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Abstract 
 

The present study investigated students with disabilities in transitioning from high 

school to college, and the factors that predict their intent to use accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting.  The theoretical frameworks of identity theory and self-

determination theory guided the selection of outcome and predictor variables in a 

multiple regression analysis.  The results indicated that students’ plan to use 

accommodations are significantly predicted by disclosure behaviors, belief in the 

necessity of accommodations, and the degree of autonomous regulation.  Implications for 

the present study include policy recommendations for Individual Education Planning 

teams in secondary institutions and Disability Service Providers at postsecondary 

institutions. 

Keywords: self-determination, transition, learning disabilities, postsecondary 

education, IEP Planning Team 
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Chapter I 
Introduction 

A first-year student named Millie sat in the office of the Disability Student 

Services of a mid-sized, liberal arts college to request accommodations for her dyslexia.  

The semester was more than half over, and her grades were already poor ‒ she was 

failing English and Developmental Math.  The Director of Disability Services asked 

Millie a series of questions to determine the kinds of services, accommodations, and 

modifications she received in high school.  The young woman reached into her backpack 

and produced a six-page summary of her most recent Admission, Review, and Dismissal 

(ARD) Committee meeting; she said that she had no idea what “all that” actually meant.  

The director looked up from the pages and asked Millie, “Why didn’t you come and see 

me about your accommodations at the beginning of the school year?”  Shrugging her 

shoulders and raising her eyebrows, Millie earnestly responded, “I was going to try to 

succeed without them.”  As the director reviewed the ARD minutes, he learned that 

Millie’s last formal testing had been done when she was in second grade, that her exams 

had been modified to “reduced number of choices,” and that she was “a good kid and 

doing well in school.”  On the last page of the document was a list of signatures for those 

in attendance; the student’s signature was not on the list. 

Statement of the Problem 

This anecdote is not an outlier; students with learning disabilities often find that 

they lack appropriate documentation (Gregg, 2007).  Hamblet (2014) suggested “some 

students will find that the documentation that their high school provides is not considered 

sufficient” (p. 54).  Students may also discover that many colleges and universities 
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generally agree that they have the right to seek recent documentation when students 

request accommodations (Gordon, Lewandowski, Murphy, & Dempsey, 2002), as do the 

American College Testing (ACT) (ACT, Inc., 2015) and the Scholastic Assessment Test 

(SAT) (The College Board, 2015).  Students who have received modifications in high 

school (changes in the nature of the work) will often discover that colleges and 

universities will not modify curricula in the same way their high schools did (Longtin, 

2014; Ranseen & Parks, 2005). 

Students with learning disabilities who attend college face a significant shift in 

rights, regulations, and expectations that potentially creates difficulty in the transition 

from high school to college because postsecondary institutions are not governed by the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 2004 (20 U.S.C. § 1400) or its regulations (34 

C.F.R. § 300, 301).  The protections provided under the Americans with Disabilities 

Amendments Act of 2008 (ADAAA) do not include the promise of a “free and 

appropriate education” (FAPE) for students at the postsecondary level; rather, they 

“provide a clear and comprehensive national mandate for the elimination of 

discrimination against individuals with disabilities” (ADAAA, 2008, b(1)). 

 The difficulties for secondary students in navigating the transition into 

postsecondary (or workforce) settings, however, was anticipated in the Individuals with 

Disabilities Act (IDEA).  For example, 34 C.F.R. § 300.43 requires public secondary 

institutions to “facilitate the child’s movement from school to post-school activities, 

including postsecondary education” (Transition Services, 2015).  These transition plans 

are required for students in public secondary education who are 16 years of age or older, 

and students must be actively involved in the transition plan (Cawthon & Cole, 2010).  In 
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2004, Congress passed specific requirements for Individualized Education Program (IEP) 

teams to include measurable goals based upon transitional assessments (Yell, 2015), 

which may include formal assessment when necessary for the transition setting. 

Despite the legislative and regulatory mandates for public secondary schools, 

Janiga and Costenbader (2002) found that postsecondary institutions were dissatisfied 

with the transitional services provided to students entering college.  In a survey of 

postsecondary offices of disability services in the state of New York, they found that 

administrators were least satisfied with documentation, evaluations, and training for 

students’ college success.  Many of their respondents believed that “there were a large 

number of students with [learning disabilities] LD who failed to seek out assistance” (p. 

467). 

Purpose of the Present Study 

This belief that there are a large number of students with learning disabilities who 

fail to disclose their disabilities to postsecondary institutions, and thereby engage in 

higher education pursuits without accommodations for functional limitations, provokes a 

compelling question: why are students with disabilities failing to disclose their need for 

accommodations in postsecondary education?  Moreover, for those who do disclose, why 

do some students actively participate in their accommodation plan, while others merely 

“fill out the forms” without following through in their accommodation plan?  The present 

study attempts to investigate the latter question. 

A number of researchers assert that some students have developed the ability to 

advocate for themselves, while other students have failed to develop this ability.  Within 

Deci and Ryan’s (2000) theoretical framework of Self-Determination Theory (SDT), a 
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more explicit paradigmatic question would be, “have students with disabilities 

experienced need fulfillment that satisfied autonomy toward the development of 

autonomous motivation toward the behavior of assistance-seeking?” 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors predict students’ 

intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting. Factors such as the past 

experiences, disclosure behaviors, motivation, and beliefs are investigated as potential 

predictors of the students’ intent to use accommodations. 

Significance of the Present Study 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors that predict self-

determination for students with learning disabilities in the transitional situation between 

secondary and postsecondary education.  Students who wish to receive accommodations 

in the postsecondary setting must disclose their disabilities to the institution, and request 

accommodations as appropriate throughout their postsecondary experience.  While these 

behavioral outcomes are demonstrably predicted by locus of motivation, and self-

regulation is theoretically predicted by experiences of need-satisfaction mediated by 

autonomy, the situation of the transitional setting between secondary and postsecondary 

education remains largely unexplored.  The literature reviewed tends to consider the 

transition experience from various perspectives: the DSP’s perspective (Ofiesh & 

McAfee, 2000; Hamblet, 2014; Janiga & Costenbader, 2002), the IEP team’s perspective 

(Hayes, 2006; Hudson, 2011; Milson, 2002; Cashman, 2006), and the perspective of 

students who have made the transition (Schreuer & Sachs, 2014; Barnard-Brak et al., 

2010; Cawthon & Cole, 2010).  There appears to be a gap in the literature that warrants 

exploration; none of the research reviewed has analyzed the transition experience during 
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students’ transition from secondary to postsecondary institutions. Gregg (2007) suggested 

that the gap in literature “cannot be overstated” and exists, in part, in “collaborative 

models of service delivery … with an eye toward outcome solutions” (p. 226).  The 

present study explores this transitional situation to investigate students with learning 

disabilities’ plans to use accommodations as they prepare to enter college, and identify 

the factors that predict those intents.  The policy implications for this research question 

was summarized by Steele and Wolanin (2004), who recommended that “a stronger 

emphasis needs to be placed on providing students with disabilities who are interested in 

higher education with effective self-advocacy skills” (p. 29).   

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

To investigate the factors that predict intent to use accommodations for students 

with learning disabilities in the transitional situation, the following research questions are 

proposed: 

Research Question.  Are participating in ARD/IEP meetings ([participation]), 

student-leadership of ARD/IEP meetings([leadership]), the disclosure behaviors of 

students in transition ([inquiry]), the students’ beliefs about the relationship between 

accommodations and academic success ([belief]), and the degree of self-regulation 

([autonomy]) effective predictors of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary 

setting [intent]? 

Hypothesis.  Participation in ARD meetings in high school and self-regulation, as 

measured by locus of motivation, will be significant predictors of intent to use 

accommodations in the postsecondary setting. 
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Theoretical Frameworks 

Two theoretical frameworks guide the present study.  Identity theory serves as the 

theoretical framework of transition, and self-determination theory serves as the 

theoretical framework of motivation. 

Identity theory.  Students with disabilities who transition from secondary to 

postsecondary education settings experience a significant shift in rights, protections, and 

expectations related to disability.  This shift requires students with disabilities to 

effectively integrate a sense-of-self that includes disability and the need for 

accommodations. Identity theory is described as an explication of “the relationship 

between the planned behavior of the individual and self-identity” (Whannell & Whannell, 

2015, p. 44).   Stryker and Burke (2000) asserted that identity theory comprises two 

interrelated conceptualizations of planned behavior: the external social structures, and the 

internal structure of the self.  External social structures can be summarized by the 

assertion that the self is a reflection of society.  In contrast to Stryker and Burke’s (2000) 

paradigm, Terry, Hogg, and White (1999) suggested that external social structures of 

identity theory should be understood as social identity theory, and that internal structures 

of the self should be designated as identity theory. 

Terry, Hogg, and White (1999) suggested that identity theory is an appropriate 

paradigm for describing planned behavior, as “previous tests of the theories of reasoned 

action and planned behaviour have provided convincing support linking self-identity to 

behavior” (p. 227).  Planned behavior is not merely an extension of past behavior, but is 
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rather a manifestation of self-identity that may have, to some degree, been informed by 

past behavior. 

Whannell and Whannell (2015) asserted that identity theory is an appropriate 

framework to understand the transition process for students entering postsecondary 

education, particularly in terms of how students plan to engage behaviors that lead to 

academic success.  Through this lens, students who have accepted the role of “university 

student” and the expectations that fulfill that role will be more likely to plan behaviors 

that lead to academic success.  Students who have not fully accepted the identity of 

“university student” would encounter significant challenges to success, regardless of 

academic preparation. 

Identity theory provides a conceptual frame for investigating students with 

learning disabilities in the transition context.  For example, identity theory suggests that 

students who have not attended ARD meetings in high school may not have developed an 

identity of disability sufficient to plan to use accommodations in the postsecondary 

setting.  Conversely, students who have self-directed their IEP transition planning in 

ARD meetings in high school may have developed an identity of disability sufficient to 

understand their accommodations as a means of fulfilling the expectations of the role of a 

student with disabilities. 

Self-determination theory.  Students with disabilities who transition from 

secondary to postsecondary education settings experience a significant shift in rights, 

protections, and expectations related to disability.  This shift requires students with 

disabilities to make behavioral choices based upon the need for access.  Deci and Ryan’s 

(2000) framework for Self-Determination Theory (SDT) provides a means of 
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investigating “why” students may act in ways that effectively satisfy those needs for 

access, and consider the factors that may be predictive of self-regulation and autonomy. 

SDT centers upon an understanding of human motivation (regulation) as the satisfaction 

of organismic needs, rather than acquired motives.  Deci and Ryan’s (2000) framework 

provides a dialectic paradigm for understanding self-determination as an organismic 

economy of needs satisfaction through experiences of autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness.  When one experiences need satisfaction in ways that reinforce autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness, SDT asserts that one is inclined to see themselves as the 

driver of behaviors.  When one experiences need satisfaction in ways that undermine 

autonomy, infer incompetence, or result in isolation, SDT asserts that one is inclined to 

see others as the driver of their own behaviors.  SDT is effectively summarized as the 

“why” of pursuits.  Deci and Ryan asserted the theoretical framework in terms of the 

locus of motivation: “Only when people’s feelings of relatedness and competence result 

from behaviors that are autonomous – behaviors that emanate from the self – will the 

people display optimal engagement and psychological well-being” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, 

p. 243). 

SDT provides a theoretical lens to investigate the motivations for planned 

behaviors.  For example, students who are have controlled motivation may not initiate 

contact with the disability service provider and may not plan to use accommodations in 

the postsecondary setting.  Conversely, students who have autonomous may understand 

the need for accommodations as supporting autonomy, competence, and relatedness 

(interdependence) in ways that incite them to actively seek out assistance and plan to use 

accommodations.  The Relative Autonomy Index (RAI) is a situational variable in the 
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present study. The type of motivation is investigated as an independent variable in 

predicting disclosure behaviors and the plan to use accommodations. 

Assumptions 

The assumptions for the present inquiry include the following: 

1. The Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L) is a reliable and valid 

instrument for measuring locus of motivation for students in the college 

setting. 

2. The students participating in the inquiry answer survey questions truthfully. 

3. The sample of students with learning disabilities in the transition setting are 

representative of the population of students with learning disabilities in the 

transition setting in the State of Texas. 

Delimitations 

The present inquiry is delimited in the following ways: 

1. Students with disabilities who do not have a learning disability are excluded 

from the present study.  The literature reviewed suggests that students with 

other disabilities (deaf/hard of hearing, blind/visually impaired, autism 

spectrum disorders) may experience transition differently from those with 

learning disabilities. 

2. Students who do not disclose their disabilities to the postsecondary institution 

are not included in the scope of the present study.  

3. Only students who are 18 years of age or older are sampled in the present 

study.  There are a number of students who enter college as minors; minors, 

however, are not sampled. 
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Limitations 

Several limitations are considered in the present study, particularly in terms of 

generalizability: 

1. The present study investigates the population of students with learning 

disabilities who have disclosed their disability to postsecondary institutions in 

the State of Texas.  The findings cannot be generalized to students who have 

not disclosed, students who disclose later in postsecondary education, students 

who have other disabilities, or students outside of the State of Texas. 

2. The present study requires the voluntary participation of students in the 

transition context, and may not be generalizable to a profile of student who 

discloses but chooses not to respond to the survey. 

3. The present study is quantitative study within a positivist epistemology, and 

therefor lacks a rich description of the transition experience of students with 

learning disabilities who disclose to postsecondary institutions in the State of 

Texas.  The present study does not provide room for emerging constructs. 

4. The present study is limited to data collected in a single setting, and does not 

provide longitudinal data.  For example, the present study investigates intent 

to use accommodations, but does not investigate whether students actually 

followed through on intentions.  
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Definition of Terms 

Americans with Disabilities Act as Amended (ADAAA).  The Americans with 

Disabilities Act as Amended in 2008, 42 U.S. Code § 12101 et seq. 

Disability.  As defined by the ADAAA, a disability is a functional limitation of a 

major life activity, or a person regarded as having a disability (Americans with 

Disabilities Act Amendments, 2008). 

Disability service provider (DSP).  Disability Service Provider, refers to the 

office responsible to ensure and protect the civil rights of students with disabilities at an 

institution of higher education.  The literature may refer to the disability service provider 

using various designators (e.g. student disabilities office, office of student disability 

services, disabled student services) (Banerjee, Madaus & Gelbar, 2015). 

First Generation College Student.  The present study employs the definition of 

first-generation college student as defined by 20 U.S. Code § 1070a et seq., that the 

student is an individual both of whose parents did not complete a baccalaureate degree.  

Under this definition, if one parent did complete the baccalaureate degree, the student 

would not be described as first-generation.    It is important to note that varying 

definitions of the term are used in the literature.  For example, The National Center for 

Education Statistics defines first-generation college students as “those whose parents’ 

highest level of education is a high school diploma or less” (1998).  The Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System does not report numbers or percentages for first-

generation college undergraduates. 

Free and appropriate education (FAPE).  Free and Appropriate Education, as 

defined in IDEA, requires that students with disabilities receive appropriate modifications 
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and accommodations free of charge in public education until graduation or 21 years of 

age - whichever happens first (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 2004). 

Identity theory.  The theory that planned behavior is not merely an extension of 

past behavior, but is rather a manifestation of self-identity that may have, to some degree, 

been informed by past behavior (Terry, Hogg & White, 1999). 

The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA).  The Individuals with Disabilities 

Act of 2004, 20 U.S. Code § 1400 et seq. 

Individualized education plan (IEP).  Individualized Education Plan – IDEA 

requires that students who receive special education in public schools must have an IEP.  

IEPs are drafted in an Admission/Review/Dismissal (ARD) meeting that includes 

representatives from the school, parents, and students (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 2004).   

Legislation (federal).  Federal law that has been passed by congress, and signed 

by the president.  In this review, the United States Code (U.S.C.) is listed whenever 

referring to current legislation (Yell, 2015). 

Regulation (federal).  Federal statutes drafted by individual departments of the 

administrative branch to define enforcement of legislation.  In this review, the Code of 

Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) is listed whenever referring to current regulations (Yell, 

2015). 

Self-determination theory (SDT).  The theory that individuals are, by nature, 

reacting to internal and external environments, involving themselves in actions of 

personal interest, and moving “toward personal and interpersonal coherence” (Deci & 

Ryan, 2000, p. 230). 
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Transition.  In the present study, transition refers to the matriculation of students 

with disabilities from secondary to postsecondary education (Eckes & Ochoa, 2005). 

Organization of the Present Study 

The present proposal is presented in five chapters.  Chapter II reviews literature 

relevant to the legislative and regulatory requirements of transition planning for students 

with disabilities, research investigating the postsecondary environment for transitioned 

students, transition planning in the secondary environment, and the theoretical 

frameworks of identity theory and self-determination theory.  Chapter III describes the 

methodology for investigating the research questions proffered in the present study.  

Chapter IV demonstrates the results of the analyses, and Chapter V provides a discussion 

of those findings. 
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Chapter II 

Review of the Literature 

 The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors that predict the 

intent (or plan) to use accommodations for students with learning disabilities in the 

transitional situation between secondary and postsecondary education, and in what ways 

those factors predict students’ intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting.  

A review of the relevant literature requires a four-pronged approach toward 

contextualizing this investigation: the legislative and regulatory requirements of 

transition planning for students with disabilities, research investigating the postsecondary 

environment for transitioned students, transition planning in the secondary environment, 

and the theoretical frameworks if identity theory and self-determination theory.   

Transition Context 

Table 1  
Federal Legislation and Regulation Relevant to Transitions for Students with 
Disabilities 

Term Legislative Title Year 

ADA The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, P.L. 101-
336 

1990 

ADAAA The Americans with Disabilities Act as Amended of 
2008, P.L. 114-38.  The literature may refer to this Act as 
the ADAA or ADAAA.  

2008 

AHEAD The Association of Higher Education and Disabilities 2015 

IDEA The Individuals with Disabilities Act of 2004, P.L. 108-
446 

2004 

 

Legislation, regulation, and case-law. The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was 

primarily civil rights legislation enacted to require federally funded service organizations 
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to provide equal access to services (deBettencourt, 2002; Reed, 1992).  Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was originally a relatively short and final addition to the Act, 

providing that “no otherwise qualified individual with a handicap [the term disability was 

substituted in later reauthorizations] …be subjected to discrimination under any program 

or activity receiving Federal financial assistance” (9 U.S.C. § 794(a)).  Regulations 

enforcing the protections of Section 504, however, did not enter the Federal Register until 

the American Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities organized a sit-in demonstration in 

the Federal Building in April of 1977, demanding that President Carter’s Secretary of 

Health, Education, and Welfare enact regulations (Cone, 2000).  The regulations (34 

C.F.R. § 104(d)) required public preschool, elementary, and secondary schools to identify 

students with disabilities, provide a free and appropriate public education, provide 

appropriate evaluation and placement, and provide due processes for parents. 

In the interim, between the passage of the Rehabilitation Act in 1973 and the 

regulations in 1977, Congress enacted the Education for the Handicapped Act (EHA) in 

1975 (20 U.S.C § 1400 et seq.).  The EHA was constructed for four major purposes: (a) 

to assure a free and appropriate education (FAPE), (b) to assure that rights of children 

and parents are protected, (c) to assist States in providing for the education of all children 

with disabilities, and (d) to assure the effectiveness efforts to educate children with 

disabilities (U.S. Office of Special Education Programs, 2000).  The EHA represented the 

first national, legislative address of the special education needs of children in public 

education (Madaus, 2005; Smith, 2001).  In its reauthorization in 1990, the Act was 

renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (PL 101-476; U.S. 

Office of Special Education Programs, 2000). Furthermore, the requirement that IEP 
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teams consider the transition needs of students with disabilities was added.  President 

Clinton signed a subsequent reauthorization of IDEA (PL 105-17) in 1997 that 

significantly strengthened the transition clause (Hudson, 2011) and refocused the purpose 

of transition plans to students’ desired outcomes, rather than students’ disability category 

or diagnosis (Grigal & Test, 1997). 

The 2004 reauthorization of IDEA revised the transition requirements even 

further, defining transition services to include an emphasis on the child’s movement to 

post-school activities (Hudson, 2011).  The regulations in 34 C.F.R. § 300.43 required 

IEP teams to provide “transition service planning not later than the first IEP to be in 

effect when the child turns 16 years of age, or younger if determined appropriate by the 

IEP team, and updated annually thereafter.”  It is important to note that IDEA guarantees 

a free and public education to children until students: (a) graduate from high school, or 

(b) turn 21 years of age; students who graduate from high school are no longer covered 

under the IDEA (Hamblet, 2014).  The transition plan, drafted by the IEP team, is 

centered upon ensuring that students with disabilities are guaranteed an outcomes-based 

set of resources to prepare for future endeavors not governed by an IEP (Eckes & Ochoa, 

2005). 

The transition from secondary to postsecondary education represents a significant 

change in rights and protections for students with disabilities.  The IDEA places the 

burden for locating and serving students with disabilities on primary and secondary 

institutions (Eckes & Ochoa, 2005), but the ADAAA and Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act have no such requirements on postsecondary institutions (PSE).  This 
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shift in rights and protections can represent an access-barrier for students with disabilities 

who engage in PSE. 

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) expanded upon the demands 

of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act to include not only institutions and programs 

funded by federal dollars, but all public accommodations.  The ADA (1990) required that 

all public accommodations be accessible, including postsecondary education, to the 

degree that the accommodations did not represent a fundamental alteration of the 

standards of the educational program (Russo & Osborne, 2009).  The U.S. Supreme 

Court, in the Southeastern Community College v. Davis (1979) decision, determined that 

postsecondary institutions could determine whether students were “otherwise qualified” 

to participate in programs or activities ‒ "[o]therwise qualified, can only be read to mean 

otherwise able to function sufficiently in the position sought in spite of the handicap, if 

proper training and facilities are suitable and available” (Southeastern Community 

College v. Davis, 1979, p. 442).  While this case predated the ADA, the ADA maintained 

the expectation that students with disabilities were otherwise qualified, based on the 

court’s definition, to participate in programs or activities (Smith, 2001).  Colleges and 

universities, then, were not required to provide free and appropriate education to students 

in the same manner as students in secondary education contexts. 

Zirkel (2009) suggested that disability law has undergone a three-phase trajectory: 

from awareness, to restriction, to expansion.  Under this model, Section 504, and 

eventually the ADA 1990, were manifestations of the era of awareness, in that Section 

504 demand that federally funded programs not discriminate and ADA required that all 

public accommodations be accessible.  In the second era of Zirkel’s model, Sutton v. 
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United Airlines (1999) and Toyota Motor Manufacturing v. Williams (2002) provided for 

a restriction of the disability protections and served to narrow the interpretation of 

eligibility.  The third era, marked by the ADAAA (2008) (P.L. 110-325), boasted of an 

expansion of these interpretations.  Zirkel’s analysis of the ADAAA’s expansion of 

disability protections was supported, in part, by the explicit reference to the Sutton and 

Toyota decisions in the preamble of the ADAAA (2008) (42 U.S.C. § 12101(2)(a)); 

Sutton and Toyota had both “[eliminated] protection for many individuals whom 

Congress intended to protect.” 

The ADAAA (2008) revised and broadened the definition of disability to include: 

(a) a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits a major life activity, (b) a 

record of such impairment, or (c) being regarded as having such an impairment (42 

U.S.C. § 12101(4)).  The expansion of the definition served to broaden the identification 

of persons with disabilities beyond the narrowed scope of what Zirkel (2009) called “the 

era of restriction.”  What the ADAAA did not do, however, was change procedures or the 

implementation of accommodations.  The ADAAA (2008) explicitly noted that the 

“Fundamental Alteration” provision of the ADA (1990) remains unaltered: 

Nothing in this Act alters the provision of section 302(b)(2)(A)(ii), specifying that 

reasonable modifications in policies, practices, or procedures shall be required, 

unless an entity can demonstrate that making such modifications in policies, 

practices, or procedures, including academic requirements in postsecondary 

education, would fundamentally alter the nature of the goods, services, facilities, 

privileges, advantages, or accommodations involved. (42 U.S.C. § 

12101(6)(a)(1)(f)) 
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Madaus (2005) described the legal framework of ADAAA (2008) as generic 

guarantees that students with disabilities will not experience discrimination, in this case 

within the postsecondary context.  The IDEA (2004), in contrast, requires public schools 

to ensure a free and appropriate public education (FAPE) and consider the individual 

needs of each student in determining the appropriate education.  Madaus suggested that 

the implications of this gap create transitional concerns for students with learning 

disabilities (LD) matriculating to postsecondary education and recommended that IEP 

teams carefully consider the accommodations and modifications in light of expected 

changes in the college setting. 

