asked for reason for referral, demographic information, and academic history. An appointment was then scheduled for either one whole day or two half days of testing with the academic and cognitive measures. Testers were employees of the assessment center who worked on a part- or full-time basis conducting psychoeducational evaluations.  All testers had completed a minimum of two semesters of graduate coursework in psychoeducational testing, a practicum in assessment, and an eight-hour training session related to testing in the clinic. All protocols were checked for scoring accuracy by another tester, and for transcription errors by an employee of the clinic.  If scoring questions arose, they were discussed with supervisors until consensus was reached. All tests and reports were first supervised by a master’s level clinical psychologist, followed by additional supervision by a licensed clinical psychologist.  Regular required meetings were held in which testing issues were reviewed.

Eligibility for a diagnosis of a specific learning disability in math, reading, or writing was based on the following criteria: (a) a discrepancy of one standard deviation between their FSIQ score on the WAIS-III and an Achievement Cluster Score on the WJ-R Achievement Battery; (b) a history of learning difficulties in the area of underachievement, as documented by course failure at the high school or college level compared to adequate achievement in other subject areas; and (c) a processing deficit of at least one standard deviation between FSIQ and a Processing Cluster score on the WJ-R Cognitive Abilities Test.

Resultstc "Results"
Initial analyses were conducted to characterize the two groups of students. As can be seen in Table 1, the two groups differed on grade point average in foreign language courses, number of failed classes, total semesters in college, and previous and current LD diagnoses. Specifically, the FLD group had a lower GPA in their foreign language classes (as expected, since they were selected based on this variable), had failed more courses overall (including their foreign language failures), had been in college an average of three extra semesters, were more likely to be male, were more likely to have a previous diagnosis of learning disability, and were more likely to receive a current diagnosis of learning disability in writing. There were no differences across group by language taken, overall GPA, age, SAT score, full scale IQ, ethnicity, or type of college (community college versus university).

Because there might be differences across subjects due to the language they had taken (Spanish, Italian, German, and French), a preliminary analysis compared students’ cognitive and achievement subtest scores of students across language taken. An ANOVA, with a Bonferonni correction for familywise error, revealed no statistically significant differences on subtests across type of language.  Therefore, all foreign languages were included in subsequent analyses.
To address the first research question, 27 subtests measuring academic achievement and cognitive abilities were analyzed for differences between the FLD and the non-FLD groups. The means and standard deviations for these are found in Table 2. A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to determine differences between the two groups. Missing data were not problematic, nor were there any outliers. The test of the assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices in the two groups resulted in a fail-to-reject decision, Box’s M = 481.9, F (378, 81735) = 1.07, p > .05, suggesting no violation of the assumption. The multivariate null hypothesis of equality of means across the two groups for all variables was rejected, Wilk’s lambda = .756, F (27, 159) = 1.90, p < .05, indicating true mean differences between the groups on the variables of interest.

To identify the dependent variables that contributed to the rejection of the multivariate null, univariate ANOVAs were conducted for each of the dependent variables. Six dependent variables emerged as differentiating between the groups. That is, the FLD group scored higher than the non-FLD group on the following subtests:  Arithmetic, F(1,186) = 11.12, p = .001;  Comprehension, F(1,186) = 5.57, p = .02;  Block Design, F(1,186) = 6.45, p = .03; and Applied Problems, F(1,186) = 4.96, p = .02. The non-FLD group scored better than the FLD group on Memory for Names, F(1,186) = 5.83, p = .03; and Visual Closure, F(1,186) = 4.57, p = .02.

To address the second question of how the FLD students differed from the normal population on the 18 subtests of achievement and cognitive abilities, a one-sample t-test was performed on each of the measures, comparing the FLD group means to the population means obtained from the WAIS-III, WJ-R ACH, and WJ-R COG standardization norms. In total, three series of t-tests were performed: one for the WAIS-III subtests, one for the WJ-R ACH subtests, and one for the WJ-R COG subtests. The population mean for all WAIS-III

Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Subtests Measuring Academic Achievement and Cognitive Abilities

________________________________________________________________________

FLD



Non-FLD

Subtest



 M
          SD              n
            M
     SD         n
WAIS-III

Arithmetic
10.4
2.3
77
9.3
2.3        110

Digit span
10.0
2.5
77
9.7
2.5
110

Information
10.5
2.4
77
10.6
2.4
110

Comprehension
12.4
2.4
77
11.5
2.5
  110

Picture completion
10.4
2.7
77
9.7
2.5
110

Digit-Symbol coding
9.2
2.8
77
9.6
3.0
110

Block design
10.3
3.1
77
9.3
2.4
110

Picture arrangement
10.4
2.7
77
10.2
2.7
110

Similarities
11.4
2.5
77
10.7
2.5
110

WJ-R ACH

Letter-word ID         
103.2              14.1             77     
104.6           13.0       110

Passage comprehension
101.1
15.1
77
103.3
11.1
110

Calculation
99.8
8.9
77
100.2
11.7
110

Applied problems
96.4
10.2
77
93.4
8.3
110

(table continues)

________________________________________________________________________

FLD



Non-FLD

Subtest
 M
                  SD              n
                 M
               SD         n
________________________________________________________________________