Ranseen and Parks (2005) surveyed the legal context of testing accommodations 

for postsecondary students, with specific attention to licensing board exams and graduate 

entrance exams proffered by testing agencies. They asserted that much of the legal 

scholarship concerning disabilities expresses concern that “the courts are taking an 

extremely narrow view of disability as defined by the ADA” (p. 83).   Testing agencies 

have responded to the significant increase of requests made by students with learning 

disabilities by requiring detailed documentation and review procedures.  They 

documented a trend among testing agencies to deny accommodation requests unless 

students are able to provide detailed documentation, evidence of functional limitations, 

and evidence that requesting accommodations are efficacious.  While this legal brief was 

published before the ADAA in 2008, many of the conflicts in the ADA’s definition of 

disability continue to cloud the legal requirements surrounding accommodations, 

particularly because the terms “reasonable” and “otherwise qualified” has been retained 

in the law’s amended form. Ironically, according to Ranseen and Parks, students seeking 
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protection based on the ADA may be forced “to argue mutually exclusive possibilities 

regarding his or her disability – that is both severe and not severe” (p. 89).  This 

challenge stems, per the authors, from the need to document that the student’s disability 

is of significant functional impairment to require accommodations, but that the student is 

also operationally qualified to sit for the exam.  Ranseen and Parks asserted that this 

conflict will likely exacerbate in the future, particularly because primary and secondary 

schools are accommodating a consistently growing number of students with learning 

impairments, resulting in longer trajectories of accommodation histories for a larger 

number of test-takers. 

The Association of Higher Education and Disabilities (AHEAD), “a professional 

membership organization for individuals involved in the development of policy and in the 

provision of quality services to meet the needs of persons with disabilities involved in all 

areas of higher education” (AHEAD, 2015, para. 1), revised its guidelines for evaluating 

eligibility for protection and reasonable accommodation under the ADAAA.  AHEAD 

recommended that eligibility should be determined through a three-tiered rubric of 

primary sources (student self-report), secondary sources (observation of and interaction 

with the student), and tertiary sources (information from external or third parties) 

(AHEAD, 2012).  It is necessary to note that AHEAD’s guidelines are an explication of 

recommended practices; they are not federally binding regulations. 

The broadened scope of eligibility, however, did not obviate the difficulties in 

transition for students’ matriculation into higher education.  Students in postsecondary 

institutions must still self-disclose disabilities, describe specific functional limitations, 

and request specific accommodations to enjoy the rights and protections provided by the 
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ADAAA.  Additionally, third-party entrance exam companies like the ACT (ACT, Inc., 

2015) and the SAT (The College Board, 2015) continue to require “recent” 

documentation of disability from a qualified diagnostician.   

IDEA (2004) requires that the IEP team for children who are 16 or older must 

include a “transition plan” (20 U.S.C. § 1401(34); 34 C.F.R. § 300.43) and that the plan 

be designed within a “results-oriented” process.  IDEA explicitly envisions the possibility 

that these transition plans will include postsecondary education as a goal.  Case-law has 

indicated that the courts “have not looked kindly on school districts that failed to include 

transition requirements when they were needed, or when school districts developed 

minimal and largely meaningless transition plans” (Yell, 2015, p. 228).  Yell cited several 

cases, including Board of Education of the Rhinebeck Central School District (2003) and 

Kirby v. Cabell Country Board of Education (2006), in which the hearing officer and 

judge, respectively, found that assessment is a primary component of the IEP team’s plan 

for services and transition.  Additionally, the IEP team is required to summarize the 

student’s functional performance, which may include assessment of the student’s 

cognition and performance in formal evaluation (Dipeolu, Storlie & Johnson, 2014).   

DSP decision-making. DSPs at postsecondary institutions consider the requests 

for accommodations by the self-report of students with disabilities (Lendman, 2008).  

The methods for decision-making among DSPs may be a contributing factor in the 

transition experiences of students with disabilities, most directly in the kinds of 

documentation and standards of documentation review that DSPs evaluate in determining 

whether a student is eligible to receive accommodations. 
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Ofiesh and McAfee (2000) surveyed DSPs at postsecondary institutions to 

determine: (a) whether service delivery decisions were based on formal assessments, (b) 

which sections of the formal assessment were most useful in decision-making, and (c) the 

respondent’s satisfaction with the evaluation reports.  Using an instrument validated on a 

smaller sample, Ofiesh and McAfee surveyed respondents. The survey consisted of 23 

open-ended, multiple-choice, or Likert-scale questions.  The researchers sampled 91 

respondents from the population of members of the AHEAD organization.  The study 

findings substantiated the common belief that “service delivery decisions are based on 

data from psychoeducational evaluations” (p. 19).  They also found that, while formal 

assessment is useful, it is insufficient to provide “intimate knowledge of the student’s 

functioning on a daily basis” (p. 99).   

Ofiesh and McAfee’s findings were subsequently supported in Gordon, 

Lewandowski, Murphy, and Dempsey’s (2002) investigation on the practices and 

preferences of DSPs in higher education.  Gordon et al. surveyed 147 DSPs to probe how 

the clinicians interpreted the law related to assessment.  In their study, the population of 

DSPs was sampled by mailing a survey to clinicians who had submitted documentation in 

support of a student’s request for accommodations on the Law School Admissions Test 

(LSAT).  Specific impressions observed by the investigators included the finding that 

clinicians generally agreed that institutions have the right to reject IEP team 

accommodations in situations where formal assessment data is not present (92%).  

Additionally, 94% of clinicians responded that they have the right to request complete 

documentation (including testing data) in support of an accommodation request.  These 
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data also revealed that 93% of clinicians believe that it is appropriate to require that 

evaluations be less than three years old.   

Gormley, Hughes, Block, and Lendmann (2005) sampled 110 DSPs from the 

population of AHEAD members and the Learning Disability Association.  Sixty-eight 

percent of the DSPs responded that they had requirements for the recency of the formal 

assessments, and 67% required that the psychoeducational battery include standardized 

cognitive and achievement tests.  The results of the survey revealed that most DSPs 

require recent (within 3-5 years) formal assessments and a clear rationale and history of 

the use of accommodations, alongside the formal assessment data (p. 68).   

These frequently cited investigations predate the ADAAA (2008) and, 

consequently, predate the modified Supporting Documentation Requests guidance 

document from AHEAD (AHEAD, 2012).  Gormley et al. (2005), however, observed 

that only 30% of the respondents relied upon AHEAD guidelines for decision-making.  

These data may indicate what expectations DSPs have for formal assessment information 

in determining eligibility and appropriate accommodations for students with disabilities 

transitioning into postsecondary education.  Hamblet (2014) more recently stated, “Some 

students will find that the documentation their high school provides is not considered 

sufficient” (p. 54), suggesting that DSPs may still continue to prefer recent formal 

assessment as part of the documentation in support of accommodation requests.  

Hamblet, writing to an audience of high school counselors and parents of children with 

disabilities, recommended that IEP teams ensure that a formal evaluation be a part of the 

IEP transition plan, including a complete cognitive and achievement battery, with scores, 

subscores, and percentile ranks. 
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The AHEAD (2012) guidelines for decision-making among DSPs in higher 

education recommend subordination of the formal assessment data to other forms of 

inquiry. AHEAD’s guidelines center upon the ADAAA’s Title I regulations statement 

that the primary purpose of the amendments “is to make it easier for people with 

disabilities to obtain protection under the ADA” (29 C.F.R. § 1630.1(c)(4)).  The 

guidelines are consistent with what Zirkel (2009) called the era of expanded rights and 

recommend that DSPs limit barriers in providing effective access.  The AHEAD 

guidelines recommend that DPSs make decisions on eligibility and appropriate 

accommodations for disability based primarily upon a student’s self-report.  According to 

the guidelines, this primary form of documentation provides students the voice to 

describe the narrative of disability, the reality of barriers, and the efficacy of specific 

accommodations (AHEAD, 2012).  A secondary form of documentation also supersedes 

formal evaluation; DSPs are encouraged to observe and interact with students in 

evaluating and validating the student narrative and self-report.  Formal assessment, 

according to current guidelines, is sublimated to a tertiary level of documentation. 

Shaw (2012) provided a theoretical framework for subordinating formal 

assessments (psychoeducational reports) and supported the AHEAD changes in 

postsecondary practice as a result of ADAAA (2008).  Shaw noted that while Sutton v. 

United Air Lines (1999) and Toyota v. Williams (2002) narrowed the scope of eligibility 

under the law, the ADAAA rejected these outcomes and defined disability protections 

broadly.  In reviewing the AHEAD (2012) guidelines for documentation, Shaw also 

noted that full psychoeducational assessment is not always available, or current, for 

students transitioning from secondary to postsecondary education.  Shaw stated, “Many 



Texas Tech University, Joel Scott Self, December 2017 

 

25 

[evaluations] that are received by postsecondary disability personnel, however, are far 

less detailed than the model template or may not be completed in a way that is as specific 

and informative as [recommended]” (p. 279).  Shaw’s recommendation that 

postsecondary disability providers consider broader information in determining eligibility 

and reasonable accommodations under the ADAAA illustrated (and stipulated) that IEP 

transition plans are often insufficient and often fail to include formal evaluations as a part 

of the transition plan.  AHEAD’s recommendation to broaden the documentation 

standards beyond a formal assessment was, in part, a reaction to the realities that formal 

psychoeducational data are often insufficient or absent. 

Subsequently, Lovett, Nelson, and Windstorm (2015) countered Shaw’s (2012) 

affirmation of the guidelines to subordinate formal assessment to self-report and 

observation.  Lovett et al. recommended that the AHEAD standards of 2012 related to 

learning disabilities and other “hidden” functional limitations rely too heavily on student 

self-report and do not provide accurate details of diagnostic history.  Of first concern was 

whether students would be able to accurately, and with full self-awareness, explicate the 

specific functional limitations narratively.  Secondly, the authors surmised that the policy 

guidelines do not account for malingering among students who claim disability and fail to 

account for claims of disability that have little or no objective measurement.  Thirdly, the 

assertion that observation and interview are valuable measures of disability were rejected 

by the authors, in part because postsecondary disability professionals are rarely equipped 

with time and resources to provide these kinds of observation.  The summary policy 

recommendations submitted by the authors prioritized the formal psychoeducational 
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assessment to objectively describe the functional limitations of students with disabilities 

and that self-report and observation are insufficient measures of functional limitations. 

The concerns that Lovett et al. (2015) expressed, specifically in the accuracy of 

self-disclosure, echoed those of Barnard-Brak, Lechtenberger and Lan’s (2010) 

investigation into self-disclosure among college students with disabilities.  Barnard-Brak 

et al. investigated students’ use of accommodations in the postsecondary setting through 

a semi-structured interview methodology based in grounded theory.  The qualitative 

investigation centered upon the “meaning of disclosure” (p. 414) for students with a 

disability with open-ended questions to probe whether and when students disclosed a 

disability, whether they felt comfortable in discussing disabilities, and whether the 

students disclosed to faculty and staff.  All of the subjects had disclosed disabilities to the 

student disability office.  The investigators identified themes of scripting, negotiation, 

and downplaying.  Scripting referred to rehearsed narratives that the students used in 

interactions.  Negotiation referred to reports that students tended to work out their 

accommodation conflicts with professors, rather than report to the disability compliance 

officer.  Downplaying referred to the practice of self-minimizing disability among 

students with disabilities.  Barnard-Brak et al. concluded that “college students … would 

generally choose not to disclose a disabled status if at all possible, thus concealing other 

disability-related information such as accommodation-seeking strategies” (p. 422).  These 

conclusions suggest that the AHEAD guidelines for elevating self-report as a 

methodology in decision-making among DSPs may actually create new barriers for 

students who are under-equipped to effectively advocate for themselves.  The effort to 

“make it easier for people with disabilities to obtain protection under the ADA” (29 
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C.F.R. § 1630.1(c)(4)) could, in practice, make it more difficult for those students who 

are not prepared to self-disclose effectively. 

Barnard-Brak, Schmidt, Tianlan, Hodges and Robinson (2013) expanded this 

investigation into students’ with disabilities self-disclosure and requests for 

accommodations.  Barnard-Brak et al. investigated a pilot mentoring program with a 

sample of 43 high school students.  The research questions centered upon whether 

participation in the mentoring program resulted in significant reductions in “negative 

attitudes towards requesting accommodations” (p. 137), and whether those differences 

“were significantly associated with whether the participant applied to college” (p. 137).  

Students were paired with mentors who were graduate students in school psychology or 

social work, and each mentor was assigned to between seven and ten students for once-a-

week mentoring sessions.  Pre- and post-intervention attitudes were measured by the 

“Attitudes Toward Requesting Accommodations” scale (Barnard-Brak, Sulak, Tate, & 

Lechtenberger, 2010).  Negative attitudes toward requesting accommodations 

significantly decreased, t(42) = -6.03, p < .001, d = -.74.  There were not, however, 

statistically significant differences in scores between those who applied to three colleges 

and those who did not, though the power may have been decreased by a low number of 

respondents who did not apply to three or more colleges (n = 8).  Barnard-Brak et al., 

however, appropriately noted that the sample of students in the program outperformed the 

general trend that only 31% of students with disabilities pursue postsecondary education 

(Wagner, Newman, Cameto, & Levine, 2005).  This study does leave in question the 

nature of the student who successfully enrolls and transitions to PSE.  Applications for 

enrollment may not be associated with motivations related to disability in this study; it 
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remains unclear, however, the role the motivations play in the student’s willingness to 

seek accommodation in the PSE setting. 

The literature investigating the DSPs’ decision-making processes to determine 

eligibility and reasonable accommodations for students with disabilities illustrates that 

students with disabilities matriculating into higher education will likely encounter a 

landscape that requires an ability to accurately self-disclose, a willingness to be observed 

in the process of evaluation, and formal documentation in many instances (Lendman, 

2008; Lindstrom, 2007).  The degree to which students entering into the transition 

context have the self-determination skills to these expectations becomes an important 

consideration. 

Transition planning.  Much of the research on transition for students with 

disabilities has illustrated the significant barriers that exist for the population in 

matriculating from secondary to postsecondary education.  While DSPs, IEP teams, high 

school counselors, and researchers tend to agree that self-advocacy and self-

determination (on the part of students with disabilities) are key to successful transitioning 

(Hudson, 2011), these abilities appear difficult to master; and when students face 

additional challenges, the transition barriers are exacerbated. 

Janiga’s and Costenbader’s (2002) research investigated the perceptions of DSPs 

on transition planning in the state of New York.  Quantitative and qualitative data were 

collected through a survey comprised of questions on a five-point Likert scale and three 

open-ended questions.  The investigation targeted questions centered upon the strength of 

transition plans and whether the DSPs perceived students to be sufficiently prepared for 

transitioning to postsecondary education.  Seventy-four DSPs responded, and represented 
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a mixture of public (50.7%), private (40.1%), and religiously affiliated (8.2%) 

postsecondary institutions.  In this study, respondents were least satisfied with the self-

advocacy skills of students with LDs (M = 2.18; SD = 0.92) and believed that there were 

a “large number of students with LD who failed to seek out assistance” (p. 466).  The 

sample data suggested that DSPs were significantly dissatisfied with the transition 

services that students with LDs received in their secondary education, particularly with 

concern for the students’ ability to self-advocate in the college setting.   

Janiga and Costenbader (2002) concluded that the primary transitional need for 

students with a disability is a “bridge between the relatively safe and sheltered secondary 

special education environment to the more demanding college environment” (p. 479).  

They suggested that, although LD students comprise the largest portion of students with 

disabilities in public education, they are not engaged in transition planning to the same 

degree that students with more “severe” disabilities. Janiga and Costenbader stated, 

“most efforts … have focused on students with severe physical or emotional disabilities, 

targeting skills needed for postsecondary employment and independent living” (p. 464).  

They also found that DSPs are most concerned with the apparent inability of students to 

self-advocate and proposed that IEP teams need to consider self-advocacy as a priority of 

the transition plan. 

Developing self-advocacy through the IEP process alone may prove difficult 

(Wood, Karvonen, Test, Browder & Algozzine, 2004).  Factors in the decision-making 

process of the IEP team could limit a child’s self-determination, even as the child is 

involved in the IEP meeting.  Hayes’ (2006) dissertation undertook a qualitative 

investigation to observe the decision-making processes in a single IEP team’s decision to 
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transition a student from special education to the general education classroom and 

ascertain whether the use of power or influence by members on the IEP team played a 

role in the decision of the team.  Using Raven’s power/interaction model of interpersonal 

influence (Raven, 1992), Hayes conducted a semi-structured interview methodology to 

observe the members’ perceptions of the IEP decision process.  Hayes’ observations 

included an investigation into the IEP team members’ definition of the student’s ability to 

self-advocate, which centered upon the student’s self-esteem, motivation, and passing 

grades as identifiable factors of independence (p. 153).  Ironically, the same team 

members “struggled to engage” the student as an active member of the IEP meeting (p. 

155), even as they believed that they were developing her ability to self-advocate.   

Hayes (2006) also observed a tendency to keep students in special education when 

students were planning to matriculate to specific community college settings: “In 

situations where a student wants to attend a community college that offers special 

education services, this IEP team discussed why the student should NOT be exited versus 

how the student COULD be exited prior to graduation” (p. 100; emphasis author’s).  

Hayes’ study, while focused upon a student exiting into general secondary education, 

revealed an IEP team in which the adults asserted that power in influencing the student’s 

decision was “legitimate” because of their training and extensive knowledge of the 

student.  Hayes suggested that, “with a greater understanding of their influences, exiting 

practices could drastically be impacted by the educators on the IEP team” (p. 198).  

Though this conclusion is based, in part, on a single-case study, and may not represent 

the population of IEP teams, Hayes’ conclusions were supported by other researchers’ 

observations of groups with larger sample sizes (Hudson, 2011; Milson, 2002). 
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Milson (2002) found that high school counselors were also critical of the 

transition planning for students with disabilities.  Milson investigated high school 

counselors’ activities in providing transitional services for college planning with students 

with disabilities.  Milson surveyed 400 members of the American Counseling Association 

who work in the secondary school setting via the validated instrument, School Counselor 

Preparation Survey (Revised).  The sample revealed that 40.4% of the counselors 

provided transition services for students with disabilities and 32% of the respondents 

reported that their high schools do not provide transition planning as a part of the IEP 

meeting.  These data suggest that, while IDEA requires transition planning for students 

16 years of age and older, high school counselors do not believe sufficient transition 

planning is engaged.  Milson interpreted the results as an indication of a lack of 

uniformity among school counselor, education programs to ensure that transition needs 

are sufficiently addressed.  An important limitation of the study was that the counselors 

were a sample of members of the American Counseling Association; and therefore, the 

findings cannot be generalized to all school counselors. However, the findings may imply 

that the actual implantation of IDEA’s requirements for transition planning remain unmet 

across all secondary schools. 

Hudson (2011) engaged in a qualitative study to further explore Milson’s (2011) 

findings. Hudson queried a purposefully sampled set of counselors from a single county 

in Tennessee using structured interviews to capture the perceptions of high school 

counselors of transition services for students with LDs and the kinds of activities these 

counselors used to facilitate the transition.  Themes expressed by the respondents indicate 

that high school counselors place a great deal of value on ensuring that students receive 
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grade-level assessments, have work experiences in the community, and receive 

appropriate placements in accordance with postsecondary goals (p. 75).  Interestingly, 

Hudson’s findings illustrate that counselors approach the issue of transition from a 

programming perspective: “participants reported that they just wanted to make sure that 

all students were on track for graduation and have classes they need to meet their 

postsecondary goals” (p. 79).  

Literature investigating the efficacy of IDEA transition plans suggests that the 

transition needs of students with disabilities from low-income families may be 

significantly underserved.  Wagner, Newman, and Javits (2014) investigated whether 

socioeconomic status (SES) of students with disabilities predicted their likelihood of 

enrollment, persistence, and completion in higher education, as well as the extent to 

which other factors mediated the SES-outcome relationships.  Drawing on data from the 

National Longitudinal Transition Study-2 (NLTS2), their sample size was 11,000 youths 

with disabilities aged 13-16.  SES was a statistically valid predictor of students’ high 

school graduation (R2=.09, p<.001) and college enrollment (R2=.20, p<.001) but were 

heavily mediated by factors like parental involvement in education in the home.  Specific 

policy implications of the study include the recommendation that IEPs and transition 

plans should be clearly specified to help students with disabilities “close the gap with 

their peers without disabilities” (p. 14).  The investigators suggested that the most 

compelling finding was that the nature and severity of the students’ disability in 

relationship with their SES has the strongest predictive value in student education and 

employment (ORs=1.05-1.11, p<.001).  This correlation may demonstrate that the 
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transition needs of students with disabilities who come from low-income households are 

placed at a significant disadvantage in matriculation to higher education. 

Madaus, Grigal and Hughes (2014) reviewed extant literature toward policy 

recommendations in light of the relationships between disabilities, poverty, and college 

attendance.  The authors identified patterns of inequity among schools in economically 

depressed contexts in college enrollment, persistence, and completion.  Moreover, their 

analysis of research suggests that these inequities are exacerbated for students with 

disabilities from low-income and under-resourced areas.  They noted that while the 

Higher Education Act (2008) already provides for an expansion of options for 

postsecondary placement and training (e.g. Comprehensive Transition Programs) and 

low-income students with disabilities may qualify for Federal Pell, Supplemental 

Educational Opportunity and Work-Study Grants, costs associated with updated 

assessment, services, and support are largely left to the student.  Of the policy 

implications derived from the literature, Madaus et al. recommended that low-income 

students with disabilities should receive intensive transition planning, including updated 

formal assessment and training in access and self-advocacy. Furthermore, Madaus et al. 

advocated for intentional recruiting of students with disabilities in existing programs like 

Upward Bound, Gear Up, and Talent Search. 

Gregg (2007) reviewed literature documenting the challenges faced by low-

income students with learning disabilities, primarily in the context of transition from 

secondary to postsecondary education.  Gregg identified several facets of transition that 

may impact the success of transition, including academic preparation, documentation of 

disability, the lack of options presented to low-income students with disabilities, and 
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academic pathways for higher education.  Gregg asserted that there is a gap in literature 

addressing the unique challenges of documentation for low-income students with learning 

disabilities; Gregg claimed that students are “at risk of being excluded from services” (p. 

221).  Gregg reported that researchers have consistently lamented the lack of formal 

assessment among students with learning disabilities in the postsecondary contexts and 

that postsecondary decision-making centers upon diagnostic measurements.   

Karpur, Nazarov, Brewer, and Bruyère (2014) longitudinally investigated the 

predictive likelihood of low-income students with disabilities attending postsecondary 

education and the proportional difference between low-income students with and without 

disabilities attending postsecondary education.  The methodology centered upon a 

quantitative longitudinal analysis, where the dependent (outcome) variable was 

attendance in postsecondary education.  A low-income population parameter was 

identified by whether the parents were beneficiaries of a welfare program.  The 

investigation found that non-disabled, non-beneficiary youth had a college attendance 

probability of 74.9%, 95% Cl [72.3%, 77.5%] compared to a probability of 23.5%, 95% 

Cl [18.5%, 27.5%] for students with disabilities who received welfare benefits.  Further 

analysis revealed that students who were low-income and disabled were significantly less 

likely to have IEP goals that identified transitional needs for postsecondary education 

than students who were disabled and not low-income. Less likely to have IEP goals was 

characterized by having old assessments, a lack of postsecondary plans, and less 

involvement from community representatives on the IEP team e.g., outside evaluators, 

transition experts).  These findings suggest that low-income students with disabilities are 
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significantly disadvantaged by poor IEP transition planning in comparison with students 

with disabilities who are not beneficiaries of welfare programs. 

Students who have undergone a transition plan in secondary education indicated 

that they were not empowered by the IEP team process (Hammer, 2004).  In light of 

IDEA requirements that students be involved in their transition planning, Cawthon and 

Cole (2010) investigated the perceptions of students with learning disabilities regarding 

their experiences of transition from secondary to postsecondary education and the level of 

their involvement in the transition planning.  The research questions centered upon the 

students’ perceptions of differences in accommodations and services, the students’ 

experiences of barriers in postsecondary education, and the students’ levels of knowledge 

related to self-advocacy.  The investigation used a convergent mixed methodology with a 

sample of 110 students with learning disabilities and included multiple-choice, Likert-

scale, and open-ended questions.  The students in this sample were already receiving 

disability services in the postsecondary setting and indicated that they had submitted 

sufficient documentation to receive accommodations.  Cawthon and Cole found that 91% 

of the sample had no recollection of the IEP meeting process in high school and “a large 

proportion of students could not recall covering basic transition topics in their final IEP 

meetings” (p. 121).  These findings may illustrate a potential gap in students’ 

involvement in the IEP meeting transition plan, but they also call into question whether 

student involvement in the transition plan is necessary, as the sampled students were 

successfully enrolled in college.  Cawthon and Cole hypothesized that students with LDs 

at the university level are “academically competent enough that the lack of transition 

information does not harm them” (p. 124). 
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The inquiry of Schreuer and Sachs (2014) into college students’ use of 

accommodations may provide additional insight into the hypothesis put forth by Cawthon 

and Cole (2010).   Schreuer and Sachs investigated the kinds of accommodations used by 

students with disabilities, as well as the effectiveness of those accommodations in 

facilitating participation in higher education. The investigators employed a multi-variable 

variance analysis to investigate not only the student report of use, but also the 

measureable outcomes (e.g., GPA, course density, participation in student experiences).  

The findings suggested that student-use of accommodations was positively correlated 

with all measures of participation. Their findings suggest that awareness and knowledge 

are the most evident predictors of academic success and involvement for students with 

disabilities, F(2,89)=4.74, p<.05.  While this study examined students with disabilities in 

Israel, these findings are valuable in considering the population of American students 

with disabilities, in part because they may identify the factors involved in successful 

transitioning for students with disabilities. 

Cashman (2006) investigated parents’ perceptions of the IEP meeting to 

determine the factors involved in the level of parental involvement.  This qualitative 

study framed by the theoretical assumptions that a) parents should be involved in the IEP 

decisions, and b) parents are not as involved as they should be.  Cashman suggested, 

“[The parents] may sign a document with which they don’t entirely agree simply to 

conclude the meeting and allow them to exit an environment that makes them 

uncomfortable” (p. 16).  The themes that emerged from the interviews were that parents 

may be aware of their child’s transitional needs but do not believe that those needs are 

adequately addressed by the IEP team (p. 85).  Parents described frustration regarding 
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their inability to effectively participate in the decision-making process of the IEP 

meeting. This substantiates an earlier finding of Salembier and Furney (1997), who found 

that approximately a third of parents spoke only one or two times during a meeting. 

Furthermore, parents perceived the IEP meeting to be a cursory evaluation of their child’s 

educational needs.  These findings may indicate that parents: (1) perceive the IEP 

meetings as ineffective, (2) are not fully aware of what outcomes to expect from the IEP, 

and/or (3) are not fully cognizant of how to effectively engage the IEP meetings. 

Fish (2008) conducted a similar investigation using a quantitative approach with a 

sample of 51 parents of students receiving special education services. The conclusion was 

that the sampled respondents were generally pleased with their experiences in the IEP 

team.  The majority of respondents (64%) were from middle to upper-middle SES and 

80% were white, non-Hispanic.  Fish’s data, from this sample, revealed that parents had a 

positive view of the IEP experience (63%), believed there was a thorough discussion of 

IEP objectives (63%), and perceived sufficient time was allotted for parental input (64%).  

Fish also noted, “44% of the respondents reported that they acquired the bulk of their 

knowledge of special education law by self-education” (p. 11).  Fish’s sample, however, 

may have been a poor representation of the population.  The high percentage of middle to 

upper-middle SES respondents and the racial homogeneity of the sample may suggest 

that certain segments of the population have a more favorable view of the IEP meetings; 

but, the population may have a different distribution.  Fish’s findings, in light of the 

findings of Cashman (2006) and Salembier and Furney (1997), suggest that parents with 

higher incomes, who have the resources to self-educate, may have more positive 

experiences in the IEP meeting than other demographics of the population. 
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In a longitudinal inquiry into parent’s perceptions of the IEP transition planning 

process, Cameto, Levine, and Wagner (2004) analyzed data from the National 

Longitudinal Transition Study-2 (NLTS2).  The findings illustrated that there are marked 

differences between parents’ perceptions of their involvement in the IEP transition 

planning process.  Among low income families ($25,000/year or less), 43.5% (SD = 2.9) 

want more involvement in the process, while only 25.8% (SD = 2.8) of families making 

$50,000 or more wish for more involvement (p. 3-5), which demonstrated significantly 

different perceptions as a factor of income.  The same is true in terms of race/ethnicity; 

50.7% (SD = 4.0) of African-American and 42.9% (SD = 5.2) of Hispanic parents want 

more involvement in the process, while only 26.7% (SD = 2.0) perceived the need for 

more involvement.  Cameto et al.’s report also found that 80% of the students who are 17 

and 18 years old attend their IEP meetings, but that around 15% actually lead their own 

IEP meetings. 

Martin, Van Dycke, D’Ottavio, and Nickerson (2007) reviewed the literature 

related to student-led IEP meetings and the effects that these have had on transition 

development. “A growing the body of research has indicated that when students are 

taught IEP terminology and meeting participation skills, and are provided with the 

opportunity to become meaningfully involved in educational planning they actively 

participate in and may even direct their own educational planning meetings” (p. 15).  

These benefits would, according to Martin et al., require that students engage in effective 

training programs such as the student-directed summary of performance (SD-SOP), 

particularly in the last year of high school, so that students may be able to describe their 

disabilities, identify useful accommodations, understand the educational impact of their 
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accommodations, and describe other interventions that may also be useful.  Martin et al. 

referenced an example from the Albuquerque public school system, where the SD-SOP 

was implemented for students in secondary schools; they did not, however, report on the 

efficacy of the program through any sort of data analysis. 

Thomas and Dykes (2011) reviewed three approaches to training students for 

transition and recommended how teachers could support transition in a manner consistent 

with a response-to-intervention (RTI) paradigm. Their first recommendation was to begin 

early: far earlier than the age where transition planning is required in an IEP meeting. The 

authors reviewed several studies that demonstrated that early transition planning and 

training focused upon student interests and skills could have significant impacts upon 

transition outcomes.   A second recommendation was to incorporate training for self-

determination.  According to Thomas and Dykes, the literature reviewed has linked self-

determination to academic success, employment, and the beliefs that individuals are 

“effective decision makers and causal agents in their own lives” (p. 4).  A third theme 

represented in the literature centered upon the role of technology. Technology can be a 

means educational delivery for transition training, as well as a means for improved 

transition tracking and communication among disparate constituencies and service 

providers. 

Carter, Trainor, Ye, and Owens (2009) explored the perceptions of teachers, 

students, and parents of the transition needs for students with Emotional Behavioral 

Disabilities (EBD) and Learning Disabilities (LD), using the Transition Panning 

Inventory, “a 46-item standardized assessment tool used to obtain information about 

students’ transition-related knowledge, behavior, and skills from the perspectives of 
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school staff, family members, and students” (p. 79).  Teachers tended to rate students in 

terms of self-determination higher than the parents or students did, p =.023.  

Additionally, the findings indicated that “teachers, students and parents differed in 

their assessments of students’ transition-related strengths and needs” (p. 83).  The 

findings indicated that educators believed that community participation, employment, and 

continued education where are the areas where students had the most limited knowledge. 

Most interesting in these findings were data that illustrated that educators tend to rate 

self-determination “as one of the least important instructional priorities” (p. 88).  The 

aggregated findings demonstrated that there was a great deal of alignment between 

parents’ perceptions and educators’ perceptions of student-needs. Students, however, 

differed more often in their perceptions of the transition plan. In almost all domains of the 

assessment, students believed that they had more knowledge about their transition plan 

than either teachers or parents believed they had.  

Wood, Karvonen, Browder and Algozzine (2004) summarized a variety of self-

determination interventions with an eye towards transition planning; “IEPs should 

specifically target self-determination and transition plans, in the form of goals and 

objectives” (p. 9).  Wood et al.  synthesized several sources in defining the skills related 

to self-determination: the ability to make choices, the ability to make decisions, the 

ability to solve problems, the ability to take appropriate risks, the ability to set 

entertaining goals, the ability to accurately evaluate one’s own actions, the ability to 

advocate for oneself, an internal locus of control, and self-awareness.  Wood et al. 

recommended that interventions promoting self-determination could be employed for 

children as young as preschool-aged. In this context, children might be encouraged to 
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reflect on past choices. Children in elementary school are able to generalize solution to a 

range of different problems, and children in middle school could develop be ability to 

make course corrections when actions interfere with perceived goals.  Wood et. al (2004) 

recommended that “a transition-aged student learning to take more responsibility for his 

learning” (p. 12) by participating in the decision process for course selection, short term 

goals, and the selection of appropriate accommodations and services. 

Representing inquiry on the other side of transition, Skinner (2004) investigated 

variables facilitating academic success for college students with learning disabilities. 

Using grounded theory, this study queried 20 recent college graduate students with 

learning disabilities in a semi-structured interview methodology. The author identified 

several themes the interview transcripts, including the importance of knowledge 

regarding one’s disability and accommodations, understanding of one’s 

psychoeducational evaluations, understanding of disability law, the ability to self-

advocate, the ability to navigate accommodations and course alternatives, the awareness 

of available support systems, the necessity for perseverance, and the necessity for setting 

and achieving goals.  Skinner found that “many participants indicated a sound knowledge 

of their specific disability(ies) had learned to request or create accommodations and 

adaptations they needed to be successful” (p.101). On the other hand, students expressed 

significant challenges in understanding their psychoeducational assessments, and a 

number noted the expense in time and money required to receive psychoeducational 

documentation.  Skinner asserted that these findings clearly illustrate factors that predict 

potential success in postsecondary education for students with learning disabilities, and 

particularly recommended that high school curricula should prepare students and the 
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development of self-advocacy as a “catalyst to increasing the number of students with LD 

who graduate from college” (p. 101).   

The nature of transition experiences for students with disabilities, and the findings 

that suggest that the success of transition relies heavily upon student factors, warrants 

further investigation into the manner in which students are prepared to  their disabilities 

to PSEs, to advocate for their own accommodations, and effectively navigate the change 

in paradigm from secondary to postsecondary education settings.   

Identity Theory 

Students with disabilities who transition from secondary to postsecondary 

education settings experience a significant shift in rights, protections, and expectations 

related to disability.  This shift requires students with disabilities to effectively integrate a 

sense-of-self that includes disability and the need for accommodations. Identity theory is 

described as an explication of “the relationship between the planned behavior of the 

individual and self-identity” (Whannell & Whannell, 2015, p. 44).   Whannell and 

Whannell (2015) provided a theoretical framework for identity theory as an appropriate 

framework to understand the transition process for students entering postsecondary 

education, particularly in terms of how students plan to engage behaviors that lead to 

academic success.  Through this lens, students who have accepted the role of “university 

student” and the expectations that fulfill that role will be more likely to plan behaviors 

that lead to academic success.  Students who have not fully accepted the identity of 

“university student” would encounter significant challenges to success, regardless of 

academic preparation.  Whannell and Whannell (2015) suggested that identity theory 

provides an understanding of transition as “a time when the student identity and 
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emotional commitment to that identity should be actively targeted” (p. 49), rather than 

assuming that students entering undergraduate study know what is required as they 

occupy the role of a university student. 

Stryker and Burke (2000) provided an analysis of identity theory and asserted that 

identity theory comprises two interrelated conceptualizations of planned behavior: the 

external social structures, and the internal structure of the self.  External social structures 

can be summarized by the assertion that the self is a reflection of society.  According to 

Stryker and Burke (2000), external social structures were historically understood as the 

impetus of formation identity as early as Mead (1934), and understands identity as a 

product of “relatively small and specialized networks of social relationships, through 

roles that support their participation in such networks” (Stryker & Burke, 2000, p. 285).  

Conversely, internal structures are understood as predicting behavior “only when the 

meaning of the identify corresponded to the meaning of the behavior” (p. 287) in self-

relevant ways.  Stryker and Burke (2000) proposed that these two facets of identity 

theory can be interrelated by the conceptualization of identity as “role.”  When a role is 

externally defined, it has social salience; when a role is internally defined, it has internal 

salience. 

In contrast to Stryker & Burke’s (2000) integration of external and internal 

mechanisms in identity theory, Terry, Hogg and White (1999) suggested that external 

social structures of identity theory should be understood as social identity theory, and that 

internal structures of the self should be designated as identity theory.  Terry et al. (1999) 

proffered that identity theory is an appropriate paradigm for describing planned behavior, 

as “previous tests of the theories of reasoned action and planned behaviour have provided 
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convincing support linking self-identity to behavior” (p. 227).  Planned behavior is not 

merely an extension of past behavior, but is rather a manifestation of self-identity that 

may have, to some degree, been informed by past behavior.  Terry et al. (1999) 

investigated the role of self-identity within the theory of planned behavior, the 

relationship between internal and external mechanisms in behavior, and the moderating 

influence of previous behaviors by examining identity and behaviors related to household 

recycling.  In predicting intent to recycle, past behavior was the strongest predictor 

(b(1,136) = .30, p < .01, R2 = .33), and self-identity was the weakest significant predictor 

(b(1,132) = .18, p < .05, R2 = .52).  A further analysis of planned behavior demonstrated 

that group norms and self-identity were correlated for those who identified as recyclers, 

but were not correlated for those who did not identify as recyclers.  These results 

suggested that internal mechanisms can be reinforced by external mechanisms, but that 

external mechanisms are not a good predictor of planned behaviors.  

Self-Determination Theory 

Students with disabilities who matriculate from secondary to postsecondary 

education experience a significant shift in rights and protections.  Moreover, the burden 

of initiating and ensuring access shifts from the affirmative responsibility of the 

secondary school to the student in postsecondary schools.  This shift places demands 

upon transitioning students to disclose their disabilities to the postsecondary institution, 

request accommodation approval, ensure that documentation demands are met, and 

request accommodations as needed.  This shift requires students with disabilities to make 

behavioral choices based upon the need for access.  Deci and Ryan’s (2000) framework 

for Self-Determination Theory (SDT) provides a means of investigating “why” students 
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may act in ways that effectively satisfy those needs for access, and to consider the factors 

that may be predictive of self-regulation and autonomy. 

Deci and Ryan’s (2000) theoretical framework is widely implemented in research 

that investigates a broad range of contexts: from breastfeeding motivation (Kestler-Peleg, 

Shamir-Dardikman, Hermoni & Ginzburg, 2015) to technology acceptance (Lee, Lee & 

Whang, 2015), to brand loyalty (Hsiu-Yu & Tsai, 2014), to gaming persistence (Neys, 

Janz & Tan, 2014), to performance funding for health workers (Lohmann, Houlfort & De 

Allegri, 2016).  Deci and Ryan’s (2000) framework provides a dialectic paradigm for 

understanding self-determination as an organismic economy of needs satisfaction, 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness. 

But Deci and Ryan’s paradigm is not the only framework for investigating self-

determination.  In fact, Wehmeyer (Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003) developed a framework 

for understanding self-determination for children with disabilities that defines self-

determination in functional terms.  Wehmemyer has frequently collaborated with other 

scholars in investigating self-determination in children with disabilities, and published 

the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale (Wehmeyer, 1995), which focuses upon a definition 

of self-determination “as interchangeable with empowerment” (p. 12).  While the present 

study employs the Deci and Ryan (2000) framework for SDT, it is necessary to explicate 

why an intercontextual framework is preferred over Wehmeyer’s (1995) framework that 

focusses upon adolescents with disabilities. 

Wehmeyer's Paradigm.  Wehmeyer’s theory of SDT (Wehmeyer & Palmer, 

2003) is highly and specifically contextualized to persons with disabilities.  This source 

represents one of the most cited (666 times) instances of Wehmeyer’s theory of SDT, 
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though a more recent and exhaustive description of his theory can be found in Shogren at 

al. (2015).  Wehmeyer and Palmer asserted that self-determination theory necessarily 

involves a political and ethical paradigm in which autonomy is understood as a human 

right. They defined self-determination as the freedom “to govern or direct one’s own life 

without unnecessary interference from others” (p. 132). Separate and apart from the 

political and ethical impacts of self-determination, the authors promoted a paradigm to 

consider outcomes of independent living with self-determination as an input variable. 

Using a sample of 94 previous students (graduated) diagnosed with either learning 

disabilities or “mental retardation” from public school institutions, self-determination as 

an independent variable was measured using Arc’s Self-Determination Scale, a 72 item 

self-report scale. According to the authors, this scale measures of autonomy, self-

regulation, empowerment, and self-realization.  Results from a chi square analysis 

comparing differences between low and high self-determination groups and life-skills 

outcomes produced significant findings in two life skill areas: living independently (p = 

.03), and holding a job after high school (p = .02).  An important caveat to these findings 

was that intelligence level was not considered as a cofactor.  Wehmeyer and Palmer 

asserted that “while there is no doubt that intellectual ability contributes to one’s capacity 

to become self-determined, our own work and that of others suggests that intelligence 

level, in and of itself, cannot account for differences in self-determination” (p. 140).  The 

authors also noted that while significant findings were not evident in all areas of life-

skills measured in the study, a demonstrable trend illustrated that students in the high 

self-determination group were achieving more successful outcomes on a consistent basis. 
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Shogren, Wehmeyer, Palmer, Forber-Pratt, Little, and Lopez (2015) described the 

history of self-determination theory (SDT) as having its foundation in the philosophical 

paradigm of determinism, and eventually transitioning into a theory of personality 

development.  Wehmeyer’s definition of self-determination, according to the authors, 

centered upon a functional model comprised of four interrelated facets: autonomy, self-

actualization, self-regulation, and empowerment. The current definition, proffered by 

Shogren et al., describes self-determination as “‘acting’ as the primary causal agent in 

one’s life” (p. 252). The context of causal agency, however, represents a distinctive and 

recent addition to the paradigm. 

Shorgren et al. (2015) asserted that the literature has clearly demonstrated that 

students with disabilities can develop self-determination through instruction and 

intervention. They suggested, however, that the theory of self-determination requires 

reconceptualization to include a facet of causal agency as a means to describe how do 

person develops self-determination. The epistemological foundation assumed that self-

determined individuals engage in “goal-directed” action. This definition is fundamentally 

disparate from Deci and Ryan’s (2002) paradigm, as agency is the impetus in goal-

attainment in the Wehmeyer framework, rather than the satisfaction of needs. Causal 

agency theory identifies self-determination as causing an outcome. The essential 

characteristics include volitional action, agentic action, and action-control beliefs. These 

characteristics add the additional constructs of self-initiation, self-direction, pathways 

thinking, control expectancy, agency beliefs, and causality beliefs. 

Lee, Wehmeyer, Palmer, Soukup, and Little (2008) investigated the relationship 

between measures in self-determination using Wehmeyer’s Access Version of the Code 
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for Instructional Structure and Student Academic Response scale (Access CISSAR, a 

recent iteration of the ARC scale) and access to general core curriculum in the middle 

and high school setting, as well as the “impact promoting self-determination as a 

curriculum augmentation” (p. 93) on access to the core curriculum.  The sample was 

comprised of 45 high school students with disabilities, ranging from 9-12 grades and with 

diagnoses ranging from ADD/ADHD, ED, OHI, and LD.  The design of this 

investigation was experimental, with a quasi-comparison control group.  Baseline 

CISSAR scores were compared between the two groups, and they were not significantly 

different in baseline scores.  The study employed pre and post-tests for both groups, and 

the treatment group received a three-phase self-determination curriculum that encouraged 

students to set a goal, take an action, and adjust a goal.  Findings for the relationship 

between self-determination and access were non-significant.  Particularly, Lee et al. 

found that “self-determination status was not a good predictor of student access to the 

general education curriculum,” (p. 104) because the outcome variables were especially 

dependent upon other factors.  There was, however, a significant impact upon the rate of 

goal-attainment within the control group.  This may indicate that the effects of the 

intervention resulted in an increased ability to follow-through on planned actions, when 

controlling for self-determination. 

Jameson (2007) employed an explanatory mixed methods approach to investigate 

the relationship between success outcomes and self-determination for students with 

disabilities in the two-year college setting.  The quantitative hypothesis was that 

“students with more positive post-secondary outcomes possess higher degrees of self-

determination, as determined within the construct of Wehmeyer’s framework, than those 
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with less positive success outcomes” (p. 28).  The ARC Self-Determination Scale 

(Wehmeyer, 1995) was used as the predictor variable, and retention, GPA, and 

employment were identified as outcome variables in independent t-test analyses.  

Students with higher self-determination scores had significantly higher retention rates, p 

= .002, η = 0.72, higher GPAs, p = .001, η = 0.78, and employment, p = .002, η = 1 

(actual t scores were not reported).  The qualitative portion of the explanatory mixed 

method focused upon a subset of respondents from both high and low ARC scores.  

Responses to the semi-structured interview for students with lower ARC scores 

“suggested that their autonomous behavior is limited” (p. 36), while students with higher 

ARC scores demonstrated “having a ‘clear path’ and being able to identify problems, 

think through those problems, craft a plan to solve those problems, and then follow 

through on that plan” (p. 37).  Jameson’s findings illustrated a demonstrable relationship 

between self-determination and academic and employment outcomes. 

Adams (2015) investigated self-advocacy in students with ADHD in elementary 

school, and demonstrated that the construct of self-advocacy developed progressively 

within her sample.  The theoretical frame challenged Algozzine at al.’s (2001) model 

wherein “self-advocacy is a subconstruct of the higher order construct of self-

determination” (Adams, 2015, p. 17).  Instead, Adams asserted self-advocacy as a 

construct that shares skills and abilities with self-determination, but that the two are 

“higher order constructs of equal importance” (p. 19).  Adams also asserted a framework 

of self-advocacy that is developmentally sequenced: a vital aspect in understanding the 

methodology employed in this study, and the findings in the work.  “In a formative 

model, changes in the indicators … cause variation in the global construct (self-
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advocacy)” (p. 21).  Adams’ framework for SDT, then, represents a close approximation 

to Wehmeyer’s paradigm, where the self-advocacy component of self-determination is 

viewed developmentally.   

 Deci & Ryan's paradigm.  In contrast to Wehmeyer’s (Wehmeyer & Palmer, 2003) 

contextualized theory of SDT, Deci and Ryan’s (2000) theoretical framework for SDT 

centered upon understanding needs and their relationship to goal pursuits.  Their 

description of SDT represents the most cited framework for self-determination theory; 

their work has been cited 12,933 times as of October 1, 2016.  Deci and Ryan’s 

theoretical frame for SDT centered upon an understanding of human motivation with a 

particular emphasis on innate “needs” as vital conditions for an autonomy, competence, 

and relatedness.  To fully explicate the concept of needs in SDT, Deci and Ryan asserted 

that needs are best understood as “organismic necessities rather than acquired motives” 

(p. 229), and that each of the three needs identified “plays a necessary part in optimal 

development so that no one can be for two or neglected without significant negative 

consequences” (p.229). One of the foundational paradigms of this theory is the 

organismic dialectic, which the authors defined as “the adaptive design of the human 

organism to engage interesting activities, to exercise capacities, to pursue connectedness 

in social groups, and to integrate intrapsychic and interpersonal experiences into a 

relative unity” (p.229). 

Deci and Ryan (2000) asserted that SDT should be distinguished from drive 

theories insofar as needs are the primal sources of learning, relationships, and 

management of social environments. The theory suggests that individuals are, by nature, 

reacting to internal and external environments, involving themselves in actions of 
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personal interest, and moving “toward personal and interpersonal coherence” (p. 230). In 

situations where individuals have experience dissatisfaction of perceived needs, the 

theory suggested that ineffective substitutions may perpetuate further dissatisfaction.  The 

authors theorized that “experiences of competence and autonomy are essential for 

intrinsic motivation and interest, but the needs for competence and autonomy do not 

provide a sufficient definition of intrinsic motivation” (p. 233).   Instead, intrinsic 

motivation is facilitated by conditions where needs are satisfied, and compromised by 

conditions where needs are not satisfied. Furthermore, “when extrinsic rewards are 

introduced for doing an intrinsically interesting activity, people tend to feel controlled by 

the rewards, prompting a shift in the perceived locus of causality for the behavior from 

internal to external” (p. 234). Intrinsic motivation, therefore, requires more than 

competence; it requires the perception of autonomy. 

Deci and Ryan (2000) suggested that six types of regulation of behavior can be 

understood within three types of motivation.  Amotivation was associated with non-

regulation, and an impersonal locus of causality. Extrinsic motivation was associated with 

four types of regulation: external regulation, which has an external locus of causality, 

introjected regulation, which has a somewhat external locus of causality, identified 

regulation, which has a somewhat internal locus of causality, and integrated regulation, 

which has an internal locus of causality. Intrinsic motivation, in contrast, requires 

intrinsic regulation, and an internal locus of causality. The authors posited that “people 

will tend naturally to internalize the values and regulations of their social groups… 

however, for a regulation to become more integral to one’s self, supports for autonomy 

are also required” (p. 238). 
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 The application of the SDT model to the educational context has demonstrated, 

according to Deci and Ryan (2000), to be a widely generalizable theoretical framework. 

In short, “the ‘why’ of pursuits does make a difference in terms of educational outcomes” 

(p. 240).  They summarized several studies that supported the same conclusion: “only 

when people’s feelings of relatedness and competence result from behaviors that are 

autonomous – behaviors that emanate from the self -  will the people display optimal 

engagement and psychological well-being” (p. 243). 