Dictation
89.2
11.5
77
91.5
9.3
110

Writing samples
104.5
14.5
77
106.1
12.3
110

Wj-r cog

Memory for names
92.7
10.8
77
96.8
12.0
110

Visual-auditory learning
97.8
10.4
77
98.2
11.4
110

Memory for sentences
101.6
14.6
77
101.5
14.0
110

Memory for words
97.2
13.6
77
99.0
13.8
110

Visual matching
100.0
15.6
77
100.8
15.3
110

Crossout
97.2
15.3
77
99.4
19.6
110

Incomplete words
93.7
13.2
77
96.4
12.6
110

Sound blending
95.7
14.4
77
97.6
14.3
110

Visual closure
100.6
14.1
77
104.9
13.4
110

Picture recognition
98.9
14.5
77
101.2
15.5
110

Analysis-synthesis
100.0
13.8
77
98.0
11.6
110

Concept formation            101.3             13.5            77               99.5           12.7       110

subtests is 10; all WJ-R subtests have a mean of 100. A Bonferroni correction was utilized for each analysis to control for familywise error, and p was set at .006, .008, and .004, respectively, for the three sets of analyses. On the WAIS-III, the FLD students received higher scores than the population mean on the subtests of Comprehension, (M = 12.4), t(76) = 8.71, p < .006;  and Similarities, (M = 11.4), t(76) = 4.82, p < .006. On the WJ-R ACH, the FLD students received higher scores than the population mean on the Writing Samples subtest, (M = 104.5), t(76) = 2.72 , p < .008; and normative weaknesses on Applied Problems, (M = 96.4), t(76) = -3.10, p < .008; and Dictation, (M = 89.2), t(76) = -8.21, p < .008. On the WJ-R COG, the FLD group demonstrated normative weak-

Table 3

Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses of FLD Group Compared to: (a) Non-FLD Group, (b) Test Norms, and (c) Ipsative Performance

________________________________________________________________________

	Measure
	Description of abilities measured a
	Strength (S) or weakness (W) compared to: Non-FLD, norms or ipsative

	_______________________

WAIS III

Arithmetic


	_______________________

Verbal comprehension, working memory and quantitative knowledge

	_____________________

(S) Non-FLD

	WAIS III

Comprehension


	Verbal comprehension and crystallized intelligence
	(S) Non-FLD

(S) Norms

	WAIS III

Similarities


	Verbal comprehension and crystallized intelligence
	(S) Norms

(S) Ipsative

	WAIS III

Digit symbol coding


	Processing Speed
	(W) Ipsative

	WAIS III

Block design


	Perceptual organization and visual processing

	(S) Non-FLD

	WJ-R ACH

Applied problems


	Practical mathematical ability


	(S) Non-FLD

(W) Norms

	WJ-R ACH

Dictation


	Punctuation, spelling, and word usage
	(W) Norms

(W) Ipsative

	WJ-R ACH

Writing samples


	Quality of written expression, exclusive of mechanics


	(S) Norms

(S) Ipsative

	WJ-R COG

Memory for names


	Long term storage and retrieval
	(W) Non-FLD

(W) Norms

(W) Ipsative

(table continues)



	Measure


	Description of abilities measured a

	Strength (S) or weakness (W) compared to: Non-FLD, Norms or Ipsative

	______________________

WJ-R COG

Incomplete words


	_______________________

Auditory processing
	______________________

(W) Norms



	WJ-R COG

Visual closure


	Visual processing
	(W) Non-FLD




a according to test authors and McGrew & Flanagan (1998).

nesses on Memory for Names, (M = 92.7), t(76) = -5.95, p < .004; and Incomplete Words, (M = 93.7), t(76) = -4.20, p < .004, and had no normative strengths.

The third research question was whether the FLD group showed a particular pattern of strengths and weakness compared to their own group performance (i.e., what are their ipsative strengths and weaknesses). To answer this question, grand subtest means were first computed for the FLD group on the WAIS-III, the WJ-R ACH, and the WJ-R COG. The within-group grand mean for the WAIS-III subtests was 10.56, the within-group grand mean for the WJ-R ACH was 99.03, and the within-group grand mean for the WJ-R COG was 98.06. One-sample t-tests were used to compare the group means for each subtest against the grand mean for all subtests in each measure to determine significant deviations (i.e., ipsative strengths and weaknesses). A Bonferroni correction was again used to control for familywise error. Ipsative strengths were found on the subtests of Similarities, (M = 11.4), t(76) = 2.89, p < .006; and Writing Samples, (M = 104.5), t(76) = 5.45, p < .006. Ipsative weaknesses were found on Digit-Symbol Coding, (M = 9.2), t(76) = -4.44, p < .006; Dictation, (M = 89.2), t(76) = -9.81, p < .008; and Memory for Names, (M = 92.7), t(76) = -4.37, p < .004.

Table 3 summarizes the results from the three research questions. Specifically, it shows strengths and weaknesses of the FLD group compared to: the non-FLD group, the standardized test norms, and their own ipsative performance.

As a final analysis, we reconsidered the finding that students with foreign language difficulties performed poorly on the Dictation subtest of the WJ-R ACH.  This finding held when compared to the standardization norms and the ipsative comparisons. The Dictation subtest on the WJ-R ACH battery was developed to test three very specific types of writing knowledge - punctuation, spelling, and word usage - and raw scores and percentage correct can be computed for each of these areas. We further analyzed these data to see if punctuation, spelling, or word usage emerged as being particularly problematic for the FLD group. The mean percentage-correct scores for the FLD students were Punctuation-79%, Spelling-66%, and Word Usage-76%, suggesting that spelling ability was the primary area of deficit.

Discussiontc "Discussion"
The purpose of this study was to clarify the nature of foreign language difficulties among college level students in terms of the strengths and weaknesses they displayed on tests of achievement and cognitive processing. The decision to grant a course waiver or substitution based on lack of foreign language competence remains a difficult one. According to Sparks and Javorsky (2000), “there are no currently accepted, empirically valid procedures to develop eligibility criteria to determine which students should be permitted to apply for course substitutions” (p. 650). Because past research appears to have generated different results based on the type of comparison groups utilized, we attempted to obtain a better representation of students with foreign language difficulties by utilizing three different comparisons: to a group of students with academic difficulties in areas other than foreign language, to the population norms, and to FLD students’ own within-group performance (e.g., ipsative strengths and weaknesses).

Compared to national norms and ipsative comparisons, primary areas of difficulty for FLD students appeared to be in spelling and in long-term storage and retrieval. Difficulties were also noted in auditory processing and processing speed. Strengths were noted in quality of writing and verbal comprehension. As a general finding, it does not appear that FLD students have broad difficulties with native language abilities such as vocabulary knowledge or reading comprehension.