Deci, Hodges, Pierson, and Tomassone’s (1992) study on autonomy and 

competence in students with learning disabilities employed four separate scales for 

students across the spectrum of primary and secondary education settings using the 

“Academic Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-A)” which was an adaptation of a 

previous scale developed by Ryan and Connell (1985). The 16 items were designed to 

evaluate styles of self-regulation in the academic context. Questions centered upon 

reasons why students performed specific activities related to academic endeavor, and 

students responded by selecting one of four Likert-scale reasons for exhibiting behavior 

(always, most of the time, sometimes, never). The survey included four subscales: 

external regulation, introjected regulation, identified regulation, and intrinsic motivation. 

The results from this survey formed a summary score called the Relative Autonomy 

Index (RAI), and the authors asserted that “there is evidence that the scale adequately 

assesses autonomy in school, and it has been used in several other published studies” (p. 

461). Results indicated that perceived academic competence was a significant predictor 

for intrinsic motivation among the students with learning disabilities in secondary 

education, F(1,160) = 11.10, p <  .01, R2 = 0.057.  Additionally, students’ perceptions of 
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classroom contexts where autonomy was supported was a significant predictor for 

intrinsic motivation among the same sample of students, F(1,160) = 4.09, p =.05, R2 = 

0.039. 

Williams and Deci (1996) developed a scale similar to the SRQ-A to investigate 

self-determination among 2nd-year medical students.  The Learning Self-Regulation 

Questionnaire (SRQ-L) was employed to investigate whether medical students with more 

autonomous regulation would be more autonomous in learning, and whether students 

with autonomous regulation would internalize psychosocial values in a medical school 

that emphasizes biomedical values.  The inquiry also investigated whether the SRQ-L 

was a valid instrument for assessing locus of motivation.  The SRQ-L was adapted from 

Ryan and Connell’s original self-regulation questionnaire (1985) and other adaptions of 

the scale.  Williams and Deci (1996) found that the Autonomous Reasons subscale had a 

high Cronbach alpha of .78, and the Controlled Reasons subscale had a relatively high 

Cronbach alpha of .70.  Students who scored higher on the Autonomy subscale were 

more autonomous in their reasons for participating in their course (r = .33, p < .001).  

There was also a significant difference as a factor of gender, as women tended to 

demonstrate more autonomy than men (r = .21, p < .01).  The finding most apropos to the 

present study was that the results of this study provided construct validity for the SRQ-L: 

a tool that is incorporated into the methodology of the present investigation. 

Black and Deci (2000) used the SQR-L to investigate whether self-regulation 

predicted performance in a college-level organic chemistry course.  The population 

sampled in Black and Deci’s (2000) study differed slightly from that explored by 

Williams and Deci (1996), in that the students were undergraduates, rather than medical 
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students.  Black and Deci hypothesized that students taking the organic chemistry course 

for autonomy reasons, and having instructors who were supportive of autonomy, would 

experience greater perceived competence and better performance outcomes.  Conversely, 

Black and Deci (2000) hypothesized that students who dropped the course during the 

semester would be those who started with relatively lower relative autonomy than those 

who persisted in the course.  The Cronbach alpha for reliability of the SQR-L subscales 

was strikingly similar to those found by Williams and Deci (1996): the alpha for 

Autonomy was .79, and the alpha for Controlled was .69.  Using a multiple regression 

formula that controlled for the effects of exam performance and causality orientations, 

relative autonomous orientation predicted interest and involvement in the course, 

b(5,130) = .43, p < .001. When students entered the course with higher relative 

autonomy, students had higher enjoyment in class, as measured by involvement.  

Interestingly, the data failed to demonstrate a relationship between autonomy and grade 

performance. 

 Comparisons of Whemeyer’s and Deci and Ryan’s frameworks.  The distinctive 

characteristic of Wehmeyer’s paradigm, in comparison to Deci and Ryan’s (2002) 

paradigm, centers upon the political and ethical dimensions associated with disability 

rights.  Wehmeyer’s paradigm is contextualized within the narrow construct of 

disabilities, whereas Deci and Ryan’s paradigm is intercontextual.  This distinction is not 

merely a question of context, but rather illustrates that Wehmeyer’s paradigm asserts a 

specific and important ethical outcome: that people with disabilities should have their 

causal agency protected, facilitated, and developed to promote individual flourishing and 

independence. While this political and ethical construct is necessary within the context of 
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disability-rights, Wehmeyer’s contextual paradigm and its epistemological assumptions 

have not yet been demonstrated to be generalizable to other contexts.  Wehmyer’s 

framework asserts a causal relationship between self-determination and the outcomes of 

independence and self-agency (Jameson, 2007, Shogren et al., 2015; Wehmeyer, Palmer, 

Shogren, Williams-Diehm, & Soukup, 2013).  If there is a causal link between self-

determination and independence for persons with disabilities, then the ethical imperatives 

that self-determination should be facilitated are deeply warranted; training individuals 

with disabilities provides in self-determination leads to empowerment (see Figure 1).  

Additionally, if it can be demonstrated that self-determination can be developed through 

instruction (Shogren et al., 2015), curricular design (Lee et al., 2008), or organized 

activities like self-directed IEP Meetings (Seong, Wehmeyer, Palmer & Little, 2015; 

Wood et al., 2004), then these interventions would lead to self-determination, which in 

turn would lead to independent-living. 

It is notable, however, that Wehmeyer’s paradigm exists within a particular 

population of persons with disabilities.  Most studies employing Wehmeyer’s framework 

focus upon populations of grade-school students with low-incidence disabilities 

(intellectual disabilities, autism), rather than high incidence disabilities such as learning 

disabilities.  Students with intellectual disabilities or autism and have the right to a free 

and appropriate public education, but are not likely to transition to postsecondary 

institutions (Gilson & Carter, 2016; Wagner et al., 2014).  Wehmeyer’s theoretical 

framework of self-determination, then, focusses primarily upon the ethical outcome of 

independence (job placement, personal income, independent living) rather than academic 

matriculation: an appropriate focus for children with low-incidence disabilities.  Shogren 
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et al.’s (2015) expansion of Wehmeyer’s paradigm to describe self-determination as 

“‘acting’ as the primary causal agency on one’s life” (p. 252) is a prime example of the 

ethical concern of Wehmeyer’s definition of self-determination.  Insofar as persons with 

disabilities are afforded the right and opportunity to exercise agency to attain personal 

goals, self-determination is a vital input toward the outcome of independence.  It follows 

that individuals, particularly adolescents with low-incidence disabilities, who are robbed 

of the experience of agency are also robbed of independence and ultimately of power 

(Wehmeyer, 1995). 

 

Figure 1. Wehmeyer’s Functional Model of Self-Determination for Individuals with 

Disabilities.  Adapted from Wehmeyer (1995). 

 
Wehmeyer’s paradigm of SDT focusses upon functional self-determination as an 

ethical imperative, rather than exploring the nature of self-determination development.  

Deci and Ryan (2000), however, characterize SDT as “the ‘why’ of pursuits” (p. 240).  

Their framework attempts to describe the design of the organismic phenomenon of self-

determination.  For example, Deci et al. (1992) investigated reasons why students acted 

in academically successful ways; they attempted to describe the nature of regulation and 

the predictors of autonomous regulation.  Moreover, while Deci and Ryan’s paradigm 
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accepts that contexts that support autonomy can facilitate self-regulation, the focus of 

their paradigm is descriptive of the dialectic between autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness.  As a result, the Deci and Ryan framework is understood less as an input, and 

more of a latent construct of motivation toward the satisfaction of needs (Vallerand, 

2000).  This organismic conceptualization allows for influences from external contexts 

(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vallerand, 2000), but asserts that the primary driver of motivations 

is the satisfaction (or lack of satisfaction) of needs in the contexts of perceptions of 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness.  Thus, Deci & Ryan’s framework is less 

commensurate with curricular or intervention-driven inducements to self-determination.  

The external context may support autonomy, but it cannot create autonomy.  Ironically, 

when one considers Wehmeyer’s paradigm from the perspective of Deci and Ryan’s 

paradigm, the idea of facilitating or teaching self-determination is counterintuitive and 

contraindicated: it would result in “prompting a shift in the perceived locus of causality 

for the behavior from internal to external” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 234).  Perhaps 

Wehmeyer’s specific population of concern – children with low-incidence disabilities – 

as well as the focus on outcomes of independence, appropriately allows the onus of self-

determination and autonomy to be facilitated or rewarded from outside sources (like 

teachers).  But in contexts where populations are less marginalized by intellectual 

deficits, such as high school students with high-incidence disabilities, Deci and Ryan’s 

model for understanding the multiple forms of motivation is likely more apropos.   
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Figure 2. The Hierarchical Model of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation.  Adapted from 

Vallerand (2000, p. 313). 

Since the present study proposes to investigate students with learning disabilities 

in the transitional situation between secondary and postsecondary education, Deci and 

Ryan’s (2000) theoretical framework for SDT is most appropriate to the population and 

context.  The challenge of Deci and Ryan’s (2000) paradigm of SDT is the complexity of 

the model, and Vallerand’s (2000) hierarchical paradigm exposes a further dimension of 

complexity. (see Figure 2).  Vallerand proposed three hierarchical levels: global, 

contextual, and situational.  The lateral axis identifies four steps toward consequences: 

social factors, mediators (autonomy, competence, and relatedness), levels of motivation 

(intrinsic, extrinsic, motivation), and consequences (affective, cognitive, behavioral).  

The complexity of this model is appropriate in describing a dialectic of contexts and 

factors; but it also presents a challenge to the development of an empirical design.  The 

present study proposes to narrowly focus upon the situational level (transition), which 
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“refers to the here and now of motivation (or state of motivation)” (Vallerand, 2000), 

rather than contextual or global factors.  Contextual and global factors are understood to 

be broader dispositions (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Vallerand, 2000).  Moreover, the 

implications of self-determination for students with learning disabilities to disclose their 

disabilities and self-advocate for accommodations are best described by the consequence 

of behavior. 

Summary.  The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors that 

predict self-determination for students with learning disabilities in the transitional 

situation between secondary and postsecondary education.  Students who wish to receive 

accommodations in the postsecondary setting must disclose their disabilities to the 

institution, and request accommodations as appropriate throughout the postsecondary 

experience.  While these behavioral outcomes are demonstrably predicted by locus of 

motivation, and self-regulation is theoretically predicted by experiences of need-

satisfaction mediated by autonomy, the situation of the transitional setting between 

secondary and postsecondary education remains largely unexplored.  The literature 

reviewed tends to consider the transition experience from various perspectives: the DSP’s 

perspective (Ofiesh & McAfee, 2000; Hamblet, 2014; Janiga & Costenbader, 2002), the 

IEP team’s perspective (Hayes, 2006; Hudson, 2011; Milson, 2002; Cashman, 2006), and 

the perspective of students who have made the transition (Schreuer & Sachs, 2014; 

Barnard-Brak et al., 2010; Cawthon & Cole, 2010).  There appears to be a gap in the 

literature that warrants exploration; none of the research reviewed has analyzed the 

transition experience during students’ transition from secondary to postsecondary 

institutions. Gregg (2007) suggested that the gap in literature “cannot be overstated” and 
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that inquiry should specifically focus upon “collaborative models of service delivery … 

with an eye toward outcome solutions” (p. 226).  The present study explores this 

transitional situation to investigate the degree of self-regulation that students with 

learning disabilities demonstrate as they prepare to enter college, and identify the factors 

that predict higher levels of self-regulation and autonomous motivation.  The policy 

implications for this research question was summarized by Steele and Wolanin (2004), 

who recommended that “a stronger emphasis needs to be placed on providing students 

with disabilities who are interested in higher education with effective self-advocacy 

skills” (p. 29).  To investigate the factors that predict self-determination for students with 

learning disabilities in the transitional situation, the following research question is 

proposed: 

Research Question: Are participating in ARD/IEP meetings ([participation]), 

student-leadership of ARD/IEP meetings ([leadership]), the disclosure behaviors of 

students in transition ([disclosure]), the students’ beliefs about the relationship between 

accommodations and academic success ([belief]), and the degree of self-regulation 

([autonomy]) effective predictors of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary 

setting [intent], How do these predictors change as a factor of demographic variables? 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the factors that predict self-

determination, defined in terms of the locus of motivation, for students with learning 

disabilities in the transitional situation between secondary and postsecondary education in 

the State of Texas, and whether these factors can effectively predict disclosure behaviors 

for students transitioning to postsecondary education.  First, descriptive statistics were 

used to analyze the sample for frequencies of student demographics, participation in the 

IEP transition planning, locus of motivation, and disclosure behaviors.  Second, ANOVA 

analyses were used to determine whether there are significant differences in self-

regulation as a factor of the level of participation in ARD meetings in high school, and 

whether there are significant differences in who initiated inquiry into accommodations at 

the postsecondary level as a factor of self-regulation.  Third, a multiple regression 

formula was used to examine the relationships between these factors where the outcome 

variable is intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary institution. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question.  Are [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and [autonomy] 

effective predictors of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting [intent], 

p = .05? 

• Categories of [participation] – attended ARDs 0-4+ times 

• Categories of [leadership] – led or chaired one or more ARD meetings 

• Categories of [inquiry] – student, parents, counselors, advocates 

• Categories of [belief] – Not true to Very true (7 points) 
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• Categories of [autonomy] – autonomous, controlled. 

• Categories of [intent] – No intent, some intent, full intent. 

• Hypothesis – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p 

=.05. 

• Null hypothesis – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are not effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p 

=.05. 

Participants 

The purpose of the present study centers upon students with learning disabilities 

in the transitional situation between high school and college.  Thus, this sample was 

limited to students who are at least 18 years of age, have graduated from high school in 

the last six months, have learning disabilities, have enrolled in an institution of 

postsecondary education, and who have disclosed their disability to an institution of 

postsecondary education. 

The sample was collected from students who have disclosed a learning disability 

to the DSPs of two publicly funded institutions of postsecondary education in the State of 

Texas with 20,000 students or more.  The two public universities agreed to allow the 

researcher to recruit subjects during new student orientations.  Six schools were selected 

to represent a geographically diverse sample of public institutions serving 20,000 or more 

students in the State of Texas, but Articulation Agreements with the Internal Review 

Board of Texas Tech University were only completed by two public institutions.  

Additionally, participants were recruited from two private mid-sized institutions of 
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postsecondary education in the State of Texas.  In some instances, the Articulation 

Agreements required that the universities not be named in the present study to avoid the 

possibility that students with disabilities would be stigmatized by the findings. 

Data Collection Methods 

The Disability Service Providers (DSPs) for the four target universities were 

requested to disburse an online survey to students who have disclosed a learning 

disability at their institution during New Student Orientations in the Summer of 2017.  

Students who elected to participate in the study were directed to a URL for a survey 

hosted by Qualtrics, and were notified that those who participate in the study would be 

able to view their Relative Autonomy Index score, with explanations for each type of 

motivation, at the end of the survey.  The survey can be found in Appendix A.  The 

survey was open for responses on May 15, 2017, and closed on August 28, 2017. 

Participation in the study was voluntary, and no personal identifiers of the 

participants were collected in the present study.  The demographic information requested 

were the participant’s gender, the postsecondary school in which the student was 

enrolling, and the type of disability that the student was disclosing.  The data was 

collected from Qualtrics and transferred to an Excel spreadsheet, which is stored in a 

secure offline location.  When the survey closed on August 28, 2017, all data was 

downloaded from Qualtrics, and the data was removed from the survey site.  The data 

was analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software for 

descriptive statistics, ANOVAs, and multiple regressions.  SPSS outputs are stored in a 

secure offline location.  It was reasonable to assure respondents that their participation 

will be confidential.  The present study was approved by the Institutional Review Board 
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(IRB) at Texas Tech University (IRB2017-252) by expedited approval, and at all 

participating institutions through Articulation Agreements before data collection 

commenced.   

Participants had the option to save the summary of their specific results, including 

the Relative Autonomy Index (RAI), at the end of the survey.  The student was permitted 

share this output with an advisor to discuss the implications of their responses toward 

academic success.  Summary statistics of responses and RAI scores disaggregated by 

institution will be shared with the DSP at each participating institution. 

Measures 

There are four major types of data collected in the present survey: demographic 

and exclusion criteria, participation in ARD meetings in high school, initiation of inquiry 

into postsecondary accommodations, intent to use approved accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting, and the relative autonomy index measure.  Appendix B presents a 

table of the variables, their types, and their relationship to research questions.   

Demographic and exclusion criteria.  Respondents were asked to verify that 

they are 18 years of age or older; those who responded that they are not at least 18 years 

of age were be able to continue in the survey.  Respondents were asked to report gender 

(variable label [gender]).  A binary response to gender (male or female) may result in 

“significant impacts of transgender bias” (Harrison, Grant & Herman, 2012) than a 

response that allows subjects to identify a broader range of gender identities.  The 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), however, collects data on 

gender in a binary format.  In order to coordinate demographic data with institutional 

characteristics, [gender] was collected in a binary format.  This demographic item served 
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to disaggregate the findings by gender.  Respondents were asked to designate what 

postsecondary institution (variable label [institution]) they are enrolling in for the Fall, 

2017, term from a drop-down menu of participating institutions.  Students were asked to 

identify what disability they were disclosing (variable label [disability]) or have disclosed 

to the postsecondary institution: (1) learning/reading/writing/language/ADD disability, 

(2) Visual Impairment/Blindness, (3) Hearing Impairment/Deafness, (4) Autism 

Spectrum Disorder, and/or (5) Other.  Participants were able to select more than one 

disability.  This demographic item served to exclude students who do not identify as 

having a learning or other “invisible” disability.  Students who responded that they have 

dyslexia or other “invisible” high incidence disabilities may be understood as having a 

learning disability broadly defined (Lyon, 1995).  Respondents were also asked to 

identify race/ethnicity from designations that are consistent with the IPEDS dataset (The 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, n.d.): Whether the participants are 

Hispanic or Latino (yes or no), and whether participants are (1) American Indian or 

Alaska Native, (2) Asian, (3) Black or African American, (4) Native Hawaiian or Other 

Pacific Islander, or (5) White.  This demographic item served to disaggregate the findings 

by race/ethnicity.  Lastly, respondents were asked to identify whether they are first-

generation college students by identifying whether (1) father graduated from college, and 

(2) mother graduated from college.  Students who responded that neither graduated from 

college are coded as “first-generation” college students.  This demographic item will 

serve to disaggregate the findings by first-generation or continuing-generation enrollment 

in higher education.  Respondents were asked whether they have received a Pell grant.  

This demographic item will serve to disaggregate the predictors by family income. 
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Participation in ARD meetings in high school.  Students who participate in 

their IEP transition planning, and particularly those who have led their own ARD 

meetings, may have developed a greater sense of autonomy in their transition plan 

(Cashman, 2006; Martin et al., 2007; Thomas & Dykes, 2011).  Participants were asked 

to report the frequency of participation (variable label [participation]) in ARD meetings 

during high school: 0-4 or more times.  Participants were also asked whether they 

directed some ARD meetings (variable label [leadership]).  

Initiation of inquiry into postsecondary accommodations.  Participants were 

asked to report the person who initiated contact with the Disability Office at their 

postsecondary institution (variable label [inquiry]): whether (1) the student, (2) the 

parents, (3) a high school counselor, or (4) an advocate.  The literature reviewed does not 

address this specific outcome behavior directly; however Barnard-Brak et al. (2010) 

asserted that “revealing personal, private information about oneself is a gradual and 

ongoing process dependent first and foremost upon with whom one is communicating 

with” (p. 413).  This variable is ordinal, as it is a categorical variable ordered by the 

proximity to the student.  An open-ended question was asked to investigate how 

important it was for respondents to disclose their disability to the post-secondary 

institution. 

Intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting.  Participants were 

asked two questions to describe the degree to which they anticipate using approved 

accommodations in the postsecondary setting.  Respondents were asked to respond 

whether they agree with two statements (1 = Not true at all to 7 = Very true): 4.2 “I plan 

to use my accommodations in college all of the time,” and 4.5 “I plan to succeed without 
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using my accommodations.” Questions were compared using Cronbach’s alpha to 

determine internal consistency and reliability.  If the Cronbach’s alpha is acceptable, 4.5 

will be inverse-transformed, and the two answers averaged for the [intent] variable.  The 

literature reviewed suggests that there may be a link between the levels of involvement in 

IEP Transition Planning and the use of accommodations in the postsecondary setting 

(Cawthon & Cole, 2010; Schreuer & Sachs, 2014).  The [intent] variable is continuous, 

and will serve as the outcome variable for the multiple regression.  An open-ended 

question was asked to investigate how respondents came to the decision to use 

accommodations at the college-level. 

Belief that accommodations are necessary for postsecondary success. 

Participants were asked two questions to describe the degree to which they believe that 

accommodations are necessary for academic success in the postsecondary setting.  

Respondents were asked to respond whether they agree with four statements (1 = Not true 

at all to 7 = Very true): 4.3 “I believe that I will be successful academically if I don’t use 

my accommodations,” and 4.4 “I believe that I will struggle academically if I don’t use 

my accommodations.” Questions were compared using Cronbach’s alpha to determine 

internal consistency and reliability.  If the Cronbach’s alpha is acceptable, 4.4 will be 

inverse-transformed, and the two answers averaged for the [belief] variable.  The [belief] 

variable is continuous, and will serve as a predictor variable for the multiple regression. 

The Relative Autonomy Index. Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-

L).  Participants were asked to respond to a series of 12 motivational statements for 

succeeding in college-level work on a seven-point Likert scale where 1 = not true at all, 

and 7 = very true.  This survey was developed by Williams and Deci (1996) and adapted 



Texas Tech University, Joel Scott Self, December 2017 

 

68 

by Black and Deci (2000) to measure the reasons why students in the college setting, 

based in part upon a format introduced by Ryan and Connell (1989).  The SRQ-L survey 

is designed to measure differences in types of regulation or motivation (Deci & Ryan, 

2000).  The scale was formed with two “super scales” for controlled regulation (external 

or introjected) and autonomous regulation (identified or intrinsic) (Learning Self-

Regulation Questionnaire, n.d.).  The questions are listed in Appendix A (question 8).  

The Autonomous Regulation subscore (variable label [auton_reg] is computed by 

averaging the response scores for questions 5.1, 5.4, 5.8, 5.9, and 5.10, and the Controlled 

Regulation (variable label [control_reg]) subscore is computed by averaging the response 

scores for questions 5.2, 5.3, 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.11, and 5.12 (Learning Self-Regulation 

Questionnaire, n.d.).  The Relative Autonomy Index (variable label [autonomy]) is 

computed by “subtracting the controlled subscale score from the autonomous subscale 

score” (Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire, n.d., p. 5).  The subscales have high 

internal consistency in measuring regulation in college students; the Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability for the SRQ-L subscale for Controlled Regulation is 0.75, and the Cronbach’s 

alpha reliability for Autonomous Regulation is 0.80 (Black & Deci, 2000; Learning Self-

Regulation Questionnaire, n.d.; Williams & Deci, 1996).  The Relative Autonomy Index 

variable is a continuous variable, and will be employed as a predictor for the outcome 

variable. 

Data Analysis 

Research Question.  Are [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] effective predictors of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary 

setting [intent]? A multiple regression using forward entry method, where [intent] is the 
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dependent variable, and [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and [autonomy] 

are the independent variables will be employed to analyze the predictive values of the 

factors, p = .05.  Results will be disaggregated by demographic variables.  The regression 

formula is: 

intenti = b0 + b1(participation) = b2(leadership) + b3(inquiry) + b4(belief) + 

b5(autonomy) + ei 

 

Quantitative.  As described above, the goal of the present quantitative study is to 

investigate the types of regulation, defined in terms of the locus of motivation, for 

students with learning disabilities in the transitional situation between secondary and 

postsecondary education in the state of Texas, the degree of participation in IEP transition 

planning, the disclosure behaviors of students with disabilities, and the students’ beliefs 

about the necessity of accommodations in the postsecondary setting; and whether these 

factors can effectively predict disclosure behaviors for students transitioning to 

postsecondary education.  Using the SPSS software package, version 23.0, descriptive 

statistics (frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis) 

were used to describe each variable and facilitate testing for normality.  The 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (p = .05) will determine whether the “distributions are 

significantly different from a normal distribution” (Field, 2013, p. 877).  Inferential 

statistics will be used on variables the research question.  The independent variables will 

be evaluated to ensure the absence of collinearity (Knofczynski & Mundfrom, 2008). 

Qualitative.  There were two open-ended questions in the survey where 

respondents were provided the option to contextualize their ratings (see Appendix A).  
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Q3.5 was “Please describe how important it was to you to contact the Disability Office,” 

and Q4.6 was “Please describe why you came to your decision about using your 

accommodations.”  These responses were collected to investigate the respondents’ 

perspective on [inquiry] (Q. 3.5) and [intent] (Q4.6).  The qualitative responses were 

extracted from the dataset and analyzed in isolation, and then reevaluated in relation to 

the regression variables to observe patterns of responses and evaluate trustworthiness by 

the criteria of “referential adequacy materials” (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 

1993, p. 139).  The design of the present study did not permit member checking, peer-

debriefing, or other methods of qualitative trustworthiness.   

A content analysis using an open-coding, informed by the theoretical frameworks 

for Identity Theory (Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999) and Self-Determination Theory (Deci 

& Ryan, 2000), assessed emerging themes in the qualitative responses (Creswell, 2014).  

Emerging themes were axially coded, and the qualitative responses were re-analyzed 

using the axial codes.  The axial codes were then organized by the regression variables to 

determine whether patterns in the identified themes contextualized the variables. 

Data Management Plan 

The data collected represents a minimal risk to confidentiality because of the 

minimal number of identifiers in the present dataset (VanWey, Rindfuss, Gutmann, 

Entwisle & Balk, 2005).   Responses recorded on Qualtrics were retrieved in a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet at the close of the survey on August 28, 2017, and removed from the 

Qualtrics website.  The dataset and all SPSS outputs were stored and archived in three 

locations.  First, the data will be housed in a password-protected Dropbox folder for a 

period of at least five years.  Dropbox employs a 256-bit Advanced Encryption Standard, 
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uses Secure Sockets Layer/Transport Layer Security and two-step verification for files 

stored within the service (Is Dropbox safe to use? – Dropbox, n.d.).  Second, a copy of 

the data will be saved to a thumb-drive and stored in a double-locked location in the 

principle investigator’s office for a period of at least five years.  The Excel spreadsheet 

and SPSS outputs will be available for audit for at least five years.  Third, a copy of the 

data will be saved to a thumb-drive and stored in a double-locked location in the 

dissertation committee chair’s office for a period of at least five years. 
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Chapter IV 

Results 

Research Question 

The research question for the present study investigated whether [participation], 

[leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and [autonomy] are effective predictors of intent to use 

accommodations in the postsecondary setting [intent]? A multiple regression using forced 

entry, where [intent] is the dependent variable, and [participation], [leadership], 

[inquiry], [belief], and [autonomy] are the independent variables was employed to 

analyze the predictive values of the factors, p = .05.  The regression formula is: 

intenti = b0 + b1(participation) = b2(leadership) + b3(inquiry) + b4(belief) + 

b5(autonomy) + ei 

Descriptive Analysis 

Preliminary Analysis. 84 students with learning disabilities responded to the 

survey between June 1, 2017 and August 27, 2017.  Five subjects failed to complete the 

survey, and their responses were excluded from the dataset, resulting in a final dataset 

from 79 respondents from four universities in the State of Texas (one master’s university, 

medium programs, private non-profit primarily residential institution; one master’s 

university, larger programs, private non-profit primarily residential institution; one large 

doctoral university, highest research activity, large public primarily non-residential 

institution, and one large doctoral university, highest research activity, large public 

primarily residential institution).  Descriptive statistics were conducted to observe 

distributions for all of the demographic and regression variables.  Table 2, below, shows 
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descriptive information for the demographic variables, and Table 3 illustrates descriptive 

information for predictor variables.  For a list of all variables, see Appendix B. 

 

The demographic variables [gender] and [Pell] required no recoding from the raw 

survey data.  Demographic variables [institution], [race], and [generation] required 

recoding.  The variable [institution] was recoded to binary values for “private 

universities” and “public universities” to account for very small numbers from some of 

the institutions, and to anonymize findings as requested by several of the partner 

institution offices of research.  The variable [race] was recoded to values for “White,”  

“Hispanic,” and “Other” to account for small numbers among several of the racial 

categories.  The variable [generation] was recoded to binary values for “first generation” 

Table 2   
 
Frequency and Percent Distributions of Demographic Variables 

     
Variable Categories Frequency Percent Statea (%) 

gender Male 38 48.1 52.1 
 Female 41 51.9 47.9 
     
institution Private 52 65.8 6.4 
 Public 27 34.2 93.6 
     
race White 62 78.5 36.5 
 Hispanic 13 16.5 37.5 
 Other 4   5.1 26.0 
     
generation First 15 19 - 
 Continuing 64 81 - 
     
Pell No 38 48.1 69 
 Yes 17 21.5 31 
 Don’t Know 24 30.4 - 
Note. N = 79 
a Percentages for undergraduates at all postsecondary institutions (471) in the State of 
Texas, from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, 2015 data. 
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and “continuing generation.”  If both father and mother had not graduated from college, 

respondents were coded as “first generation.”  If either or both parents had graduated 

from college, respondents were coded as “continuing generation.”   

Demographic data were compared to data from the Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (n.d.) for the four institutions represented in the sample.  To date, 

IPEDS does not report numbers or percentages of first-generation college 

undergraduates.   

  

 The predictor variables [participation] and [inquiry] required no recoding from 

raw survey data.  The [leadership] variable was recoded to binary values of “no” and 

Table 3 
 
Distributions and Descriptive Statistics for Predictor Variables 

 
 participation leadershipa inquiry intent belief autonomy 
N 79 78 79 79 79 79 
Mean 1.760 0.130 0.520 5.563 5.006 0.356 
SE  0.174 0.053 0.072 0.161 0.186 0.125 
Median 2.000 0.00 0.000 6.000 5.000 0.314 
Mode 0 0 0 7 7 0 
SD 1.546 0.466 0.638 1.4263 1.654 1.110 
Variance 2.390 0.217 0.407 2.034 2.734 1.231 
       
Skewness 0.223 3.611 1.145 -0.682 -0.236 -0.163 
SE 
Skewness 

0.271 0.272 0.271 0.271 0.271 0.271 

       
Kurtosis -1.417 11.853 1.666 -0.754 -1.109 -0.278 
SE Kurtosis 0.535 0.538 0.535 0.535 0.535 0.535 
aThe [leadership] variable is extremely non-normal in its distribution, and was therefore 
used as a disaggregating variable rather than a predictor variable.  See Table 13. 
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“yes” to account for very small numbers among some of the responses, and repurposed to 

disaggregate the regression later in the results, rather than as a predictor variable.  The 

predictor variables for [intent] and [belief] required recoding, as each of the variables 

were derived from two questions (See Appendix A, Q4.2-Q4.5).  The variable [intent] 

was computed by the mean of survey questions Q4.2 and the reverse-coded value for 

Q4.5.  Similarly, the variable [belief] was computed by the mean of survey questions 

Q4.3 and the reverse-coded value for Q4.4.  The predictor variable [autonomy] was 

derived from the Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L), developed by 

Williams and Deci (1996).  The scale was formed with two “super scales” for controlled 

regulation (external or introjected) and autonomous regulation (identified or intrinsic) 

(Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire, n.d.).  The Autonomous Regulation subscore 

(variable label [auton_reg]) was computed by averaging the response scores for questions 

5.2, 5.5, 5.9, 5.10, and 5.11.  The Controlled Regulation (variable label [control_reg]) 

subscore was computed by averaging the response scores for questions 5.3, 5.4, 5.6, 5.7, 

5.8, 5.12, and 5.13 (Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire, n.d.).  The Relative 

Autonomy Index (variable label [autonomy]) was computed by “subtracting the 

controlled subscale score from the autonomous subscale score” (Learning Self-

Regulation Questionnaire, n.d., p. 5). 

Normality.  As illustrated in Table 3, several of the predictor variables failed to 

regress to the mean.  The variable [participation], M = 1.760, SD = 1.546, had a median 

score of 2.0, but the mode of the distribution was 0 (on a scale of 0-4).  Similarly, 

[inquiry], M = 0.520, SD = 0.638, had a median score of 0, and the most frequent score 

was 0 (on a scale of 0-3).  The variable [autonomy], M = 0.356, SD = 1.110, appeared 
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most likely of the variables to regress to the mean, as the median was 0.314, and the most 

frequent score was 0 (on a scale of -6 to +6).  The normality of the distributions of the 

regression variables was tested by two methods: the z-scores for skewness and kurtosis, 

and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test.  As illustrated in Table 4, the variable [autonomy], 

D(79) = 0.065, p = .200, did not deviate significantly from normal.  The variables 

[participation] D(79) = 0.202, p < .001, [inquiry] D(79) = 0.336, p < .001, [intent] D(79) 

= 0.177, p < .001, and [belief] D(79) = 0.152, p < .001 were significantly non-normal. 

A transformation of the non-normal distributed variables was considered.  It was 

determined, however, that the transformation of the variables (by means of log(X1) or 

X1
.5) would render the variables less useful in understanding the relationship between the 

predictors and the outcome variable [intent].  Hypothesis testing should take non-

normality of the variables [intent], [belief], [participation], and [inquiry] into 

consideration of a possible Type 1 error (Field, 2014). 

 

 

Table 4   
 
Tests for Normality for Continuous Variables 
   
 Kolmogorov-Smirnova z-scores 

Statistic df Sig. Skewness Kurtosis 
autonomy 0.065 79 .200 0.601 0.520 
intent 0.177 79 .000* 2.517* 1.409* 
belief 0.152 79 .000* -0.871 2.073* 
participation 0.202 79 .000* 0.823 2.649* 
inquiry 0.336 79 .000* 4.225* 3.114* 
* Non-Normal  



Texas Tech University, Joel Scott Self, December 2017 

 

77 

Heteroscedasticity of Variance. A Levene’s Test for variance was conducted for 

each predictor variable in relationship with the outcome variable [intent] (see Table 5).  

For the dependent variable [intent], the variances were significantly unequal for input 

variables of [autonomy], [belief], [participation], and [inquiry], p < .05.  The 

heteroscedasticity of the input variables with the dependent variable indicates that 

hypothesis testing should take unequal variances into consideration of a possible Type 1 

error (Field, 2014). 

 

Internal Consistency.  There were three segments of the survey that required 

analysis for internal consistency.  Consistency was measured using Cronbach’s Alpha 

Test.  The variables [belief] (Q4.3 and Q4.4) and [intent] (Q4.2 and Q4.5) were derived 

Table 5 
 
Heteroscedasticity of Variance for Outcome Variable [intent] 
 

Variable  
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

autonomy Between Groups 142.717 58 2.461 3.082 .004* 
 Within Groups 15.967 20 0.798   
 Total 158.684 78    
       
belief Between Groups 116.839 11 10.622 17.007 .000* 
 Within Groups 41.844 67 0.625   
 Total 158.684 78    
       
participation Between Groups 42.171 4 10.543 6.696 .000* 
 Within Groups 116.513 74 1.574   
 Total 158.684 78    
       
inquiry Between Groups 53.622 3 17.874 12.760 .000* 
 Within Groups 105.062 75 1.401   
 Total 158.684 78    
* p < .05 



Texas Tech University, Joel Scott Self, December 2017 

 

78 

from two survey questions each, and the variable [autonomy] was derived from 12 survey 

questions (Q5.2-5.13; see Appendix A).  The variable [belief] had an internal reliability 

of 0.855, [intent] had an internal reliability of 0.853, and [autonomy] had an internal 

reliability of 0.863.  These alphas suggest that, for this sample, the responses within 

subjects were sufficiently consistent (Bland & Altman, 1997). 

Multiple Regression 

Hypothesis Model. The original formula for the multiple regression was:  

intenti = b0 + b1(participation) = b2(leadership) + b3(inquiry) + b4(belief) + 

b5(autonomy) + ei 

Table 6   
 
Original Regression Model 

      
Variable      B   Std. Error         t    Sig.     VIF 

Constant 3.175 0.414 7.668 .000  
participation 0.029 0.075 0.391 .697 1.580 
leadership 0.000 0.232 -0.001 .999 1.372 
inquiry -0.491 0.171 -2.869 .005** 1.400 
belief 0.503 0.076 6.596 .000*** 1.877 
autonomy 0.218 0.117 1.859 .067 2.005 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

The coefficients for the original model are displayed in Table 6.  The original 

model was significant, F(5, 72) = 33.810, p < .001, with a medium-high accountancy of 

variance, R2 = 0.701.  As a model, the null hypothesis is rejected.  It appears that 

participation in Admission, Review and Dismissal (ARD) or Individualized Education 

Plan (IEP) meetings in high school, leadership of ARD or IEP meetings in high school, 

the person disclosing students’ disabilities to colleges, belief in the value of 
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accommodations, and the locus of regulation are effective predictors of the intent to use 

accommodations for students with learning disabilities transitioning from secondary to 

postsecondary education.  Only two of the predictor variables in the model, however, are 

significant predictors.  The regression model was revised to determine whether a similar 

amount of variance could be accounted for with fewer and more significant variables. 

Revised Model.  The regression model was modified from an entry input method 

to a forward input method to find the most predictive set of variables.  In the forward 

input method, the variables [leadership] and [participation] were removed from the 

regression because they did not contribute significantly to the accountancy of variance.  

The resulting regression model was: 

intenti = b0 + b1(belief) = b2(inquiry) + b3(autonomy) + ei 

Table 7  
 
Revised Regression Model 

      
Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig.     VIF 

Constant 3.224 0.373 8.633 .000  
belief 0.502 0.070 7.214 .000*** 1.631 
inquiry -0.500 0.163 -3.064 .003** 1.332 
autonomy 0.237 0.106 2.241 .028* 1.692 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
 

The second model was significant, F(3, 75) = 58.484, p < .001.  The regression 

continued to account for the same amount of variance with the removal of the two 

variables, R2 = 0.701, which further justified removing these variables from the predictive 

model.  Collinearity was within acceptable limits for the revised regression model (Field, 

2014).  The Mahalanobis distances for four factors, c2 (4, N=79) = 2.962, was determined 

to be within acceptable limits (Barnett & Lewis, 1978). 
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Disaggregated Regressions 

 The revised model wherein [intent] is predicted by [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] was disaggregated by demographic variables and by the [leadership] variable 

to observe changes in the model for sub-groups within the sample.  It should be noted 

that changes in the n for subgroups resulted in regression models that are not statistically 

generalizable, in comparison to the full sample which is more likely generalizable.  As a 

result, significance values in the disaggregated regressions should be carefully 

interpreted.  Measurements for R2, however, are not dependent upon sub-sample size, and 

may prove more useful in comparisons among the disaggregated regression models.  A 

complete chart of disaggregated coefficients is presented in Appendix C, Table C1. 

Gender.   

Table 8  
 
Revised Regression Model by Gender 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

Male Constant 3.752 0.640 5.864 .000 
R2 = 0.582 belief 0.401 0.132 3.047 .004** 
 inquiry -0.591 0.319 -1.854 .072 
 autonomy 0.326 0.191 1.711 .096 
      
Female Constant 2.508 0.426 5.883 .000 
R2 = 0.839 belief 0.622 0.073 8.496 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.385 0.162 -2.381 .023* 
 autonomy 0.182 0.110 1.655 .106 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

The predictive model for intent to use accommodations disaggregated by gender 

revealed some changes in the coefficients and significance of the predictors, as well as 

the amount of variance accounted for in the model (see Table 8).  The model for the 
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subsample of males was significant, F(3, 34) = 15.794, p < .001, with an R2 = 0.582.  The 

model for the subsample of females was also significant, F(3, 37) = 64.403, p < .001, but 

with a higher amount of variance accounted for in the model, R2 = 0.839. 

Race.   

Table 9  
 
Revised Regression Model by Race 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

White Constant 2.899 0.406 7.150 .000 
R2 = 0.711 belief 0.543 0.077 7.030 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.425 0.171 -2.476 .016* 
 autonomy 0.321 0.120 2.678 .010** 
      
Hispanic Constant 5.856 2.000 2.928 .017 
R2 = 0.749 belief 0.123 0.330 0.372 .718 
 inquiry -1.853 1.214 -1.527 .161 
 autonomy 0.117 0.308 0.382 .711 
      
Other Constant 3.535 2.588 1.377 .400 
 belief 0.463 0.437 1.058 .482 
 inquirya - - -  - 
 autonomy 0.077 0.334 0.231 .855 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
a n = 4 for this subsample.  Missing data resulted in missing correlations, which were 
deleted from the analysis. 

 

The predictive model for intent to use accommodations disaggregated by race 

(White/Hispanic/Other) revealed changes in the coefficients and significance of the 

predictors; however, there was minimal difference in the amount of variance accounted 

for in the model (see Table 9).  The model for the subsample of White students was 

significant, F(3, 58) = 47.633, p < .001, with an R2 = 0.707.  The model for the 

subsample of Hispanic students was also significant, F(3, 9) = 8.938, p < .005, with a 
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similar R2 of 0.749.  The model for the subsample of Other was not significant.  Since the 

variances are similar, and the n for the subpopulations is very different (there are more 

than three times the number of White subjects compared to Hispanic and Other in this 

sample), and since only four subjects identified as Other, differences in significance 

should be cautiously interpreted. 

Income.   

Table 10  
 
Revised Regression Model by Pell 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

No Pell Constant 2.038 0.548 3.721 .001 
R2 = 0.791 belief 0.697 0.105 6.641 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.369 0.210 -1.752 .089 
 autonomy 0.168 0.145 1.158 .255 
      
Yes Pell Constant 4.870 0.875 5.563 .000 
R2 = 0.691 belief 0.233 0.153 1.524 .152 
 inquiry -1.376 0.794 -1.734 .107 
 autonomy 0.210 0.291 0.724 .482 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

The predictive model for intent to use accommodations disaggregated by income 

(Pell eligible, Pell ineligible) revealed changes in the coefficients and significance of the 

predictors, as well as the amount of variance accounted for in the model (see Table 10).  

This variable was disaggregated by the subjects’ report of receiving or not receiving a 

Pell Grant.  Roughly 30% of respondents reported that they did not know whether they 

received the Pell Grant.  The model for the subsample of subjects who did not receive a 

Pell Grant was significant, F(3, 34) = 42.997, p < .001, with an R2 of 0.791.  The model 

for the subsample of subjects who did receive a Pell Grant was also significant, F(3, 13) 
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= 9.763, p =  .001, but the model accounted for 10% less variance, R2 = 0.691.  Since the 

n for the two subpopulations is very different (more than twice the number of respondents 

reported that they did not receive a Pell Grant than those who did), differences in 

significance should be cautiously interpreted. 

First and Continuing Generation.   

Table 11  
 
Revised Regression Model by Generation of College-Going 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

First Constant 3.347 1.223 2.736 .019 
R2 = 0.917 belief 0.503 0.214 2.351 .038* 
 inquiry -1.737 0.659 -2.636 .023* 
 autonomy 0.203 0.237 0.857 .409 
      
Continuing Constant 3.571 0.388 9.210 .000 
R2 = 0.661 belief 0.422 0.073 6.086 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.452 0.165 -2.733 .008** 
 autonomy 0.231 0.110 2.100 .040* 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

The predictive model for intent to use accommodations disaggregated by whether 

students reported that they were first generation college students, or whether they were 

continuing generation college students.  The disaggregated regressions revealed changes 

in the coefficients and significance of the predictors, and large differences in the 

accountancy of variance (see Table 11).  The model was significant for the subsample of 

first-generation college students, F(3, 11) = 40.600, p < .001, R2 = 0.917.  The model was 

also significant for continuing-generation college students, F(3, 60) = 39.042, p < .001, 

R2 = 0.661.  Since the n for the two subpopulations is very different (more than 4 times 
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the number of subjects were continuing generation compared to first generation), 

differences in significance should be cautiously interpreted. 

Institution Type.   

Table 12 
  
Revised Regression Model by Institution Type 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

Private Constant 3.477 0.400 8.683 .000 
R2 = 0.669 belief 0.445 0.075 5.892 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.542 0.216 -2.510 .015* 
 autonomy 0.276 0.127 2.174 .035* 
      
Public Constant 0.191 1.252 0.152 .880 
R2 = 0.808 belief 1.072 0.230 4.662 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.043 0.280 -0.153 .880 
 autonomy -0.248 0.264 -0.940 .357 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

Respondents reported that they were attending one of four universities in the State 

of Texas.  Two of the institutions were private, non-profit, mid-sized universities, and 

two were public, large, highest research institutions.  Three of the institutions requested 

that the present study avoid reporting findings by institutional name.  Additionally, some 

institutions had very small numbers of students who completed the survey.  For these 

reasons, the variable [institution] was recoded to “private” and “public” universities.  The 

predictive model for intent to use accommodations disaggregated by institution type 

(private, public) revealed changes in the coefficients and significance of the predictors, as 

well as the amount of variance accounted for in the model (see Table 12).  The model for 

the subsample of subjects who were enrolling in private universities was significant, F(3, 

48) = 32.278, p < .001, R2 = 0.669.  The model for the subsample of subjects who were 
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enrolling in public universities was also significant, F(3, 23) = 32.238, p < .001, R2 = 

0.808.  Since almost twice the number of students in the present sample were enrolling in 

private institutions than those enrolling in public institutions, differences in significance 

should be cautiously interpreted. 

Participation.   

Table 13 
  
Revised Regression Model by Participation 

      
 Variable         B    Std. Error       t     Sig. 

None Constant 3.179 0.892 3.566 .002 
R2 = 0.692 belief 0.478 0.199 2.404 .025* 
 inquiry -0.441 0.236 -1.867 .075 
 autonomy 0.533 0.249 2.141 .044* 
      
1-2 Times Constant 4.301 0.631 6.821 .000 
R2 = 0.576 belief 0.343 0.106 3.247 .004** 
 inquiry -0.321 0.370 -0.867 .395 
 autonomy 0.212 0.171 1.238 .228 
      
3-4 Times Constant 2.441 0.536 4.552 .000 
R2 = 0.742 belief 0.618 0.094 6.608 .000*** 
 inquiry -0.532 0.284 -1.874 .074 
 autonomy 0.236 0.171 1.382 .181 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent] 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 

 

As described previously, the variable [participation] was non-normal in its 

distribution, and non-significant in the original regression model.  The variable was 

recoded into three categories: did not participate, participated 1-2 times, and participated 

three or more times.  This recoding resulted in an even frequency distribution across the 

three categories: n = 26, n = 27, and n = 26 respectively.  The predictive model for intent 

to use accommodations disaggregated by the recoded categories of [participation] (none, 
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1-2 times, 3+ times) revealed changes in the coefficients and significance of the 

predictors, as well as the amount of variance accounted for in the model (see Table 13).  

The model for the subsample of subjects who did not attend ARD or IEP meetings in 

high school was significant, F(3, 22) = 16.511, p < .001, R2 = 0.692.  The model for the 

subsample of subjects who attended ARD meetings 1-2 times in high school was also 

significant, F(3, 23) = 10.415, p < .001, with about 10 percent less of the variance 

accounted for, R2 = 0.576.  The model for the subsample of subjects who attended ARD 

meetings three or more times in high school was significant as well, F(3, 22) = 21.083, p 

< .001, with more of the variance accounted for, R2 = 0.742. 

Leadership.  As described previously, the variable [leadership] was extremely 

non-normal in its distribution, and non-significant in the original regression model.  This 

was due, in part, to a very small subsample (n = 6) of subjects who reported leading an 

ARD or IEP meeting during high school.  While the model for students who responded 

that they did not lead an ARD or IEP meeting in high school was significant, F(3, 68) = 

54.777, p < .001, R2 = 0.707, the model for students who responded that they did lead an 

ARD or IEP meeting in high school was not significant, F(3, 2) = 0.822, p = .570.  Since 

the model for students who led an ARD or IEP is non-significant, disaggregated 

coefficients by the variable [leadership] are not reported in the present study. 

Comparisons of Means 

A series of Analyses of Variance was conducted to detect whether there were 

significant differences between the means for the predictor variables [inquiry], [belief], 

and [autonomy] within the subpopulations of [gender], [race], [Pell], [generation], 

[institution], [participation], and [leadership].  Table C2 in Appendix C demonstrates the  
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full analysis.  The only significant differences in the means of any of the predictor 

variables was the factor of [participation], F(2, 76) = 13.112, p < .001.  An ANOVA with 

Table 14 
Comparison of Means: Tukey HSD Post Hoc Contrasts for the [participation] Factor 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
participationa 

(J) 
participation 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) SE Sig. 

intent 
0 

1-2 -1.536 0.342 .000*** 
3+ -1.519 0.346 .000*** 

1-2 
0 1.536 0.342 .000*** 

3+ 0.016 0.342 .999 

3+ 
0 1.519 0.346 .000*** 

1-2 -0.016 0.342 .999 
inquiry 

0 
1-2 0.477 0.162 .012* 
3+ 0.615 0.163 .001** 

1-2 
0 -0.477 0.162 .012* 

3+ 0.138 0.162 .670 

3+ 
0 -0.615 0.163 .001** 

1-2 -0.138 0.162 .670 
belief 

0 
1-2 -1.409 0.411 .003** 
3+ -1.712 0.415 .000*** 

1-2 
0 1.409 0.411 .003** 

3+ -0.303 0.411 .742 

3+ 
0 1.712 0.415 .000*** 

1-2 0.303 0.411 .742 
autonomy 

0 
1-2 -0.554 0.268 .104 
3+ -1.337 0.271 .000*** 

1-2 
0 0.554 0.268 .104 

3+ -0.783 0.268 .013* 

3+ 
0 1.337 0.271 .000*** 

1-2 0.783 0.268 .013* 
a  The variable [participation] is an ordinal variable.  0 = students who reported never 
participating in ARD meetings.  1-2 = students who reported attending in one or two 
meetings.  3+ = students who reported attending three or more ARD meetings. 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
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a Tukey HSD post hoc contrast analysis was conducted to determine where mean 

differences in comparisons of means was significant (see Table 14).  As mentioned 

previously, the [participation] variable was recoded to an ordinal variable with three 

levels; students who reported that they never attended ARD or IEP meetings (0), students 

who reported attending one or two ARD meetings (1-2), and students who reported 

attending three or more meetings (3+).  In the post hoc Tukey HSD test, there were  

several significant differences between means in predictor variables.  For example, 

students who never attended an ARD meeting demonstrated significantly different means 

in the intent to use accommodations than those who attended one-two meetings, MD = -

1.536, SE = 0.342, p < .001, and from those who attended three or more meetings, MD = 

-1.519, SE = 0.346, p < .001.  There were no significant differences in the means of intent 

between students who attended one-two times and those who attended three or more.  It 

is, perhaps, most interesting to read the differences in the means of variables as a factor 

of [participation] by focusing upon the middle group of [participation]: those who 

reported attending one-two times.  In this perspective, for variables [intent], [inquiry], 

and [belief], there are significant differences in the means between [participation] = 0 and 

[participation] = 1-2; there are not significant differences in the means between 

[participation] = 1-2 and [participation] = 3+ for the same variables.  The variable 

[autonomy], however, follows a different pattern; here there are not significant 

differences in the means between [participation] = 0 and [participation] = 1-2, but there 

are significant differences between [participation] = 1-2 and [participation] = 3+.   