The area of spelling was low for the FLD group compared to the standardized norms and was an ipsative deficit. Learning to spell involves knowledge of how sounds (phonemes) map onto letters (graphemes), as well as typical and atypical conventions to produce accurate spelling. Additionally, spelling requires knowledge of rules and use of memorization (Steffler, 2001).  This is congruent with the deficit found in long-term storage and retrieval for the FLD group. This deficit may be affecting both spelling ability and the ability to retain new words and rules. Given the heavy reliance on memorization in foreign language coursework, students who are unable to remember newly acquired words will have difficulty when trying to speak, write, or read a new language that has not yet become cognitively engrained or automatized.  Interestingly, the FLD students showed only long-term memory difficulties.

The difficulty with spelling may also be related to the weakness exhibited by the FLD group on Incomplete Words, a task of phonetic coding and auditory processing.  The link between phonological awareness and spelling has been documented in numerous studies of learning to read in English and other languages. However, languages vary in their phonological characteristics, and the nature of phonological segmentation of the language being attempted may determine the impact of spelling and phonological difficulties (Aidinis & Nunes, 2001).  The majority of students in the current sample were taking courses in Spanish; therefore, this finding could change if another language was evaluated. Demuth and Smith (1987) noted that students tend to have particular difficulty with Spanish due to its heavy emphasis on audio-lingual abilities. These results suggest that future research should focus on the type of language being learned, as well as the particular aspects of spelling and auditory processes involved (e.g., memorization of sight-words, phonetics).

The FLD group exhibited an ipsative weakness on a task of processing speed, which could underlie difficulties in all academic tasks. This weakness was a within-group weakness, but not a weakness compared to the group with academic difficulties in nonforeign language areas. This makes intuitive sense, as lower processing-speed ability is not specific to students with difficulties in foreign language, but it is a characteristic of students with difficulties in a wide variety of academic areas.

Three subtests appeared as strengths when compared to national norms or to the FLD ipsative performance:  Similarities, Writing Samples, and Comprehension. Similarities and Comprehension are both measures of verbal ability, and more specifically, what is largely recognized in the literature as crystallized ability. Crystallized ability is essentially acculturated knowledge, and is measured by tasks indicating breadth and depth of knowledge of the dominant culture (Horn & Noll, 1997). This suggests that students with foreign language difficulties perform as well as or better than the typical population on tasks requiring semantics and other types of acculturated knowledge. Writing Samples is a measure of the quality of one’s content and writing style, not the mechanics of grammar, punctuation, and spelling.   The FLD students appeared to have difficulty spelling (which often results in lowered grades on writing activities), but not in their ability to express themselves in writing.

Interestingly, a third of the FLD students received a diagnosis of learning disability in writing as a result of the current evaluation. On the surface, this is somewhat surprising, as the Writing Samples subtest was both an ipsative and a normative strength for them.  However, it appears that this result is due to their very low performance on the Dictation subtest, which, together with Writing Samples, produces the Written Language Cluster score. Therefore, students obtained a significant IQ- achievement discrepancy in Writing primarily due to one of the two subtests in this cluster.  The data for this study were collected prior to the publication of the WJ-III. The new version includes two written language cluster scores, one that includes spelling and one that does not. Additional research with the WJ-III will be able to better discriminate the writing abilities of these students.

Additional strengths exhibited by the FLD group were only in relation to the non-FLD group, who had academic difficulties in non-FLD areas. These strengths included Arithmetic, Applied Problems, and Block Design.  Many students in the non-FLD group were referred for difficulties in math coursework; therefore, the strengths exhibited by the FLD students must be considered in this context. When compared to a group struggling in math, the FLD group showed strengths in quantitative knowledge and on one measure of visual processing.  However, it would be misleading to say that these are true strengths for the FLD group, as none of these areas were strengths on an ipsative basis or when compared to national tests norms.  In fact, the FLD students were significantly below the national test norms for Applied Problems.  Therefore, it appears that these are strengths only when compared to a group of students having academic problems primarily in math-related areas.  This confirms the need to clearly identify the comparison group. As mentioned, many conflicting findings in previous investigations appear to be due to the nature of the comparison group.

Some additional findings not included as apriori research questions involved the characteristics of the two groups of students.  First, our sample of FLD students was significantly more likely to be male. It cannot be ascertained from the data set whether the base rate for males taking foreign language courses was higher than for females, whether more males sought help for their difficulties, or whether this represents a true gender difference in foreign language ability.  Second, we found that the FLD students had been enrolled for an average of three semesters longer than the non-FLD students (12 semesters compared to 9).  This may be related to their higher failure rate in courses, an average of 10 classes for the FLD group compared to 7 for the non-FLD group.  That is, if both groups of students failed an average of one class per semester, the failure rates compared to time in school are consistent across groups.

Practical implications of our study include recommendations for specific interventions and accommodations for students with foreign language difficulties. Rather than give automatic course waivers, FLD students might first attempt language courses with accommodations. Based on our findings, we suggested that FLD students not be penalized for difficulties in spelling.  In addition, their processing speed difficulties argue for extended time on tests and timed assignments. Further, FLD students may need tutoring specifically designed to increase their long-term memory skills.  Numerous practical books on memory strategies may be recommended for these students. Finally, FLD students’ strengths in reading comprehension and writing, compared to auditory processing, suggest that they may do better in courses that emphasize reading and writing the language, rather than conversational classes.  Scientific work documenting specific accommodations developed for foreign language learners (Scott & Manglitz, 2001), best practices for instruction in foreign language (Downey & Snydor, 2001), and procedures for granting waivers or substitutions (Philips, Ganshow, & Anderson, 1991) should also be consulted.

Limitationstc "Limitations"
This study was intended to evaluate a large sample of students with foreign language difficulty, necessitating the use of standard batteries of achievement and cognitive processing.  A best practice approach might have been to select a comparison sample of non-FLD students without academic problems from the same institution and administer the assessment battery to them. The logistics and expense of administering an extensive test battery to a large sample of nonreferred students was prohibitive, and was rejected in favor of utilizing national norms for the tests batteries.  An additional limitation involves the fact that a clinic-referred sample may not be generalizable to the population of students who fail foreign language.  Future studies would benefit from evaluating subtypes of foreign language difficulties.
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Abstracttc "Abstract"
Universal Design (UD) is a new approach to educational access that is receiving a great deal of attention. At this point, it is in its exploratory stages in the context of higher education. In recognition of the potential importance of this new paradigm and the need for focused initiatives in the field, a UD Think Tank was formulated and hosted by the Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD).  This report is a summary of the work of the UD Think Tank pertaining to the needs and interests of the readership of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability. The report suggests starting points and future directions for scholarly activity in the field.

The term Universal Design (UD) is being used with increasing frequency by disability service providers in higher education. Once a topic pertaining solely to the domains of architecture, interior, landscape, and product design, conversations about UD in higher education have begun to crop up in such diverse areas as student services, information dissemination, web page design, and instruction.  Further, professional dialogue reflected in conference presentations, grant proposals, academic articles, and listservs reveals burgeoning interests and initiatives in UD.

Work in the area of UD is being approached from differing perspectives.  Some applications of UD are drawing heavily on the architectural roots of the concept and are building on the Principles of UD (North Carolina State University, 1997).  Others are looking more holistically at what “universal” might mean in a higher education setting and exploring inclusive strategies.  Across these varied approaches and applications, there are some common threads in our understanding of UD.  Most important, a UD philosophy recognizes that with enhanced awareness and knowledge, many aspects of the educational environment can be designed from the outset to be more inclusive of students with disabilities.  The possible outcomes of this proactive approach to educational access are promising and include the potential for reduced barriers to learning, decreased time and cost of retrofitted accommodations, the development of new partnerships when considering inclusive design, compatibility with broader campus initiatives to support student diversity, and the tacit message to students with disabilities that they are welcome in the higher education environment.

Despite excitement about the potential of this new approach to educational access,  as with any emerging initiative, there is much that we do not know.  UD is in its exploratory stages in the context of higher education. In recognition of the potential importance of this new paradigm and the need for guidance in the groundswell of activity surrounding the concept of UD, a UD Think Tank was formulated. This group, hosted by the Association on Higher Education And Disability (AHEAD) convened on July 8, 2002 in Washington, DC, and again as a subgroup on November 7, 2002 in Boston, Massachusetts.

This summary of the work of the UD Think Tank reflects a dialogue on the vision and potential of UD, approaches to expanding inclusive environments, and a host of questions and unknowns that need to be explored.  The report is not intended to be a conclusive or authoritative document on the topic of UD. Rather, it is a discussion of the potential of this paradigm to offer a broader view of educational access, explore the possible barriers to achieving change, and provide recommendations for future directions.

The report is also a call for action. The recommendations of the UD Think Tank do not suggest wholesale adoption of this new and emerging framework in the field. Rather, through this report, we are dispatching a call for disability service providers, students, and researchers to work collaboratively to examine and explore this framework. AHEAD is considering the implications of this call for action across its many constituents. The purpose of this report is to target the needs and interests of the readership of the Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability by providing some suggested starting points and future directions for scholarly activity in the field.

Methodologytc "Methodology"
A “think tank” is an organization or group called to “solve complex problems or predict or plan future developments” (Steinmetz et al., 1998). This methodology section describes the formation of the UD Think Tank and the process used to develop the foundational statements and recommendations that follow.

Participants
The participants represented a diverse group of individuals with expertise and experience in the concepts of UD, reflecting a cross section of professionals ranging from directors of disability services offices to college faculty, administrators of non-profit organizations, and staff of campus-based teaching and learning centers. They contributed their experience and expertise in the diverse areas of instructional technology, UD, teaching and learning, higher education, and a broad range of disabilities. Participants paid their own travel expenses in order to attend UD Think Tank meetings (see Appendix A for a list of participants).

Goals

The purpose of the UD Think Tank was to bring together diverse individuals with experience and expertise related to UD to explore and provide direction for future applications of UD in higher education. Specifically, the Think Tank was charged with considering the current status and future potential of UD in diverse arenas of higher education. The group conversed about the role of disability service providers in providing campus leadership to promote UD. Finally, the group generated a list of recommended directions that AHEAD might pursue in exploring and promoting the development of this approach as a tool in equalizing educational access.

Preparation for Meeting

In preparation for the Think Tank, participants agreed that defining how we conceptualized “disability” was essential to constructive dialogue.  A sociopolitical model of disability (Gill, n.d.) was identified (see Appendix B).   Additionally, it was agreed that the group would use the Principles of UD (The Center for Universal Design, 1997) as a starting point for dialogue on the topic of UD (see Appendix C).

Participants also concurred on a vision statement to guide the work and the direction of the group.  Prior to the initial meeting, the group was provided with a draft vision statement, with agreement that the focus of the UD Think Tank would be to envision higher education communities that value the concept of UD and are willing to work to infuse UD principles into all campus environments.

Activities

Using the Principles of UD (The Center for Universal Design, 1997), the sociopolitical model of disability (Gill, n.d.), and the vision of inclusive higher education communities described above, participants came together in Washington, DC, in July 2002 for a full-day working session. A tight agenda and careful facilitation supported the dialogue among the diverse participants.  The group was led through a series of questions and topics for discussion that included indicators of success in moving toward the vision of inclusive environments, current practices and examples of UD, barriers to achieving implementation of UD, and existing and potential applications of the Principles of UD (The Center for Universal Design, 1997) in the instruction and information environments. The role of disability service providers in assuming leadership roles in the area of UD was also discussed.  Group dialogue was synthesized on flip chart notes and recorded in more detail by two designated notetakers.

After the meeting, group notes were synthesized and distributed to the participants for review and feedback. A followup meeting was scheduled in November, 2002 with a subgroup of the UD Think Tank to consider specific issues and recommendations in more detail.  Notetakers documented the discussion and group notes were distributed to the entire UD Think Tank for input and feedback.