Another notable comparison of means was the difference in [autonomy] as a 

factor of [leadership], F(1, 76) = 3.911, p = .052.  These findings, while non-significant, 
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are interesting insofar as n = 6 for students who led an ARD or IEP meeting.  Since 

probability is dependent in part upon sample size, a larger sample of respondents who led 

ARD or IEP meetings would be needed to make inferences into the autonomy and 

disclosure behaviors of students who have led IEP meetings in the transitional context.  A 

complete chart of means comparisons is available in Appendix C, Table C2. 

Summary of Quantitative Analyses 

The research question for the present study was: Are [participation], [leadership], 

[inquiry], [belief], and [autonomy] effective predictors of intent to use accommodations in 

the postsecondary setting [intent], p = .05? 

• Hypothesis (H1) – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p 

=.05. 

• Null hypothesis (H0) – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are not effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p 

=.05. 

 Multiple Regressions. The original regression formula was: 

intenti = b0 + b1(participation) = b2(leadership) + b3(inquiry) + b4(belief) + 

b5(autonomy) + ei 

The regression for the present sample of 79 subjects was significant, F(5, 72) = 

33.810, p < .001, with a medium-high accountancy of variance, R2 = 0.701.  Cohen, 

Cohen, West and Aiken’s (2003) calculation for the minimum sample size for an 

anticipated effect size (f2) of 0.15, R2 = 0.701 for five predictors at p = .05 is N = 75 

(Soper, 2017).  As a model, the null hypothesis is rejected, and the hypothesis is 
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supported.  It appears that participation in ARD or IEP meetings in high school, 

leadership of ARD or IEP meetings in high school, the person disclosing students’ 

disabilities to colleges, belief in the value of accommodations, and the locus of regulation 

are effective predictors of the intent to use accommodations for students with learning 

disabilities transitioning from secondary to postsecondary education.  Only two of the 

predictor variables in the model, however, are significant predictors.  Additionally, the 

non-normality of distributions and concerns of heteroscedasticity between predictor 

variables and [intent] incite some concern for the possibility of a Type 1 error.   

The revised regression formula was: 

intenti = b0 + b1(belief) = b2(inquiry) + b3(autonomy) + ei 

The revised model, derived through the forward input method, was significant, F(3, 75) = 

58.484, p < .001.  Interestingly, the regression continued to account for the same amount 

of variance with the removal of the [participation] and [leadership] variables, R2 = 0.701, 

which further justified removing these variables from the predictive model.  Cohen, 

Cohen, West and Aiken’s (2003) calculation for the minimum sample size for an 

anticipated effect size (f2) of 0.15, R2 = 0.701 for three predictors at p = .05 is 63 (Soper, 

2017).  Collinearity was within acceptable limits for the revised regression model (Field, 

2014).  The Mahalanobis distances for four factors, c2 (4, N=79) = 2.962, was determined 

to be within acceptable limits.  The variables for [inquiry] and [belief] were non-normal 

in their distributions, and there was heteroscedasticity when comparing these variables to 

[intent]; for these reasons, there is some concern that the revised model presents the 

possibility of a Type 1 error. 
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Analyses of Variance.  There were significant differences among the means for 

the revised regression variables as a factor of [participation] when participation was 

recoded to a categorical variable.  Students who reported not attending ARD or IEP 

meetings in high school had significantly different means that those who reported 

attending three or more meetings in high school. 

Generalizability.  The sample size of 79 participants is sufficient to generalize 

the regression models to the general population of students with disabilities in transition 

from high school to college (Cohen, Cohen, West & Aiken, 2003) at p = .05.  Issues with 

non-normal distributions and the heteroscedasticity of predictors to the outcome variable 

warrant concern for the possibility that rejecting the null hypothesis may result in a Type 

1 error.  The disaggregated regressions are presented solely as a means to investigate the 

sample, but are not generalizable to the population. 

Qualitative Data Analysis 

While the present study cannot be accurately described as a mixed-method study, 

qualitative data was collected in the survey to provide a richer context for the quantitative 

analyses.  Specifically, respondents were provided the option to include open answers to 

two questions (see Appendix A).  Q3.5 was “Please describe how important it was to you 

to contact the Disability Office,” and Q4.6 was “Please describe why you came to your 

decision about using your accommodations.”   

Coding.  Of the 79 responses in the dataset, 64 subjects provided some kind of 

qualitative response.  The length of responses ranged from 1 to 61 words (M = 10.89, SD 

= 1.53).  The qualitative responses were extracted from the dataset and analyzed in 

isolation, and then reevaluated in relation to the regression variables to observe patterns 
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of responses and evaluate trustworthiness by the criteria of “referential adequacy 

materials” (Erlandson, Harris, Skipper, & Allen, 1993, p. 139).  The design of the present 

study did not permit member checking, peer-debriefing, or other methods of qualitative 

trustworthiness.  Examples of the subjects’ responses are presented without edits for 

spelling, grammar, capitalization, or content to accurately represent the voice of the 

individuals in the sample. 

A content analysis informed by the theoretical frameworks for Identity Theory 

(Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999) and Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000) 

assessed emerging themes in the qualitative responses.  Emerging themes were axially 

coded, and the qualitative responses were re-analyzed using the axial codes.  Codes that 

emerged from the responses included themes of “needs,” “history,” “success,” 

“ambivalence,” “future,” and “identification with disability.” 

Needs.  The most prolific of the axial codes represented in the qualitative 

responses was “needs.”  Respondents described perceptions of “needs” in 21 responses to 

Q3.5, and in 28 responses to Q4.6.  Fifteen respondents described perceptions of “needs” 

in response to both questions.  One respondent described “needs” by stating, “I had to 

fight for my accommodations in high school.  I don’t believe I’ll be successful without 

them” (response to Q3.5).  Another respondent stated that “It is very important to me to 

contact the disability office because to be able to receive help if I needed to.”  Still 

another respondent illustrated the perception of “needs” by sharing the following:  

Not using my Irlen lenses gives me headaches and severely reduces my ability to 

concentrate and complete me work.  I would not have been nearly as successful as 

I was in high school if I did not have the accommodations I did (and high school 
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would have been a lot easier if I had the rest of the accommodations I needed). 

(response to Q4.6) 

Responses coded as “needs” were most often associated with codes of “identification of 

disability” (14 instances) and “success” (12 instances).   

History.  The second-most prolific of the axial codes represented in the 

qualitative responses was “history.”  Respondents described perceptions of “history” in 

14 responses to Q3.5, and in 8 responses to Q4.6.  Four respondents described contexts of 

“history” in response to both questions.  The theme of “history” was most often in 

reference to students’ past experiences with academics, accommodations, disability, or 

challenges.  For example, one respondent stated, “Wasn’t a great learner in high school” 

(response to Q4.6).  Another respondent described a historical perspective on the need to 

disclose one’s disability by stating: “At first I did not want to it to be know that I had a 

disability, but I learned that their services are there to help me succeed and it is not 

something to be ashamed of” (response to Q3.5).  One respondent shared previous 

struggles in academics: “before I received accommodations, I studied so hard in classes 

but was not successful.  With the accommodations, I continued to study hard but become 

more successful” (response to Q4.6).  Responses coded as “history” were most often 

associated with codes of “needs” (12 instances) and “success” (7 instances). 

Success.  The third-most prolific of the axial codes represented in the qualitative 

responses was “success.”  Respondents described concerns about “success” in 11 

responses to Q3.5, and in 10 responses to Q4.6.  The theme of “success” often used in 

contexts of academic performance and learning.  One subject stated, “I plan to succeed at 

[college name].  I also appreciate that my use of accommodations through High School 
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allowed me the academic success that i [sic] achieved” (response to Q4.6).  Another 

student described a desire for “success” in reference to the future: “Being successful in 

school is very important to me.  And I will do whatever it takes” (response to Q3.5).  Not 

all responses coded as “success” used the word explicitly; one respondent asserted, “This 

will help me do the best I can be with the accommodations” (response to Q4.6).  

Responses coded as “success” were most often associated with codes of “needs” (12 

instances) and “future” (11 instances). 

Ambivalence.  Some respondents were uncertain that disclosure of disabilities 

and use of accommodations was necessary.  The fourth-most prolific of the axial codes 

represented in the qualitative responses was “ambivalence.”  Respondents described 

“ambivalence” to the necessity of disclosure and accommodations in 9 responses to Q3.5, 

and in 10 responses to Q4.6.  The code “ambivalence” was applied to responses where 

subjects expressed uncertainty about the value of disclosure, or qualified plans to use 

accommodations in the college setting.  For example, one subject responded to Q3.5 with 

a question mark (“?”).  Another student asserted, “I don’t think I need accommodations 

because I think I can do well on my own” (response to Q4.6).  Some respondents 

remained open to the possibility that accommodations would be valuable.  One student 

stated, “Some classes may help” (response to Q4.6), and another tried to forecast contexts 

where accommodations would be beneficial: “Probably for math class” (response to 

Q4.6).  None of the respondents explicitly stated that they did not intend to use 

accommodations.  Responses coded as “ambivalence” were most often associated with 

the code “selective use of accommodation” (3 instances).   
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Future.  Another axial code represented in the qualitative responses was “future.”  

Respondents described disclosure and the need for accommodations in contexts of the 

“future” in 14 responses to Q3.5, and in 4 responses to Q4.6.  One might credibly assume 

that the code “future” would be represented more frequently in Q4.6, as the question 

prompts “Please describe why you came to your decision about using your 

accommodations” after asking respondents about their plans to use accommodations; 

instead, themes referencing the future were more abundantly associated with describing 

the decision to disclose disabilities to the university.  Respondents using future tense 

verbs were primarily focused upon college success.  For example, one subject stated, “I 

think college is important and want to be succseful [sic]” (response to Q3.5).  Another 

respondent asserted, “I want to continue the support I got in high school” (response to 

Q3.5).  One student was explicit about concerns of future success in college: “I want to 

be sure that I am ready for college” (response to Q3.5).  In one response, however, a 

student described future success in general terms: “I want to give myself the best chance 

ofmsuccess [sic]” (response to Q3.5).  Responses coded as “future” were most often 

associated with “needs” (12 instances) and “success” (11 instances). 

Identification with Disability.  A final axial code that emerged was 

“identification with disability.”  Respondents described disclosure and the need for 

accommodations in contexts of “identification” in 5 responses to Q3.5, and in 13 

responses to Q4.6.  Students expressed “identification with disability” in several ways: 

some described specific diagnoses, some described changes in attitude toward 

disabilities, and still others described accessing resources as an empowered choice.  One 
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respondent expressed all three of these facets in explaining the plan to use 

accommodations:  

I am given accommodations for a reason and I would be hurting myself 

academically if I did not use those to help me in my best interest.  In high school, 

the beginning was a struggle for me, but once I figured out how to use my 

accommodations to help me I became more successful with my grades. (response 

to Q4.6) 

Another respondent asserted the need to disclose in more philosophical terms: “If they 

don’t know you need help, then they can’t Help [sic]” (response to Q3.5).  One student 

described a shift in perspective related to identifying with disability: “At first I did not to 

it to be know that I had a disability, but I learned that their services are there to help me 

succeed and it is not something to be ashamed of” (response to Q3.5).  Responses coded 

as “identification with disability” were most often associated with “needs” (14 instances) 

and “history” (6 instances). 

Patterns of Qualitative Codes with Quantitative Variables.  The coded 

responses were sorted and reordered by the variables [intent], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] to determine whether there were visible patterns in the codes as a factor of 

the quantitative variables.  Two specific patterns emerged.   

First, responses coded “ambiguity” were likely to have relationships with the 

other variables.  For example, respondents with a negative [autonomy] score were more 

likely to have responses coded a “ambiguity.”  There were no instances of the 

“ambiguity” code represented for respondents who scored positively on the Relative 

Autonomy Index.  A similar pattern emerged when the codes were reordered as a factor 
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of the plan to use accommodations ([intent]).  Codes of “ambiguity” were only present in 

subjects who had reported [intent] at a score of 5 or below (the scale was 1 = Never, 7 = 

Always).  The pattern was not as clear when the codes were sorted by the ordinal variable 

[inquiry]; some students who had personally initiated contact with the university 

disability office had responses that were coded as “ambiguity”; as did some students for 

whom others disclosed on their behalf (parents or counselors).   

Second, when codes were ordered by [autonomy], responses associated with 

scores less than -0.257 were coded only by themes of “ambivalence”; there were no 

responses that were coded in terms of “needs,” “history,” “success,” “future,” or 

“identification with disability.”  A minor code was present in some of the responses 

coded “ambivalence,” some respondents expressed limitations on which courses or type 

of academic activity for which they would expect to receive accommodations for.  For 

example, one response coded “ambivalent” and “limitation” was a student’s response to 

Q4.6: “Mostly plan to use.  Some classes may not need it.” 

These findings suggest that there is a potential relationship between students’ 

expressions of ambivalence about disclosing disability and intent to use accommodations 

in the college setting.  Moreover, the relationship may further suggest that students for 

whom regulation is more controlled are more likely to communicate ambivalence about 

disclosure and intent. 

Transferability.  These findings should be understood and interpreted cautiously.  

It is important to note that, despite the researcher’s efforts to code qualitative responses 

without reference to the other variables, familiarity with the data may have been an 

influencing and bias-producing factor.  Prolonged engagement with qualitative data can 
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be a criterion of trustworthiness (Erlandson et al., 1993), but it was possible that the 

researcher’s familiarity with the quantitative data could potentiate a biased coding of the 

qualitative responses. Additionally, other means of triangulating trustworthiness in 

qualitative analysis (e.g. peer-debriefing, member-checking, persistent observation) were 

not possible in the present deign.  
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

Students with learning disabilities transitioning from secondary to postsecondary 

education face significant shifts in rights and responsibilities.  Specifically, the 

Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA, PL 101-476; U.S. Office of Special Education 

Programs, 2000) places the onus of identification and services on secondary institutions 

(Eckes & Ochoa, 2005), while the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADAAA) is a 

broader framework that places the onus of disclosure and use of accommodations upon 

the student (Madaus, 2005).  As demonstrated in the review of literature in Chapter II of 

the present study, this shift represents a gap that creates transitional concerns for students 

with learning disabilities (LD) matriculating to postsecondary education (Madaus, 2004).  

Students with disabilities in the postsecondary setting must act in ways that ensure that 

their disabilities are disclosed, and act in ways that initiate the delivery of 

accommodations.   

The problem addressed in the present study focuses upon this transitional setting.  

Specifically, the present investigation was designed to address the question of transition 

for students who disclose their disabilities to institutions of higher education.  Why do 

some students actively participate in their accommodation plan, while others merely “fill 

out the forms” without following through in their accommodation plan?  The policy 

implications for this problem were summarized by Steele and Wolanin (2004), who 

recommended that “a stronger emphasis needs to be placed on providing students with 

disabilities who are interested in higher education with effective self-advocacy skills” (p. 

29).   
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The literature reviewed in Chapter II tends to consider the transition experience 

from various perspectives: the Disability Service Provider’s (DSP) perspective (Ofiesh & 

McAfee, 2000; Hamblet, 2014; Janiga & Costenbader, 2002), the Individualized 

Education Planning (IEP) team’s perspective (Hayes, 2006; Hudson, 2011; Milson, 2002; 

Cashman, 2006), and the perspective of students who have made the transition (Schreuer 

& Sachs, 2014; Barnard-Brak et al., 2010; Cawthon & Cole, 2010).  There appears to be 

a gap in the literature that warrants exploration: none of the research reviewed has 

analyzed the transition experience during students’ transition from secondary to 

postsecondary institutions. Gregg (2007) suggested that the gap in literature “cannot be 

overstated” and exists, in part, in “collaborative models of service delivery … with an eye 

toward outcome solutions” (p. 226).  

The research question for the present study was: Are participating in Admission, 

Review, and Dismissal (ARD) or IEP meetings ([participation]), student-leadership of 

ARD/IEP meetings([leadership]), the disclosure behaviors of students in transition 

([inquiry]), the students’ beliefs about the relationship between accommodations and 

academic success ([belief]), and the degree of self-regulation ([autonomy]) effective 

predictors of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting [intent], p = .05? 

• Hypothesis (H1) – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p = 

.05. 

• Null hypothesis (H0) – [participation], [leadership], [inquiry], [belief], and 

[autonomy] are not effective predictors of intent to use accommodations, p 

= .05. 
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The Predictive Model 

Hypothesis Model.  As described in Chapter IV of the present study, a multiple 

regression analysis resulted in rejecting the null hypothesis.  The hypothesis was 

supported, F(5, 72) = 33.810, p < .001, with a medium-high accountancy of variance, R2 

= 0.701.  It is important to note the concern in Chapter IV of the potential for a Type 1 

error.  Not all of the predictor variables were significant.  The ordinal variable [inquiry] 

measured who initiated disclosure to the postsecondary institution, and was significant, p 

= .005.  Additionally, the scale variable [belief] measured students’ perceptions of the 

necessity for accommodations for academic success, and was signification, p < .001.  The 

variable [autonomy], which measured relative autonomous regulation using the Learning 

Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L) (Williams & Deci, 1996) was p = .067 in the 

original model.  As a result, the regression model was run with the forward input method 

to select the most predictive formula with the greatest accountancy of variance.  The 

forward input method resulted in the identification of predictive value for three variables 

([belief], [inquiry], and [autonomy]).  In the revised regression model, F(3, 75) = 58.484, 

p < .001, all three predictor variables (including [autonomy]) were significant.  

Importantly, the variance accounted for in the revised model did not change from the 

larger model, R2 = 0.701.  These findings suggest that the variables [participation] and 

[leadership] did not account for any variance in the model.  

Participation.  The finding that the number of times students participated in IEP 

meetings did not significantly predict the students’ intent to use accommodation in the 

postsecondary setting was not entirely surprising (Wood et al., 2004).  Hayes (2006) 

asserted that there are important differences in the quality of meetings, and found that 
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IEP team members “struggled to engage” the student as an active member of the IEP 

meeting (p. 155), even as they believed that they were developing the student to develop 

the ability to self-advocate.  Moreover, several studies discussed in the literature review 

suggested that the quality of IEP meetings was dependent upon the socio-economic status 

of the families participating in the meetings.  In the present study, students participated in 

IEP meetings at an average of 1.760 times during high school, SD = 1.546.  The most 

frequent number of meetings attended by students, however, was zero.  The failure of 

[participation] to regress to the mean suggests that there is non-normal distribution in the 

number of IEP meetings that students transitioning from high school to college have 

attended.  Cawthon and Cole’s (2010) findings are particularly relevant to the present 

findings: 91% of the sample had no recollection of the IEP meeting process in high 

school and “a large proportion of students could not recall covering basic transition topics 

in their final IEP meetings” (p. 121) are particularly relevant to the present findings.  In 

the present study, one of the DSPs reported that students would often ask for clarification 

on the survey question, “How many ARD/IEP/504 meetings did you attend in high 

school?” 

When the variable for participation in IEP meetings ([participation]) was 

removed from the regression, it was recoded into a trichotomous ordinal variable: no 

participation, 1-2 times participation, and 3+ times participation.  This arrangement of the 

variable still did not contribute significantly to the original regression formula (the 

kurtosis for the recoded variable was nearly flat), but it did result in some significant 

differences in the means of all the regression variables (see Table C3 in Appendix C).  

Specifically, students who did not participate in IEP meetings had significantly lower 
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intent to use accommodations, MD = -1.519, SE = 0.342, p < .001, significantly less 

likely to disclose disabilities to the DSP themselves, MD -0.615, SE = 0.163, p = .012, 

significantly less belief that accommodations were necessary to their academic success, 

MD = -1.712, SE = 0.415, p < .01, and significantly lower scores on the Relative 

Autonomy Index Scale, MD = -1.337, SD = 0.271, p < .001.  These findings suggest that 

students who attended IEP meetings frequently were more likely to report intent to use 

accommodations, initiate disclosure to the postsecondary institution, believe that 

accommodations are necessary to their academic success, and have higher rates of 

autonomous regulation than those who never attended IEP meetings.  Further 

investigation into participation could perhaps investigate whether markers of the quality 

of IEP meetings would have a significant impact in a predictive model for students in 

transition from secondary to postsecondary education.   

Leadership.  One of the potential markers of the quality of IEP meetings and 

student participation is student leadership of the IEP meetings.  Martin et al. (2007) 

suggested that “when students are taught IEP terminology and meeting participation 

skills, and are provided with the opportunity to become meaningfully involved in 

educational planning, they actively participate in and may even direct their own 

educational planning meetings” (p. 15).  Students in the present study led an average of 

0.130 meetings, SD = 0.466.  The median and the mode for this finding was 0.00.  Only 

six respondents (7.59%) reported that they had led an IEP meeting during high school.  

This number was about half of Cameto et al.’s (2004) finding that around 15% of high 

school students had experience in leading IEP meetings.  It is important to note that the 
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present study was conducted for students transitioning to college in the State of Texas; 

some states may have higher percentages of students leading IEP meetings. 

With only six respondents reporting that they had experience leading IEP 

meetings, the likelihood that the variable would account for variance in the regression 

model was extremely low.  In fact, the significance for the variable in the original model 

was p = .999.  However, when the variable was transformed to a dichotomous value (no, 

yes), even the very small number of students leading IEP meetings was nearly significant 

in factoring differences in the Relative Autonomy Index ([autonomy]), F(1, 76) = 3.911, 

p = .052.  A larger sample of students leading IEP meetings in high school may have had 

significant impacts upon the regression model, particularly as a mediating variable.  The 

implication of this trend is that leadership of an IEP meeting may be an important marker 

of the quality of participation in IEP transition planning, warranting further investigation 

into quantitative markers of quality of participation in IEP meetings. 

Revised Model.  While the null hypothesis was rejected, and the hypothesis 

supported in the regression model, the central purpose of the study was to address the 

central problem: why do some students actively participate in their accommodation plan, 

while others merely “fill out the forms” without following through in their 

accommodation plan?  Since the number of times students participated in or led IEP 

meetings were non-significant contributors, they were removed from the regression to 

test the coefficients and significance of the other predictors without the influence of non-

significant factors.  The revised regression formula, derived using a forward input 

method, was: 

intenti = b0 + b1(belief) = b2(inquiry) + b3(autonomy) + ei 
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In the revised model, F(3, 75) = 58.484, p < .001, R2 = 0.701, all predictors were 

significant.  The slope measuring the ordinal variable for who initiated disclosure to the 

postsecondary DSP, β1 = -0.500, p = .003, indicated that the more likely students are to 

disclose themselves, the more likely the student is to report an intention to use 

accommodations; conversely, the more likely a parent, or counselor, or other advocate 

disclose on their behalf, the less likely the student is to report an intention to use 

accommodations.  The coefficient for the measure of students’ belief that 

accommodations are necessary for their academic success, β2 = 0.502, p < .001, 

demonstrated that for approximately every two points students increased belief in the 

value of accommodations, intent to use accommodations increased by one point.  The 

factor of students’ Relative Autonomy Index score, β3 = 0.237, demonstrated that for 

approximately every four points students increased autonomous regulation, intent to use 

accommodations increased by one point.  Slightly more than 70 percent of the variance in 

predicting students’ intent to use accommodations in college (for this sample) can be 

accounted for by the model. 