Outcomestc "Outcomes"
The following report and recommendations are an outcome of the process described above.  They reflect aspects of the Think Tank’s work that are relevant to the future formation and direction of scholarship pertaining to UD.

Vision

The role of a vision statement is to provide focus and direction for the activities of a group. The ideal described in the vision statement can not be achieved in a short time frame, but serves as a guide that challenges current practices and remains slightly beyond reach (Senge, 1990). According to Senge (1990), when a vision is embraced by a group, “the gap between vision and current reality generates energy for change” (Senge, 1990).

The following list was generated by the UD Think Tank in response to the question “How will we know when we have achieved our vision of infusing principles of UD in all campus environments?”
1.
People with disabilities do not need to constantly advocate for access.

2.
The criterion of a “reasonable” accommodation becomes moot.

3.
Curriculum materials and resources are available in alternative formats as a de facto standard and are provided through a broad range of offices across campus.

4.
Every student takes advantage of a universally designed product, classroom, or feature. Students with and without disabilities use the same design, and no one is stigmatized as having “special” needs.

5.
Students with disabilities are included in instruction and learning beginning on the first day of class instead of having to wait for accommodations before being able to fully participate.

6.
Each campus has the facilities and support to make materials available in alternative formats as a proactive part of preparation and dissemination.

7.
Higher education environments have significant numbers of faculty, staff, and students with disabilities.

8.
No one wastes time and energy negotiating physical and virtual access or navigating the campus environment.

9.
The focus of the campus community is on effective teaching and learning for all students instead of on the provision of legally mandated accommodations.

Foundational Concepts about the Nature of UD
In the course of dialogue a number of statements about the nature of UD emerged from the group. Some of these foundational concepts were generated as the group shared knowledge and experience with existing applications of UD. Others were identified as myths or misperceptions that need clarification or eradication. Recognizing that UD is a relatively new concept, and that misunderstandings can prevent a clear examination of the issues, Think Tank participants articulated a number of underlying assumptions that guided the group’s discussion.  The resulting statements about UD are presented as suggested common starting points for dialogue, implementation, and research in the field.

1.
The word “Universal” in Universal Design reflects an ideal. Participants in the Think Tank discussed a common misperception about UD that the word “universal” means that UD will be a panacea for all access problems in higher education. However, we know from the extensive experiences and applications of UD in the built environment that no environment can be made completely accessible to all individuals. The intent of UD is to provide a framework for designing and developing educational environments that are more inclusive, but that can always continue to be enhanced and made more inclusive.
2.
UD embraces an interactional model of disability. UD is premised on the notion that good design considers the needs of the users of the end product. It acknowledges that disability and other aspects of diversity are an expected part of human existence. Thus, educational environments should be designed to be functional for the student population, including students with disabilities.

3.
UD is a framework for designing and developing inclusive environments rather than a prescriptive set of procedures.  Think Tank participants talked at length about the importance of viewing UD as a framework for thinking about and developing inclusive practices.  Developing UD strategies and approaches across the diverse contexts of higher education is an evolving process, and providing a list of “quick tips” for implementing UD is not a recommended practice for the field.

4.
UD is not synonymous with technology. Participants discussed a misperception in the field that UD is synonymous with technology. UD does not require the use of technology, nor does the use of technology necessarily indicate that an educational environment has been universally designed.  Instead, technology is an educational tool that may facilitate instruction and learning as a flexible medium for conveying information.  Application of UD in the higher education environment needs to be broadly conceived to include the full spectrum of instruction and learning.
5.
UD is a proactive approach to eliminating unnecessary barriers in the educational environment. Participants discussed the importance of distinguishing between  eliminating unnecessary challenges in the environment and lowering academic standards.  UD involves removing barriers that are not essential to the educational context and do not compromise academic standards.
6.
UD is not a guarantee of student success.  Participants emphasized that UD does not change the value system within the field of postsecondary disability services for recognizing the diversity of abilities among students with disabilities.  This includes the long-held belief that we are not trying to “save” or “rescue” students and cannot guarantee that equal educational access will result in student success.

7.
UD will not eliminate all disability access needs, including the need for a campus disability services office. Participants agreed that “universal” is an ideal, and that UD will not eradicate all disability-related needs on college and university campuses. The proactive and inclusive emphasis of UD will potentially change the work of disability service providers, but it will not conflict with disability rights or dilute disability entitlements. UD and accommodations will likely interact but not preclude each other in all circumstances.

8.
Applications of UD in the higher education environment need to be validated through systematic research. There is strong precedence for using UD to create more inclusive features in the built environment.  Participants observed the current lack of empirical support for UD in higher education and expressed the need to systematically examine the effectiveness of applications of UD in the diverse realms of higher education.

Role of the Disability Service Provider

As part of the dialogue about promoting change and the implementation of UD, a number of possible roles for disability service providers were discussed.  In the following list, some of the suggested roles will be familiar to professionals experienced in promoting the disability agenda in higher education while other suggestions for promoting UD may reflect new roles.

The disability service provider may promote the adoption of UD by serving as:
1.
Marketer.   Disability service providers could actively promote UD on college and university campuses by sharing information, including examples from other fields and other campuses.

2.
Coalition builder.  Other beneficiaries of UD on campus could be identified by disability service providers and approached as potential partners.  Networking with colleagues, including key administrators, is recommended.

3.
Cost analyst.  A cost-benefit analysis conducted by disability service providers documenting the return that might be expected on the investment of making systematic changes through UD could provide powerful support for campus change.

4.
Consultant.  Disability service providers can supply faculty and faculty development personnel with information and support about UD. Such information should emphasize that the more universally designed a course is, the closer the pedagogy comes to meeting the needs of all students.

5.
Main player.  Disability service providers could take a leadership role in promoting UD from its inception on campus. This will require disability service providers to be knowledgeable about UD, UD resources, and current initiatives and procedures being implemented on other campuses.
6.
Monitor.  Being aware of new activities on campus and listening for opportunities to incorporate UD in new initiatives could be beneficial activities for disability service providers.

7.
Environment specialist.  When disability service providers understand the systems and structures for implementing change on their individual campuses, they are in a better position to influence campus policies. Disability service providers could form rapport with the change agents on campus and be involved with key committees or structures such as information technology, academic computing, publications, public relations, communications, curriculum, campus governance, and policies and procedures.

Barriers to UD

Participants identified possible barriers to promoting a UD approach to educational access.  It is important to be cognizant of these potential roadblocks to change in order to design new systems and approaches that are supportive.

1.
Barriers within the disability services office:

a.
A focus on minimal legal requirements.
b.
A one-person disability services office or an office experiencing consistent work overload with no time or energy for a campuswide vision of change.

c.
Lack of knowledge of institutional priorities and resources, even in the presence of positive attitudes about UD.

d.
Lack of background in teaching and learning.

e.
Lack of information and resources on UD.

2.
Barriers within the institution:

a.
Union issues and regulations that include specifications about employee activities hindering new ways of doing things on campus.

b.
Attitudinal barriers including a suspicion that UD means more work and lower standards.

c.
Lack of buy in and ownership for the educational access of diverse learners.

d.
The perception of high costs involved with UD.

e.
A focus on minimal legal requirements.

f.
Lack of support and reinforcement for faculty interested in making their teaching more inclusive.

3.
Barriers within the field of postsecondary disability services:

a.
A perception that disability identity and culture are devalued by supporting UD.

b.
Fear of losing individual accommodations and civil rights protections in a UD environment.

c.
Limited knowledge about implementation strategies and outcomes of UD.

Recommendations for Future Research and Scholarship

In the course of dialogue Think Tank participants were excited about and committed to the potential of the UD paradigm.  At the same time, there was also significant questioning about how to proceed with caution in order to permit the field’s knowledge base to build and guide the implementation of UD in higher education. The following suggestions are provided to guide future research and scholarship.

1.
Examine and explore the applications of UD across diverse environments in higher education.  Consider a broad array of areas within the educational environment that can be designed from the outset to be more inclusive of students with disabilities, including such areas as the physical, informational, and instructional domains.

2.
Look broadly at environmental factors that support or create barriers to achieving the comprehensive systemic change called for by UD. Explore the perspectives of and impact on varying constituents, including students, faculty, disability service providers, and administrators.

3.  Collaborate and draw on expertise across professional boundaries.  Find allies or partners who are important for infusing UD into the higher education environment. Promote connections on campus with such areas as facilities, faculty development, student affairs, support services, and so on. Tap perspectives, expertise, and resources to achieve mutual benefits.

4.
 Build consumer input and feedback into all initiatives and research activities.  In the domains of architecture and product design, UD has placed a high premium on consumer input and feedback. Explore how user-centered design can be incorporated into the diverse areas of higher education.

5.
Develop models and exemplary cases that illustrate the application of UD in diverse areas of higher education. The field needs to have clear and comprehensive models of classrooms, policies, strategies, and so forth, that illustrate inclusive environments.

6.
Pursue lines of inquiry for research. Possible suggestions include:

a.
Questions about implementation of UD

•
What are the most effective training materials and resources for promoting the development of UD?

•
Which context variables within postsecondary environments support implementation of UD?

•
What are effective partnerships that enhance development and implementation across higher education settings?

•
What resources do disability services professionals need?

•
What are the best approaches to support faculty in implementing UD?

•
Are there different training and implementation needs for faculty across academic disciplines?

•
Are there different training and implementation needs across institutional contexts?

b.
Questions about the outcomes of UD

•
Does UD make a difference for students with disabilities? How should this be measured?

•
Does UD benefit all students?

•
Does UD affect workflow and demands in disability services offices?

•
Does UD foster independence for students with disabilities?

•
Does UD result in more self-confidence in seeking employment opportunities for students with disabilities?

c.
 Questions about the impact of UD on disability identity

•
Does UD provide new and creative strategies for expanding access in higher education, thus widening the bell curve?

•
Can UD be viewed as a value or an ideal to be embraced in the same way as people value sustainable development or the Green Movement?

•
Does a UD educational environment change the nature of disability identity? And if so, how?

•
Does a focus on UD foster an institution’s acceptance of the interactional model of disability?

Conclusionstc "Conclusions"
Implementing UD in higher education entails an elemental idea with wide-reaching ramifications. Institutions will embrace and promote an interactional model of disability demonstrating an understanding of the ordinariness of the diversity of all learners. In order to promote this radical change, we must engage people in thinking differently about educational access, and we must challenge ourselves to think outside the compliance box.

The reflections and discussions of the UD Think Tank are offered as suggested starting points for intentional inquiry by the field. Approaching an exploration of UD grounded in research is especially important with the long-term consumers of this research—the higher education community. We must build a strong foundation in order to sustain a commitment to achieving the change and promise of UD.

As AHEAD considers the work and implications of the UD Think Tank, ongoing dialogue will be valuable. Participants in the Think Tank represented diverse aspects of expertise and experience in this initial undertaking. However, they clearly articulated that as the dialogue continues, it will be extremely valuable to have broad and diverse input from the many constituents of AHEAD to strengthen future planning and exploration.
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Two Models of Disability:  A Contrast
Medical Model
Interactional Model
Disability is a deficiency or abnormality 
Disability is a difference

Being disabled is negative
Being disabled, in itself, is neutral

Disability resides in the individual
Disability derives from the interaction

between the individual and society

The remedy for disability-related problems
The remedy for disability-related problems

is cure or normalization of the individual
is changes in the interaction between the

individual and society

The agent of remedy is the professional
The agent of remedy can be the

individual, an advocate, or anyone who

affects the arrangements between the

individual and society

Carol J. Gill

Chicago Institute of Disability Research

Appendix Ctc "Appendix C"
The Principles of Universal Design

Copyright 1997 NC State University, The Center for Universal Design

UNIVERSAL DESIGN:  The design of products and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized design.

The authors collaborated to establish the following Principles of Universal Design to guide a wide range of design disciplines including environments, products, and communications. These seven principles may be applied to evaluate existing designs, guide the design process and educate both designers and consumers about the characteristics of more usable products and environments.