Outcome Variable 

As mentioned previously, the purpose of the present study was to identify the 

reasons why students plan to use accommodations.  Planned behaviors in this inquiry are 

considered within the theoretical framework of identity theory (Terry et al., 1999).  

Within Terry et al.’s theoretical framework, planned behaviors are not merely an 

extension of past behaviors, but also a manifestation of self-identity.  External 

mechanisms can reinforce internal mechanisms, but they are insufficient predictors of 

planned behaviors.  For students with learning disabilities transitioning into the 
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postsecondary education setting, the target planned behavior investigated in this inquiry 

centers upon the intent to use accommodations in college. 

Learning disabilities, broadly defined, are often referred to as “invisible” 

disabilities (Lyon, 1995).  Students can potentially hide their functional limitations from 

peers, instructors, or even themselves.  Students cannot always hide the consequences of 

functional limitations: they may not perform well in school or expose limitations while 

conducting a specific learning task.  Invisible disabilities are distinctive from physical 

disabilities, however, insofar as many persons with physical disabilities are easily 

“regarded as” (ADAAA, 2008) having functional limitations with minimal observation.  

For example, a person who is non-ambulatory may require wheel chair assistance, and 

may therefore be easily regarded as having a functional limitation in walking. 

The outcome variable [intent] explores the plan to use accommodations among 

students who may believe that they can hide their disabilities from their peers, instructors, 

or themselves.  In much the same way as Terry et al.’s (1999) subjects had varying intents 

to recycle, where planned behaviors were predicted by both past behaviors and self-

identification as “recyclers,” it was theorized that past behaviors and self-identification 

would predict the likelihood that students plan to use accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting. 

Means.  On a scale of 1-7, where 1 = No plan to use accommodations, and 7 = 

Plan to use accommodations all of the time, this sample of students planned to use 

accommodations at a mean of 5.563, SD = 1.426.  Interestingly, the median score was 6, 

and the most frequently occurring score was 7.  As noted previously, this variable was 

derived from two questions that were inversely scored (see Appendix A).  The first 
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prompt was, “I plan to use my accommodations in college all of the time” (Q4.2), and the 

second was “I plan to succeed without using accommodations in college” (Q4.5).  The 

students’ responses had an internal consistency of 0.853.  These findings describe that 

80% of the students responded that they intended to use their accommodations at a rating 

of four or above. 

Several factors need consideration in understanding the outcome variable.  First, 

while students in the sample appeared to read the questions carefully enough to be 

relatively consistent in their responses, they tended to answer in extremes (always, 

never).  Second, the sample of students responding to the survey self-selected to 

participate.  The surveys were displayed in DSP offices.  According to DSPs, in most 

cases, students elected to respond to the surveys without any prompting from the DSPs.  

Third, and most importantly, the present study investigated the planned behaviors of 

students in transition, but was not designed to observe differences between planned 

behaviors and actual behaviors.  Respondents may have believed that answering in the 

extreme was the “correct” answer to the question, but were not yet aware of the realities 

with which they would actually use the accommodations provided in the postsecondary 

setting.  Terry et al.’s (1999) theoretical framework noted the important difference 

between planned behaviors and actual behaviors.  This third factor, in particular, warrants 

further investigation: how effectively do planned behaviors of students in transition from 

high school to college predict actual behaviors?  Identity theory, according to Terry et al., 

suggests that planned behaviors are important predictor of actual behaviors (people who 

don’t plan to recycle will likely not recycle), but cannot account for the totality of actual 

behaviors. 
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Models.  Comparisons of the variance for the disaggregation of the revised 

regression model demonstrated some interesting differences among the subpopulations.  

The models for intent to use accommodations for first generation college students had the 

highest accountancy of variance, R2 = 0.917, followed by females, R2 = 0.839, and then 

by students enrolling in public institutions, R2 = 0.808.  Intention to use accommodations 

was most poorly predicted among students who participated in IEP meetings 1-2 times, 

R2 = 0.576, followed by males, R2 = 0.582, and continuing generation college students, R2 

= 0.661 (see Appendix C, Table C1).  These differences, however, were not a function of 

different means (see Appendix C, Table C2).  Except for the number of times students 

participated in IEP meetings in high school, none of the mean differences for the intent to 

use accommodations was significant among subgroups.  In the subgroup of students who 

participated in IEP meetings 1-2 times, there was a significant difference in means as 

compared with students who did not attend IEP meetings in high school, MD = 1.409, SE 

= 0.411, p = .003.  Students in this sample who never attended ARD meetings were, on 

average, less likely to plan to use accommodations in college (on a scale of 1-7) than 

those who had attended one or more times. 

Context.  Students’ qualitative responses provide some contextual understanding 

of the outcome variable.  Specifically, Q4.6 asked respondents, “Please describe why you 

came to your decision about using your accommodations.”  The most prevalent theme 

identified among the qualitative responses was “needs”; in the case of Q4.6, need was 

identified as a theme in 28 responses.  When qualitative responses were ordered by the 

plan to use accommodations, students’ expressions of need for accommodations was 

dispersed somewhat evenly among respondents who scored between 4.5 and 7 on [intent] 
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scale.  One student, for example, who scored a 7 on the intent to use accommodations, 

stated, “before [sic] I received accommodations, I studied so hard in classes but was not 

successful. With the accommodations, I continued to study hard but become more 

successful” (Q4.6).  Another, who scored a 5.5 on intent, expressed a similar theme of the 

sense of need: “I need assistance to show my full potential” (Q4.6).  Students who 

intended to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting asserted that 

accommodations were necessary because they would satisfy needs: a primary theme in 

Deci and Ryan’s (2000) framework for Self-Determination Theory.  Deci and Ryan 

asserted that human motivation should be understood as satisfying “organismic 

necessities rather than acquired motives” (p. 229).  Students in this sample identified 

needs as a primary driver in planning future behaviors.   

An interesting outlier in the students’ responses, however, was a student who did 

not plan to use accommodations often.  This student reported an intent to use 

accommodations at 3.5 on a scale of 1-7.  The score correlated with the student’s 

response to the belief questions, which was also a 3.5 on a scale of 1-7.  Despite the 

respondent’s low intent to use accommodations, and low belief that accommodations are 

necessary to academic success, the student responded to Q4.6 with an historical account 

of the ways needs were satisfied by the use of accommodations: “I used my IEP in high 

school and when I took advantage of my accommodations my school life became easier 

and my grades went up” (Q4.6).  The student’s response to Q3.5, however, may shed 

particular light on why, if accommodations were necessary in the past, the student 

responded with low intent to use accommodations: “It wasn't super important, but I feel 

that when I dealt with the issue I felt/ experienced great improvements in my academic 
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career” (Q3.5).  The student’s phrase, “I dealt with the issue” may indicate that she/he 

believes that accommodations are no longer necessary; they were necessary in the past, 

but are not necessary for the future.  The same respondent also scored a 0.229 on the 

Relative Autonomy Index, which indicated that the student trended toward autonomous 

regulation in the responses.  While this response is unique within the sample, it illustrates 

an important point for DSPs in the postsecondary setting; students may not plan to use 

accommodations because they believe that they have acquired skills to mitigate 

functional limitations without accommodations.  Those who work with students with 

learning disabilities in the postsecondary setting might consider that students’ plans to use 

accommodations in the future may be informed by whether they believe that they have 

developed an ability to self-accommodate.  Conversely, students who believe that they 

have successfully found their own strategies to manage academic work in the past may 

need to consider that the academic rigor and volume of learning facing them in college 

will be different from their past experiences in high school. 

The other theme most identified in responses to Q4.6 was that of “history.”  

Students’ responses were coded by this theme in 12.5 percent of the instances.  With one 

exception, themes identified as “history” were also associated with themes of “need.”  

One respondent, who scored a 7 on the intent to use accommodations, responded to Q4.6, 

“it had worked very well in the past and had given me more confidence and skill with 

math.  It also decreased anxiety when taking tests” (response to Q4.6).  Another 

respondent, who scored a 6 on [intent], stated, “I have always been successful with my 

the [sic] help of my 504” (response to Q4.6).  Students tended to describe their past 

experiences in terms of the satisfaction of needs.  The theme of “history” was distinct 
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from the theme of “needs” for Q4.6, in that almost all of the students for whom responses 

were coded as “history” reported intentions to use accommodations in college at 6 or 

higher on the scale of 1-7.  The one exception to this pattern was the outlier student 

described previously with a 3.5 intent to use accommodations.  Students who responded 

in ways that were coded as “history” tended to plan to use accommodations with 

regularity.  Whannell and Whannell’s (2015) framework for identity theory asserted that 

past behaviors cannot fully explain planned behaviors, but they may contribute to the 

formation of “student identity and emotional commitment” (p. 49) in ways that lead to 

academic success.  Within this sample of students with learning disabilities transitioning 

to college, past experiences, particularly when those past experiences were paired with 

the perceived satisfaction of needs, were important contexts for students’ intent to use 

accommodations in the college setting. 

Summary.  As stated earlier, the purpose of the present study was to investigate 

why some students with disabilities transitioning to college plan to use accommodations, 

while others do not.  Within this sample, it appears that the person initiating contact with 

the postsecondary office of disability services, the students’ beliefs in the necessity of 

accommodations, and the relative autonomous regulation of the student all play 

significant roles in predicting the planned behaviors related to accommodations.  These 

predictors appear contextualized, within this sample, by the students’ own perceptions of 

need and their perceptions of past experiences. 

Predictor Variables 

Belief.  The most consistently significant predictor for students with disabilities in 

the transitional setting’s intent to use accommodations for students was the variable 
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[belief].  As described previously, the variable was derived from respondents’ answers to 

two statements: Q4.3, “I believe that I will be successful academically if I don't use my 

accommodations,” and Q4.4, “I believe that I will struggle academically if I don't use my 

accommodations.”  Subjects rated agreement with these statements on a scale of 1-7.  It is 

important to note that the respondents were rating statements that tied belief to 

struggling/succeeding without using accommodations, rather than statements of belief in 

the value of accommodations; the statements were ontological in nature, rather than 

deontological.  The questions produced a sufficiently consistent at α = 0.855 (Bland & 

Altman, 1997).  The resulting variable, [belief], was a scale of 1-7, M = 5.006, SD = 

1.654, Mdn = 5.0, and Mode = 7.  The variable was not normally distributed, and had a 

negative skew of -0.236, SEskewness = 0.271, and a negative kurtosis of -1.109, SEkurtonsis = 

0.535.   

The mean differences of [belief] for subpopulations (see Appendix C, Table C2) 

was only significant in the subgroup [participation] (see Appendix C, Table C3).  

Students who had not participated in IEP meetings in high school had significantly lower 

scores for [belief] than those who attended 1-2 times, MD = -1.409, SE = 0.411, p = .003, 

and those who attended 3+ times, MD = -1.712, SE = 0.411, p < .001.  There were not 

significant differences in [belief] between students who attended 1-2 times and those who 

attended 3+ times.  

There was a significant relationship between respondents’ belief in success or 

failure if they did not use accommodations and respondents’ intent to use 

accommodations, r = .788, p < .001.  While this relationship was not surprising in the 

sample, it did account for the consistent significance of the variable in the original model, 
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where β4 = 0.503, p < .001, in the revised model, β2 = 0.502, p < .001, and in the 

disaggregated models (see Appendix C, Table C1).  The variable [belief] was significant 

in all of the disaggregated models except [income], where [belief] was not significant for 

students who received Pell grants, and leadership, where [belief] was not a significant 

predictor for students who had led at least one IEP meeting in high school.  The change in 

slope of the [belief] variable was notable specifically in the disaggregated model for 

[institution].  The prediction coefficient for students entering public institutions, β2 = 

1.072, p < .001, R2 = 0.808, was more than twice the slope of the prediction coefficient 

for students entering private institutions, β2 = 0.455, p < .001, R2 = 0.669.  This does not 

suggest that students at public institutions were more likely to believe that 

accommodations were necessary for success, but rather that the predictive value of the 

variable was stronger for students who were at public institutions. 

Students’ qualitative responses provide additional contextual understanding of the 

students’ belief that accommodations were necessary for academic success in college.  

Specifically, Q4.6 asked respondents, “Please describe why you came to your decision 

about using your accommodations.”  Since the [belief] variable was significantly 

correlated to the [intent] variable, r = .788, p < .001, many of the same patterns described 

previously for the intent to use accommodations were evident.  There were notable 

exceptions, however, in instances where the two scores were different.  For example, one 

student scored a 7 on the intent to use accommodations in college, but scored a 5 on the 

belief that accommodations were necessary for academic success.  The student’s response 

to Q4.6 was, “it had worked very well in the past and had given me more confidence and 

skill with math. It also decreased anxiety when taking tests” (response to Q4.6).  This 
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response was coded by the theme “history.”  The student reported planning to use 

accommodations all of the time, but reported less concern that the accommodations were 

necessary for academic success.  Moreover, the same respondent’s Relative Autonomy 

Index score was 0.771, indicating a trend toward autonomous regulation.  The student’s 

response to Q4.6 could provide an important context to the question of whether 

accommodations are necessary for academic success.  In some instances, students may 

believe that they could be successful without the accommodations, but intend to use them 

because of other benefits, such as improvements with confidence and reduced anxiety. 

Another student, who scored a 7 on intent to use accommodations, but a 4.5 on belief that 

accommodations were necessary for success, responded to Q4.6 by stating, “Wasn't a 

great learner in highschool [sic]” (response to Q4.6). This response was also coded by the 

theme “history.”  The student scored a 1.543 on the Relative Autonomy Index, indicating 

a strong tendency toward autonomous regulation.  In this instance, it may be possible that 

the student believes that she/he is not a great learner, and that academic accommodations 

do not have significant bearing on academic success.  The student, nonetheless, reported 

intending to use the accommodations.  It is possible to read too much into this response, 

but it should be noted that students may choose to access resources and supports without 

a strong expectation whether those interventions will be necessary.  In short, some 

students will plan to use accommodations regardless of whether they believe that they 

need them. 

Offices of disability services at postsecondary institutions interested in predicting 

whether students will use accommodations in college may be justified in learning 

whether the students believe that accommodations are necessary for academic success.  If 
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the findings from this sample are generalizable and transferrable, DSPs may be able to 

assist students in transition in evaluating beliefs about the necessity of accommodations 

at the postsecondary level.  Have students in transition set appropriate expectations of the 

academic rigor and volume of work at the college level?  How do students perceive their 

previous experiences with academic accommodations? 

Inquiry.  The behavior of disclosure, specifically who initiates disclosure, was a 

significant predictor of the intent to use accommodations for students with disabilities 

transitioning from high school to college.  The variable in the present study should be 

understood in terms of proximity to the student: the student, the parent, and the counselor.  

There were no instances in the sample where an advocate other than the counselor 

initiated contact with the DSP at postsecondary institutions.  The more scores for 

[inquiry] trend toward a score of 0, the more they trend toward the student initiating 

contact with the DSP.  The more they trend toward a score of 2, the more they trend 

toward the counselor.  As described above, this predictor variable was not normally 

distributed, M = 0.520, SD = 0.638, Mdn = 0.0, Mode = 0.  The variable was skewed 

positively at 1.145, SEskewness = 0.271.  Most respondents initiated disclosure to the DSP 

at the postsecondary institution. 

The means for initiating disclosure to the DSP were significantly different for 

only one of the subpopulations (see Appendix C, Table C2): students who did not 

participate in IEP meetings in high school were significantly more likely to report that 

someone else initiated disclosure than those who had participated in IEP meetings.  The 

mean difference between [participation] = 0 and [participation] = 1-2 was 0.477, SE = 

0.162m and the mean difference between [participation] = 0 and [participation] = 3+ was 
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0.615, SE = 0.163.  There were not significant differences between the students who 

participated in IEP meetings 1-2 times and 3+ times.  There were not significant 

differences between respondents in the sample as a factor of gender, race, income, 

generational status, institution type, or experience leading IEP meetings. 

 

Figure 3. Inquiry Predicting Intent by Generation 
 
There were, however, interesting differences in the value of the variable in 

predicting the intent to use accommodations within the sample; specifically, as a factor of 

whether students were first generation college students or continuing generation college 

students.  The predictive coefficient in the aggregate was β1 = -0.500, p = .003.  The slope 

for first generation college students was significant in predicting intent to use 

accommodations at β1-First Gen = -1.737, p = .023, and the model for first generation 

students accounted for R2 = 0.917 (see Table 11).  Conversely, the coefficient for 
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continuing generation college students was significant in predicting intent to use 

accommodations at β1-Cont Gen = -0.452, p = .008, and the model for first generation 

students accounted for R2 = 0.661 (see Table 11).  These different and significant slopes 

indicate that first generation students’ disclosure behaviors were nearly four times steeper 

predictors than those who were continuing generation college students (see Figure 4). 

It is important to note that first generation college students’ disclosure behaviors are not 

significantly different from their continuing generation peers in this sample; rather, the 

predictive nature of the disclosure behavior has a steeper slope.  In fact, there is little 

difference in the y-intercept as a factor of generation for the two groups. 

The survey question Q3.5 provided additional context for understanding the 

predictive value of disclosure behaviors on intent to use accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting: “Please describe how important it was to you to contact the 

Disability Office.”  The most interesting correlation between disclosure behaviors and the 

thematic analysis of Q3.5 was that students for whom others initiated contact with the 

DSP were more likely to give responses coded as “ambivalence”; those who disclosed 

themselves did note provide responses coded as “ambivalence” for Q3.5.  There were 

nine responses to Q3.5 that were coded for themes of ambivalence in this sample.  

Examples of responses that were coded as “ambivalence” included one subject who 

responded to Q3.5 with a question mark (“?”).  Other respondents responded with phrases 

like “I don’t know” or “Relatively important.”  One respondent stated that it was 

“Medium important.”  Conversely, students who disclosed for themselves were more 

likely to provide responses to Q3.5 that were coded by “need.”  In fact, 21 responses of 

students who disclosed for themselves were coded as “need”; none of the students for 
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whom others disclosed on their behalf provided responses to Q3.5 that were coded as 

“need.”  Examples of statements that were coded as “needs” included one student who 

asserted, “I had to fight for my accommodations in high school.  I don’t believe I’ll be 

successful without them” (response to Q3.5).  Another respondent stated that it was 

important to contact the DSP office because it was a “Great way to talk about what I 

needed for help on things” (response to Q3.5).  This pattern appears to support the 

conclusion that, for this sample, students who disclosed to the DSP themselves were 

driven by a sense of need for accommodations.  Students for whom others disclosed on 

their behalf were generally more likely to be ambivalent about contacting the DSP office. 

As mentioned previously, the thematic observations of “needs” provide an 

interesting coordination with Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000), and 

illustrate that the satisfaction of needs is a functional means of understanding the 

motivation for behaviors.  In the context of this sample, students who contextualized their 

responses by themes of satisfying needs were more likely to self-disclose than those for 

whom someone else disclosed on their behalf.  This variable is particularly interesting in 

light of Identity Theory.  The disclosure behaviors are, within the design of the present 

study, contemporaneous reports of behavior from students transitioning to college. Most 

respondents, according to DSPs, took the survey while waiting to meet with the college to 

disclose their disabilities.  They represent current behaviors, rather than historical 

behaviors.  The disclosure behaviors of the student with disabilities transitioning to 

college has a significant predictive value in the intent to use accommodations.  Moreover, 

disclosure behavior seems to be driven by whether students have a strong sense that they 

need accommodations, or are ambivalent about the need to disclose. 
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Offices of disability services at postsecondary institutions interested in predicting 

whether students will use accommodations in college may be justified in learning 

whether the students disclosed for themselves, or whether others disclosed on the 

students’ behalf.  If the findings from this sample are generalizable and transferrable, 

DSPs may be able to identify functional interventions to assist students with disabilities 

increase the intent to use accommodations. 

Autonomy.  The present study was designed within the framework of Self-

Determination Theory, as described by Deci and Ryan (2000).  As described previously, 

the theory suggests that individuals are, by nature, reacting to internal and external 

environments, involving themselves in actions of personal interest, and moving “toward 

personal and interpersonal coherence” (p. 230). In situations where individuals have 

experienced dissatisfaction of perceived needs, the theory suggested that ineffective 

substitutions may perpetuate further dissatisfaction.  The authors theorized that 

“experiences of competence and autonomy are essential for intrinsic motivation and 

interest, but the needs for competence and autonomy do not provide a sufficient 

definition of intrinsic motivation” (p. 233).   Instead, intrinsic motivation is facilitated by 

conditions where needs are satisfied, and compromised by conditions where needs are not 

satisfied. Furthermore, Deci and Ryan theorized that extrinsic rewards are provided for 

activities that are intrinsically interesting, it is possible that people will be controlled by 

the rewards, and experience a shift toward external motivations.  Intrinsic motivation, 

therefore, requires more than competence; it requires the perception of autonomy. 

The Learning Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ-L) is a twelve-question survey 

developed by Williams and Deci (1996) to measure the relative autonomy of students in 
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learning contexts.  The instrument measures two scorers, autonomous regulation and 

controlled regulation, and scoring results in an output Williams and Deci called the 

Relative Autonomy Index.  Scores above 0 indicate that students trend more to 

autonomous regulation in motivation, and scores below 0 indicate that students trend 

more to controlled regulation.   

In the present sample, the variable [autonomy] was the Relative Autonomy Index 

score.  The variable was normally distributed, M = 0.356, SD = 1.110, Mdn = 0.314, and 

Mode = 0.  The skewness of the variable in this sample was slightly negative, -0.163, 

SEskewness = 0.271, and kurtosis was slightly flat, -0.278, SEkurtosis = 0.535.  The z-scores 

for skewness and kurtosis were within the first standard deviation.  Additionally, the 

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for normality showed no significance for non-normality. 

The mean differences of [autonomy] for subpopulations (see Appendix C, Table 

C2) was only significant in the subgroup [participation] (see Appendix C, Table C3).  

Students who had not participated in IEP meetings in high school had significantly lower 

scores for [autonomy] than those who attended 3+ times, MD = -1.337, SE = 0.271, p < 

.001.  Students who had attended 1-2 times had significantly lower scores than those who 

attended 3+ times, MD = -0.783, SE = 0.268, p = .013.  There were not significant 

differences in [autonomy] between students who did not attend IEP meetings and those 

who attended 1-2 times. 

The respondents’ scores on The Relative Autonomy Index scale were a significant 

predictor of their intent to use accommodations in the aggregated revised model, β3 = 

0.237, p = .028, R2 = 0.701.  As respondents trended toward autonomous regulation, they 

also indicated higher scores of intents to use accommodations frequently.  As respondents 
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trended toward controlled regulation, they also tended to indicate less intent to use 

accommodations frequently.  In the revised models disaggregated by subpopulations, 

there were no subgroup comparisons where [autonomy] was consistently significant 

within the subgroups (see Appendix C, Table C1).  For example, the coefficient for 

[autonomy] was significant for students who identified as White, but not for students who 

identified as Hispanic.  This is likely a consequence of a low number of respondents.  The 

significance of [autonomy] in the aggregated revised model was p = .028; by reducing the 

n in subgroups, the changes in the number of respondents was likely to result in non-

significant coefficients.   

As mentioned previously, the other predictors ([inquiry] and [belief]) were 

significantly non-normal in their distributions; [autonomy] was normally distributed. 

Moreover, the question of the relationship between students’ locus of regulation and their 

intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting was a central concern of the 

present study.  The theoretical framework of the [intent] variable was Identity Theory, 

and the theoretical framework for the [autonomy] variable was Self-Determination 

Theory. To observe the interaction between these two theoretical frameworks, and 

specifically to identify the variance accounted for by the [autonomy] variable in isolation, 

an additional regression analysis was conducted post hoc;  

intent% = 	b(	+	b*autonomy 

 When observed in isolation, [autonomy] was a significant predictor of [intent], β1 = 

0.817, p < .001, R2 = 0.404.  This finding suggests that [autonomy] is a stronger predictor 

of intent to use accommodations, with a much steeper slope, when observed as the only 

predictive factor.  There is a loss in the amount of variance accounted for, as R2 = 0.707 
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in the revised regression model.  The theoretical implications of this finding are 

compelling.  Whannell and Whannell (2015) asserted that Identity Theory provides an 

understanding of transition as “a time when the student identity and emotional 

commitment to that identity should be actively targeted” (p. 49), rather than assuming 

that students entering undergraduate study know what is required as they occupy the role 

of a university student.  Deci and Ryan (2000) suggested “when extrinsic rewards are 

introduced for doing an intrinsically interesting activity, people tend to feel controlled by 

the rewards, prompting a shift in the perceived locus of causality for the behavior from 

internal to external” (p. 234); intrinsic forms of motivation require perceptions of 

autonomy.  For respondents in the present study, there is a measurable relationship 

between students’ self-determination and identity; as the form of regulation changes, 

planned behaviors change. 