PRINCIPLE ONE: Equitable Use

The design is useful and marketable to people with diverse abilities.

Guidelines:
1a. Provide the same means of use for all users: identical whenever possible; equivalent when 
      not.

1b. Avoid segregating or stigmatizing any users.

1c. Provisions for privacy, security, and safety should be equally available to all users.

1d. Make the design appealing to all users.

PRINCIPLE TWO: Flexibility in Use

The design accommodates a wide range of individual preferences and abilities.

Guidelines:
2a. Provide choice in methods of use.

2b. Accommodate right- or left-handed access and use.

2c. Facilitate the user’s accuracy and precision.

2d. Provide adaptability to the user’s pace.

PRINCIPLE THREE: Simple and Intuitive Use

Use of the design is easy to understand, regardless of the user’s experience, knowledge, language skills, or current concentration level.

Guidelines:

3a. Eliminate unnecessary complexity.

3b. Be consistent with user expectations and intuition.

3c. Accommodate a wide range of literacy and language skills.

3d. Arrange information consistent with its importance.

3e. Provide effective prompting and feedback during and after task completion.

PRINCIPLE FOUR: Perceptible Information

The design communicates necessary information effectively to the user, regardless of ambient conditions or the user’s sensory abilities.

Guidelines:

4a. Use different modes (pictorial, verbal, tactile) for redundant presentation of essential infor-

     mation.

4b. Maximize “legibility” of essential information.

4c. Differentiate elements in ways that can be described (i.e., make it easy to give instructions or 

     directions).

4d.  Provide compatibility with a variety of techniques or devices used by people with sensory 

      limitations.

PRINCIPLE FIVE: Tolerance for Error

The design minimizes hazards and the adverse consequences of accidental or unintended actions.

Guidelines:

5a. Arrange elements to minimize hazards and errors: most used elements, most accessible; 


      hazardous elements eliminated, isolated, or shielded.

5b. Provide warnings of hazards and errors.

5c. Provide failsafe features.

5d. Discourage unconscious action in tasks that require vigilance.

PRINCIPLE SIX: Low Physical Effort

The design can be used efficiently and comfortably and with a minimum of fatigue.

Guidelines:

6a. Allow user to maintain a neutral body position.

6b. Use reasonable operating forces.

6c. Minimize repetitive actions.

6d. Minimize sustained physical effort.

PRINCIPLE SEVEN: Size and Space for Approach and Use

Appropriate size and space is provided for approach, reach, manipulation, and use regardless of user’s body size, posture, or mobility.

Guidelines:

7a. Provide a clear line of sight to important elements for any seated or standing user.

7b. Make reach to all components comfortable for any seated or standing user.

7c. Accommodate variations in hand and grip size.

7d. Provide adequate space for the use of assistive devices or personal assistance.

Please note that the Principles of Universal Design address only universally usable design, while the practice of design involves more than consideration for usability. Designers must also incorporate other considerations such as economic, engineering, cultural, gender, and environmental concerns in their design processes. These Principles offer designers guidance to better integrate features that meet the needs of as many users as possible.

Compiled by advocates of Universal Design, listed in alphabetical order: Bettye Rose Connell, Mike Jones, Ron Mace, Jim Mueller, Abir Mullick, Elaine Ostroff, Jon Sanford, Ed Steinfeld, Molly Story, and Gregg Vanderheiden

Book Reviews tc "Book Reviews "
Welcome to the JPED Book Review column! In this issue, we offer two informative and interesting book reviews, one written by me and one written by a doctoral student at the University of Connecticut, Pam Embry. Please check the AHEAD website for guidelines and procedures for the column so you too can participate. I also welcome your feedback on the book reviews published thus far. Enjoy!

Elaine Manglitz, Ph.D.

Book Review Editor

elaine@arches.uga.edu

Osborn, C. L. (2000). Over my head: A doctor’s own story of head injury from the inside looking out. Kansas City, MO: Andrews McMeel Publishing.

Dr. Claudia L. Osborn’s book is an autobiographical account of one woman’s challenges during the process of rehabilitation and recovery after the experience of a head injury. In the introduction, Osborn identifies several additional areas she wishes to address: the necessity of dealing with the grief that accompanies the loss of one’s self; her attempt in the book to provide insight into what happens when neural pathways in the brain are damaged; the effects of head injury on behavior and personality; and her desire to change the way the readers see someone they “love, know, or employ who has experienced a brain injury” (Osborn, p. xii). Her book accomplishes all of the above and more.

Osborn begins her account by giving us a brief glimpse into her life as an internist in a busy inner city Detroit hospital. She takes us through a hectic day as she sees patients, supervises and instructs interns and residents, makes hospital rounds, and serves on committees. This glimpse into her life as a busy, dedicated internist provides a background and stark contrast for how dramatically her life will change after she sustains a head injury. Her story of the head injury and the time immediately afterward as she attempts to cope with what she thought was not a very serious injury is honestly portrayed. However, most of the book relays her experiences as she attends the Head Trauma Program at New York University. There under the guidance of the director, the many coaches, her fellow trainees, and with support from her family, she slowly rebuilds her life, comes to understand her post-injury self and learns to begin to accept her limitations. We see her deal with the characteristics of brain injury including adynamia, disinhibition, and flooding and the many difficulties caused by attention and memory problems. However, we also witness her gradual attainment of strategies and props, tools that help her begin to compensate for characteristics caused by her head injury. More important, she lets us in on her feelings as she learns more about her new self, grieves for the loss of the old one, and begins as she says to develop “a vision of an achievable future – one I wanted, not just one I could attain” (Osborn, p. 180).

To say that Osborn’s story is a powerful and emotionally inspiring account of one woman’s journey to find and rebuild her sense of self is definitely an understatement. We see her growth but also the lasting impact of her head injury on her life. We also see someone who learns to renew her sense of self in a way that upholds her sense of dignity. Her chronological presentation and narrative style add to an understanding of the process of rehabilitation, as do her stories about the other individuals who participated in the Head Trauma Program with her. Her writing style and presentation is accessible, informative, and at times, excruciatingly humorous. Her choice of quotes to introduce each chapter adds immensely to the book, as do the brief journal entries at the end of each chapter.

I highly recommend this book to disability service providers, administrators, and teachers who work with students who have experienced a head injury and for anyone who lives with or knows someone with a head injury. Osborn’s is a heroic, inspiring, and honestly portrayed account that does not minimize the impact of a head injury on a person’s life.

Elaine Manglitz, Ph.D., University of Georgia
Crawford, V. (2002). Embracing the monster: Overcoming the challenges of hidden disabilities. Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing
Professionals who work with college students who have hidden disabilities know that there is much more to an individual student than her SAT score, her GPA, or her diagnosis: Each student possesses her own rich and unique personal history. The personal history of a student with a hidden disability may include significant academic struggles as well as personal challenges in many other aspects of life. As suggested by its name, hidden disability is not readily seen or understood. As a result, it is often difficult for others to believe that the disability actually exists, and subsequent doubts may be harmful to the student’s emerging sense of self. How can professionals who have not personally experienced the impact of a hidden disability begin to understand the effects that such disabilities, and our reactions to them, may have on a student’s emotional and social development, motivation, choice of major, or career plans?

Veronica Crawford’s book provides a reference point for those who want to know how a hidden disability feels in everyday life experience and decision-making. In this powerful first-person account of her own experience as an individual living with learning disabilities, bipolar disorder, ADHD, dyslexia and sensory integrative disorder, Crawford describes the global nature of hidden disabilities. Her description of a lifetime of loneliness and loss, determination and resourcefulness, self-knowledge and self-acceptance will resonate with students who have hidden disabilities, with their parents, and with professionals who want to understand and help.

Crawford’s account begins with her preschool experiences, and subsequent chapters cover each developmental stage up to her adult years, including her experiences in the working world. Commentary by Larry B. Silver, M.D., follows each chapter, providing insights about the life events Crawford describes and offering suggestions for interventions that would be helpful in dealing with the challenges presented. An additional chapter presents “Tips and Tools” for recognizing and coping with hidden disabilities throughout the life span, including a valuable section on disclosure in the workplace and ways employers can be supportive of workers with hidden disabilities. The book also provides a brief guide written by Silver, to understanding the many hidden disabilities.

Readers who are put off by the use of the word “monster” in the title may be reassured to know that the author uses this word in reference to the “monster” from her recurrent nightmares in childhood; the narrative describes her confrontation and ultimately her acceptance of the feelings represented by the “monster” who pursued her in dreams. An unfortunate choice of cover art will not necessarily dispel a reader’s initial uneasiness with the title. The colorful photograph of a distorted facial image, while a beautiful work of art, gives new meaning to issues of “face validity” when used to attract readers to a book about disabilities. However, readers who can get past the title and cover art will find a book that offers a real and honest account of how one woman learned to understand and to like her unique self.

Embracing the Monster is a valuable contribution to understanding the wholelife impact of hidden disabilities. Crawford’s account of her struggles, interwoven with Silver’s thoughtful commentary, provides a positive message to students with hidden disabilities and to the professionals who help them meet their challenges.

Pam Embry, M.A., NCSP., University of Connecticut
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Author Guidelines

The Journal of Postsecondary Education and Disability welcomes manuscript submissions that are of an innovative nature and relevant to the theory and practice of providing postsecondary support services to students with disabilities.    Guidelines for authors are as follows:

Contenttc "Content"
Manuscripts should demonstrate scholarly excellence in at least one of the following categories:

·
Research.  Reports original quantitative or qualitative research;

·
Integration.  Integrates research of others in a meaningful way; compares or contrasts theories; critiques results; and/or provides context for future exploration.

·
Innovation.  Proposes innovation of theory, approach, or process of service delivery based on reviews of the literature and research.

Formattc "Format"
All manuscripts must be prepared according to APA format as described in  The Publication Manual (5th ed.), American Psychological Association, 2001. *

·
Manuscripts should not exceed 20-25 typewritten pages.

·
Authors should use terminology that emphasizes the individual first and the disability second (see pages 63-65 of APA Manual).  Authors should also avoid the use of sexist language and the generic masculine pronoun.

·
Manuscripts should have a title page that provides the names and affiliations of all authors and the address of the principal author.   (Authors should refrain from entering their names on pages of the manuscript.)

·
An abstract of 100-150 words should accompany all manuscripts.  Abstracts must be typed and double-spaced on a separate sheet of paper.

·
An original and four (4) hard copies of the manuscript should be furnished.

·
An electronic copy of the manuscript should be provided on disk with platform and software clearly labeled  (PC, Microsoft Word preferred).

·
A cover letter should indicate whether or not the manuscript has been published or submitted elsewhere for consideration of publication.

*For information on changes in the fifth edition, see http://www.apastyle.org/fifthchanges.html.

For responses to frequently asked questions about APA style , consult the APA web site at http://www.apastyle.org/faqs.html.

Please note:

·
Do not send original artwork during the manuscript review process; it will be requested upon article acceptance.

·
Authors will be notified by mail upon receipt of their manuscript.

Mailing address:

Manuscripts should be submitted directly to the editor at the following address:

Dr. Sally Scott

University of Connecticut

Department of Educational Psychology

Center on Postsecondary Education and Disability/Hall Bldg.

362 Fairfield Road, Unit 2064

Storrs, CT 06269-2064

Upon acceptance for publicationtc "Upon acceptance for publication"
For manuscripts that are accepted for publication, the following items must be provided to the editor:

·
An electronic copy of the final manuscript on a 3.5” disk (PC, Microsoft Word preferred) with word processing software and level of computer system clearly defined

·
A hard copy of the final manuscript

·
A signed and completed Copyright Transfer form

·
A 40-50 word bibliographic description for each author
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Manuscript submissions by AHEAD members are especially welcome.  The Journal reserves the right to edit all material for space and style.  Authors will be notified of changes.