Students’ qualitative responses provide additional contextual understanding of the 

students’ locus of regulation.  As described in Chapter IV, when responses to Q3.5 and 

Q4.6 were ordered by [autonomy], responses associated with scores less than -0.257 were 

coded by themes of “ambivalence.”  None of the respondents with scores less than -0.257 

gave responses that were coded as “needs,” “history,” “success,” “future,” or 

“identification with disability.”  For example, one student who scored a -1.143 on the 

Relative Autonomy Index stated: “I was told to come here” (response to Q3.5), and “Im 

[sic] not sure I need this” (response to Q4.6).  The respondent was ambivalent about 

whether the use of accommodations was necessary, and overtly described being “told” to 

disclose to the institution.  Interestingly, the same respondent scored a 3 on [intent], a 3 

on [belief], and reported that the student’s parent(s) disclosed the student’s disability to 
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the DSP office.  Some subjects provided responses that were coded as “ambivalence” and 

“selective use of accommodations.”  For example, one student scored a -0.714 on the 

Relative Autonomy Index responded, “only need for my english [sic] class” (response to 

Q4.6).  The student was not sure whether accommodations were necessary, and described 

using them in a specific situation.  The same respondent scored a 4 on [intent], a 4 on 

[belief], and reported that the parent(s) disclosed the student’s disability to the DSP 

office. 

Scores for [autonomy] above -0.257 included themes of “needs” 49 times, 

“history” 22 times, “success” 21 times, “future” 18 times, and “identification with 

disability” 18 times.  There did not appear to be a pattern among these codes as a function 

of [autonomy] scores; for example, the thematic code “needs” was distributed across 

responses from scores of -0.257 to the highest score of 2.857.  There did, however, 

appear to be relationships in the ways responses were coded by multiple themes.  For 

example, the theme “needs” was most often associated with the theme “identification of 

disability.”  One subject, who scored a 2.286 on the autonomy index scale, responded to 

Q3.5, “I have disabilities, so I know I need assistance.  Can someone talk to me about 

tutoring???” (response to Q3.5).  In this instance, the student expressed a need for 

accommodations, alongside an identification of the student’s specific disability.  Another 

respondent, with an [autonomy] score of 0.486, stated, “I am a very auditory learner and I 

require extra time on my tests and quizzes” (response to Q3.5), which was also coded as 

“needs” and “identification of disability.” 

The Relative Autonomy Index was an important variable to understanding the 

intent to use accommodations.  As part of the revised regression model, it was a 
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significant predictor.  In isolation from other predictor variables, it was more significant, 

a steeper coefficient, and accounted for a majority (40.4 %) of the total variance (70.1%).  

Researchers tend to agree that the self-determination is key to successful transition 

planning (Hudson, 2011).  Janiga and Costenbader (2002) found that DSPs at the 

postsecondary level are most concerned with the apparent ability to self-advocate, and 

proposed that IEP teams need to consider the development of self-advocacy, such as self-

determination, as a priority in transition planning.  Thomas and Dykes asserted that self-

determination, for students with disabilities, is key to supporting effective transitions, and 

helping students evolve into “effective decision makers and causal agents in their own 

lives” (p. 4).  Within the present study, students’ scores on the SRQ-L were demonstrably 

predictive of their reported intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting.  

Additionally, students tended to contextualize those reports by associating reasons for 

disclosure and planning to use accommodations in terms of needs and their identities as 

persons with disabilities, further illustrating the theoretical framework of Self-

Determination Theory as one where regulation is a response to the satisfaction of 

organismic needs. 

The implications of these findings for DSPs center upon establishing a clear sense 

of the type of regulation that motivates individual students’ behaviors.  Knowing that a 

transitioning student tends to operate more from a perspective of controlled regulation 

(e.g. to get good grades, to perform well in the opinion of others, to have impressive 

résumés), DSPs might reasonably consider interventions that provide opportunities to 

develop more autonomously controlled regulation (e.g. to be proud of oneself, to learn, to 

solve problems).  The predictive value of regulation on students’ intent to use 
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accommodations in the postsecondary setting would suggest that effective interventions 

to move students toward autonomous regulation would result in increases in their plans to 

use accommodations in college. 

High school IEP team members could also reasonably consider these findings in 

IEP planning, particularly in planning for transition.  For example, do the IEP meetings 

involve the student, or do they talk around the student?  Do the committee members have 

a plan to provide interventions for students who tend towards controlled regulation, as 

recommended by Martin et al. (2007)?  These factors may, according to the present 

findings, be important predictors in students’ plans to use accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting. 

Implications for the Context of Scholarship 

Perhaps the most surprising finding of the present study was that the number of 

times students participated in IEP meetings in high school was not a significant predictor 

of intent to use accommodations in the postsecondary setting for students in the 

transitional context.  Cawthon and Cole (2010) questioned whether participation in IEP 

meetings was important at all; they found that 91% of students with disabilities in 

postsecondary settings had no recollection of the IEP meeting process in high school and 

“a large proportion of students could not recall covering basic transition topics in their 

final IEP meetings” (p. 121).  Ultimately, Cawthon and Cole suggested that those who 

successfully transition to the university level are “academically competent enough that 

the lack of transition information does not harm them” (p. 124).  In revisiting the 

literature related to questions of participation, it appears that measuring the frequency of 

attendance may be the wrong question; finding markers for the quality of the IEP 
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planning process may be more important.  Within the present study, there was one quality 

marker: whether students had actively led their IEP meetings in high school.  Only 6 of 

the 79 respondents in the present study had actively led their IEP meetings one or more 

times.  Other markers of quality may also be important.  For example, Hudson (2011) 

found that high school counselors tended to be primarily focused upon programming 

concerns: “[counselors] reported that they just wanted to make sure that all students were 

on track for graduation and have classes they need to meet their postsecondary goals” (p. 

79).  Hayes (2006) found that power differentials between IEP team members and the 

student (in a single case study) resulted in challenges wherein team members “struggled 

to engage” the student as an active member of the IEP meeting (p. 155), even as they 

believed that they were developing her ability to self-advocate.   

Disclosure behaviors were an important predictor of intent to use 

accommodations for students transitioning from secondary to postsecondary education.  

Barnard-Brak et al. (2010) identified several themes related to the “meaning of 

disclosure” (p. 414) that included scripting, negotiation, and downplaying.  Barnard-Brak 

et al. concluded that “college students … would generally choose not to disclose a 

disabled status if at all possible, thus concealing other disability-related information such 

as accommodation-seeking strategies” (p. 422).  Lovett et al. (2015) provided a counter-

argument to disclosure, specifically in the area of documenting disabilities through self-

report.  They questioned whether students were accurately describing functional 

limitations, whether malingering behaviors were accounted for in self-disclosure, and 

whether DSPs could reasonably do the kinds of observations necessary to support self-

reports.  The present study found that the more likely students are to disclose disabilities 
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for themselves, the more likely they are to plan to use accommodations in the 

postsecondary setting.  The more likely someone else discloses on their behalf, the less 

likely they are to plan to use accommodations.  In short, “who” initiates disclosure 

matters.  The present study may provide a means by which to understand these disparate 

concerns.  Students who self-disclose, who have high belief in the necessity of 

accommodations, and who trend toward autonomous regulation may be less inclined to 

self-stigmatize the use of accommodations in planning their future behaviors.  Those for 

whom others disclose on their behalf, have less belief in the necessity of 

accommodations, and who trend toward controlled regulation may be more inclined to 

react to perceptions of stigmatization.  If this observation is, in fact, reasonable, DSPs 

may be able to better evaluate why students intend to use accommodations.  For example, 

Lovett et al.’s concerns that students malinger (which was not a part of the present study) 

to receive accommodations in the post-secondary setting may be less justified in their 

concerns when others disclose on those students’ behalf, or when they are less inclined to 

believe in the necessity of accommodations, or when they trend toward controlled 

regulation.  Conversely, the self-stigmatization and hiding behaviors described by 

Barnard-Brak et al. (2010) may be of less concern for those students who choose to 

disclose for themselves, who believe in the necessity of accommodations, and who trend 

toward autonomous regulation. 

Literature on transition planning for students with disabilities has, in recent years, 

focused upon disparate experiences of low-income students from those who are not low-

income (Fish, 2008; Gregg 2007; Karpur et al., 2014; Madaus et al., 2014; Wagner et al., 

2014).   In the present study, there were no significant differences in the means for 
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students who reported that they received Pell grants compared to students who reported 

that they did not (see Appendix C, Table C2).  In addition, when the revised regression 

was disaggregated by income, there were no coefficients that were significant in both 

models (see Table 10 and Appendix C, Table C1).  This may be due, in part, to the way 

the question was asked in the present survey (see Appendix A).  Q2.7 asked, “Will you 

be receiving the Pell grant in college?”, and options for response were “Yes,” “No,” and 

“I don’t know.”  No identifiers were collected in the sample to identify whether students 

were low-income with other sources like the Free Application for Federal Student Aid 

(FAFSA) or institutional databases.  Students may not have been aware or accurate in 

their reporting of whether they received the Pell grant.  In fact, 38 subjects reported that 

they were not receiving Pell, 17 reported that they were, and 24 reported that they did not 

know.  Respondents may have not known whether they were receiving a Pell Grant 

because financial aid applications and award letters may not have been completed at the 

time of their responses.  Respondents also may not have known what the Pell Grant was 

since they were just entering college.  A research design where students’ eligibility for 

the Pell Grant, or Expected Family Contribution (EFC), or other more objective measures 

of family income would be warranted for future inquiry.  There may not have been 

sufficient numbers of respondents in the present study who had a clear understanding of 

their eligibility for the Pell Grant to produce significant results in this study. 

Theoretical Implications 

The relationship between the predictor variables and the intent to use 

accommodations for students with disabilities in the transitional setting illuminated 

important interactions between Identity Theory and Self-Determination Theory.  The 
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outcome variable was defined within the framework of Identity Theory, specifically 

within the paradigm that Terry, Hogg and White (1999) described as planned behavior: 

“previous tests of the theories of reasoned action and planned behaviour have provided 

convincing support linking self-identity to behavior” (p. 227).  Self-Determination 

Theory was linked specifically to the input variable of the Relative Autonomy Index, a 

paradigm where Deci and Ryan (2000) suggested that “when extrinsic rewards are 

introduced for doing an intrinsically interesting activity, people tend to feel controlled by 

the rewards, prompting a shift in the perceived locus of causality for the behavior from 

internal to external” (p. 234). 

The interplay between these two theories was tested in the regression models, and 

of particular interest in the revised regression model (see Table 7) and the simple 

regression models.  As regulation trended toward the autonomous type, plans to use 

accommodations increased.  As regulation trended toward the controlled type, plans to 

use accommodations decreased.  The theoretical frameworks provide some contextual 

understanding of the reasons for these trends. 

Terry et al. (1999) tested the theoretical framework of Identity Theory with the 

planned behavior of recycling.  They found “that the relationship between self-identity 

and reported behaviour is indirect, through behavioural intention, rather than direct, a 

pattern of results that accords with the supposition that intention is the most proximal 

determinant of actual behavior” (p. 239).  Having recycled in the past was not the most 

proximal determinant of actual behavior – rather planned behaviors were the most 

proximate.  The corollary for the present study would be something like: receiving 

accommodations in the past is not the most proximate determinant of actually using 
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accommodations – rather the plan to use accommodations is the most proximate.  The 

reasons students with disabilities in the transitional setting plan to use accommodations, 

however, was the primary concern in the present study.  If students in the postsecondary 

setting are following through on planned behaviors, what precedents influenced the 

planned behaviors?  This is where Self-Determination Theory appears to have contributed 

to the problem of the present study. 

Self-Determination Theory, as described by Deci and Ryan (2000), asserts that 

motivation can be best understood as the satisfaction of needs.  As needs are satisfied in 

ways that reinforce competence, autonomy, and relatedness, an individual’s motivations 

are understood as developing toward personal coherence.  They are motivated to act in 

ways that lead to self-definitions of flourishing.  In instances, however, where needs are 

unmet, or where needs are met in ways that reinforce incompetence, dependence, and 

isolation, an individual’s motivations are understood as developing toward personal 

dissonance.  The present study investigated the specific role of autonomy, and whether 

measures of autonomous regulation or controlled regulation were predictive of students 

with disabilities in the transitional setting plan to use accommodations.  As described 

previously, the locus of regulation was a significant predictor of the plan to use 

accommodations.   

If the findings of the present study are generalizable, it may be reasonable to 

conclude that levels of autonomy are predictive of planned behavior.  Students who plan 

to use their accommodations when they start college are more likely to respond to 

questions in ways that indicate autonomous regulation.  Understanding the role of self-

determination in the development of planned behaviors may reasonably be evaluated by 
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the phenomenon of self-stigmatization.  Barnard-Brak et al. (2010) concluded that 

“college students … would generally choose not to disclose a disabled status if at all 

possible, thus concealing other disability-related information such as accommodation-

seeking strategies” (p. 422).  Students with disabilities transitioning from high school to 

college may be negotiating questions of whether their disabilities should remain hidden.  

Skinner (2004) qualitatively investigated the factors that led students, who had already 

disclosed to the postsecondary DSP, toward academic success.  Skinner found that “many 

[successful] participants indicated a sound knowledge of their specific disability(ies) had 

learned to request or create accommodations and adaptations they needed to be 

successful” (p.101). 

The role that autonomous regulation plays in students with disabilities 

transitioning from high school to college intent to use accommodations could be a feature 

of whether they identify stigma associated with receiving accommodations.  For example, 

students who have more controlled forms of regulation may be more concerned with how 

others view them, their disabilities, their successes and failures, and their academic 

performance.  In these cases, planned behaviors could reasonably be understood as 

manifestations of perceived stigma related to disabilities, whether in disclosure, in 

seeking support, or even in believing that accommodations are necessary.  Prompts on the 

SRQ-L (see Appendix A, Q5.2-5.13) that scored as “controlled regulation” included 

phrases like “I would get a bad grade,” or “I want others to see that I am intelligent.”  

Conversely, students who have more autonomous forms of regulation may be less 

concerned with how others view them, and therefore focused primarily upon satisfying 

needs that are intrinsically valuable to them.  Questions on the SRQ-L that scored as 
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“autonomous regulation” included phrases like “important to my intellectual growth,” or 

“improve my understanding of the material.” 

If relationships with stigma in planned behaviors are mitigated by loci of 

regulation, then the interplay between Identity Theory and Self-Determination Theory are 

an interesting and compelling dynamic.  This interplay would suggest that IEP teams 

should give attention to interventions that impact students’ relative autonomy, rather than 

merely ensuring that they receive accommodations, updated assessments, and 

destigmatization (Hayes, 2006; Hudson, 2011; Milson, 2002).  Satisfying students’ needs 

in ways that reinforce competence, autonomy, and relatedness may have predictive value 

in whether they plan to use accommodations, and the degree of academic success they 

enjoy. 

Summary 

Significance 

To date, there appears to be a gap in the literature investigating students with 

disabilities who are in the transitional setting between secondary and postsecondary 

education.  The literature reviewed tends to consider the transition experience from 

various perspectives: the DSP’s perspective (Ofiesh & McAfee, 2000; Hamblet, 2014; 

Janiga & Costenbader, 2002), the IEP team’s perspective (Hayes, 2006; Hudson, 2011; 

Milson, 2002; Cashman, 2006), and the perspective of students who have made the 

transition (Schreuer & Sachs, 2014; Barnard-Brak et al., 2010; Cawthon & Cole, 2010).  

Gregg (2007) suggested that the gap in literature “cannot be overstated” and exists, in 

part, in “collaborative models of service delivery … with an eye toward outcome 

solutions” (p. 226).  The present study explores this transitional situation to investigate 
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students with learning disabilities’ plans to use accommodations as they prepare to enter 

college, and identify the factors that predict those intents.  As a contribution to the 

empirical discussion, three significant variables were identified that predict students’ 

plans to use accommodation: who initiates inquiry into the disclosure process at the 

postsecondary institution, the degree of belief that accommodations are necessary for 

academic success, and the relative autonomous regulation of the student in the 

transitional setting.    

The policy implications for this research question was summarized by Steele and 

Wolanin (2004), who recommended that “a stronger emphasis needs to be placed on 

providing students with disabilities who are interested in higher education with effective 

self-advocacy skills” (p. 29).  IEP teams would be justified in evaluating whether 

transition planning for students in high school include interventions that would lead to 

more autonomous regulation among students who plan to enroll in postsecondary 

education.   

DSPs would be justified in appropriating a modified version of the survey in 

Appendix A to screen the specific needs of students as they transition.  The survey could 

easily be reduced to 16 questions (Q3.4, Qs4.2-4.5, Qs5.2-5.13) to provide a sense of 

students’ placement on the scale, and identify potential interventions to support the 

students’ transition into college.  It would be vital for DSPs to understand that these 

predictors are not necessarily causal in nature, nor should any one student be defined by 

her/his scores on the regression.  DSPs could, however, gain a sense of a student’s 

disclosure behaviors, belief in the necessity of accommodations, and form of regulation 

as part of a transition plan for students entering college for the first time.  The SRQ-L is, 
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to date, free to use, and permission is offered a priori for non-commercial and research 

purposes (“selfdeterminationtheory.org – Questionnaires,” n.d.). 

Limitations 

A number of limitations should be considered in the present study.  First, and 

potentially most important, the sample of responses collected in this sample were from 

students who (a) saw advertisements for the survey in the DSP office or in general emails 

in university, (b) self-selected to take the survey, (c) were 18 years of age or older, and 

(d) completed the survey.  Articulation agreements with partner institutions, as well as 

gatekeepers at the institutions, did not allow for direct recruiting of subjects.  One DSP 

noted that he observed a student’s mother demanding that the young man take the survey, 

but in almost all cases, students chose to take and complete the survey with minimal input 

from the researcher or the gatekeepers.  As a result, the sample cannot be understood to 

represent all students with disabilities in transition from high school to college; at best, it 

can only be understood as representing students with disabilities in transition from high 

school to college who have the personal interest (or familial coercion) to voluntarily take 

a survey. 

Second, the regression for the present sample of 79 subjects was significant, F(5, 

72) = 33.810, p < .001, with a medium-high accountancy of variance, R2 = 0.701.  Cohen, 

Cohen, West and Aiken’s (2003) calculation for the minimum sample size for an 

anticipated effect size (f2) of 0.15, R2 = 0.701 for five predictors at p = .05 is N = 75 

(Soper, 2017).  When the revised regression was disaggregated by demographic 

variables, however, n < 75 for each regression model.  As a result, none of the 

disaggregated regression models can be generalized to the disaggregated populations. 
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Third, two of the variables in the revised regression model were significant for 

non-normal distribution, and significantly heteroscedastic with the outcome variable.  

This leads to an increased possibility of a Type 1 error in rejecting the null hypothesis. 

Fourth, the theoretical frameworks employed in the present study were arranged 

in epistemologically causal order.  This does not imply that the regressions or other 

inferential data should be understood in causal terms.  None of the inferential statistics 

was tested for causality, as the project design was insufficient for claims of causal 

relationships.  

Lastly, the qualitative findings should be understood and interpreted with the 

caution that, despite the researcher’s efforts to code qualitative responses without 

reference to the other variables, familiarity with the data may have been an influencing 

and bias-producing factor.  Prolonged engagement with qualitative data can be a criterion 

of trustworthiness (Erlandson et al., 1993), but it was possible that the researcher’s 

familiarity with the quantitative data could potentiate a biased coding of the qualitative 

responses. Additionally, other means of triangulating trustworthiness in qualitative 

analysis (e.g. peer-debriefing, member-checking, persistent observation) were not 

possible in the present deign. 

Future Research Questions 

To date, there appears to be a gap in the literature investigating students with 

disabilities who are in the transitional setting between secondary and postsecondary 

education.  This study can justifiably be described as prospecting the transitional situation 

for students with disabilities.  A number of future research questions are warranted by 

this study: 
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• Is the quality of IEP meeting participation a significant predictor of the intent 

to use accommodations for students in transition?   

• What is the relationship between intent to use accommodations for students in 

transition and their subsequent use of accommodations in the postsecondary 

setting? 

• Are the predictors different for students who disclose disabilities to the DSP 

after beginning their college enrollment than for those who disclose before 

courses begin? 

• Are the predictors different for students who separate from the university 

without having disclosed disabilities to the DSP? 

• Are the predictors different for students transitioning from high school to 

college if responses are collected as a requirement (rather than voluntary) of 

the disclosure process? 

• Does a larger sample of respondents support the generalizability of the 

regression models? 

• How do students in transition describe their sense of autonomous control? 

• Does a verifiable form of income information provide evidence of different 

experiences in transition for students who are low income in comparison to 

those who are not? 

Conclusion 

Students with disabilities who are transitioning from high school to college face 

significant shifts in rights and responsibilities.  The burden of ensuring that students 

receive and use accommodations shifts from the district to the individual student as they 
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enter the postsecondary setting.  Understanding the factors that predict students’ plans to 

use their accommodations while they are in transition was the primary goal of the present 

study.  It was found that students’ plans to use accommodations in postsecondary 

education were significantly predicted by three factors: who initiated inquiry into the 

disclosure process, the students’ beliefs about the necessity of accommodations toward 

academic success, and the students’ relative autonomous regulation.  These predictors 

were also contextualized by students’ qualitative responses to questions about why they 

disclosed and how they arrived at the decision to use accommodations.  The primary 

themes identified in the sample for these questions were themes of the need for 

accommodation, the students’ historical account of receiving accommodations, and the 

students’ concerns about academic success at the college level.  The theoretical lenses for 

this study, Identity Theory and Self-Determination Theory, provided a framework for 

understanding the role of autonomous regulation in planned behaviors for students with 

disabilities transitioning to college, particularly in how autonomous regulation may 

mitigate self-stigmatization.  IEP teams would be warranted in evaluating the IEP 

transition planning process to ensure that interventions that help students develop 

autonomous forms of regulation prepare students with learning disabilities to engage in 

the transition to college.  DSPs at postsecondary institutions would be justified in 

including questions about disclosure behaviors, belief in the necessity of 

accommodations, and the degree of autonomous regulation as they engage with students 

through the transition into the college setting. 
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Appendix A 

Survey Questions in Qualtrics 

Consent Block 
Q1.1 Hello! Welcome to the "Students with Learning Disabilities in the Transitional 
Setting" Survey! 
 
Q1.2  
What is this project studying?    This study is called “Students with Learning 
Disabilities in the Transitional Setting.”  This study will help us learn what experiences 
students with disabilities had in high school, and whether those experiences influence the 
way they view their academics in the future.  What we learn from this study may help 
people who work with high school students with disabilities to plan for the transition to 
college.     
 
What would I do if I participate?    In this study, you will be asked to complete a 
survey. The survey has a set of 28 questions that will ask you about yourself, your 
experiences, and your plans.  A couple of questions will give you the opportunity to 
describe your thoughts, but most are questions where you just select the choices in each 
question that represent yourself.    
 
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable? Yes, absolutely. Your participation is 
completely voluntary.  Dr. Paton and the Institutional Review Board have reviewed the 
questions and think you can answer them comfortably. You may skip any question you 
do not feel comfortable answering. You can also stop answering questions at any time. 
You are free to end the survey any time you wish.  Participating is your choice. However, 
we do appreciate any help you are able to provide.      
 
How long will participation take?   We anticipate that this survey will take no longer 
than 10-15 minutes of your time.    
 
How will I benefit from participating?   At the end of the survey, you will be provided 
a summary of your responses.  If you wish, you may share this with the disability 
coordinator at your university, which may help you plan for success in college.    
 
What are the risks of participating?   We do not expect you to have adverse effects 
from participating in this study and your information will be kept confidential.     
 
How are you protecting privacy?   The questionnaire will not request any personal 
information that can identify you.  All surveys are completely anonymous, and no 
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personal information will be associated with any data collected or reported from this 
study.    
 
If I have some questions about this study, to whom may I address my 
concerns?   The study is being conducted by Dr. Valerie Paton from the Higher 
Education program at Texas Tech University or Scott Self, doctoral student in Higher 
Education Research. If you have questions, you can call Dr. Paton at 806.-834-5986 or 
email valerie.paton@ttu.edu or Scott Self at 325-733-2293 or joel.scott.self@ttu.edu.    
 
TTU also has a Board (Human Research Protection Program, Office of the Vice President 
for Research, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 79409) that protects the rights of 
people who participate in research. You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You 
may also contact them by mail at Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 
Subjects, Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas Tech University, 2500 
Broadway, Box 41075 Lubbock, TX 79409 or email them at hrpp@ttu.edu. 
 
Q1.3 I am at least 18 years old, and I consent to continue the survey 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 

 
**Respondents who answer no will be directed to a conclusion page 
 
Demographics Block 
Q2.1 Thanks for taking this survey.  This section will give me just a little information 
about you. 
 
Q2.2 What is your gender? 

o Male (1) 
o Female (2) 

 
Q2.3 Are you Hispanic or Latino? 

o Yes(1) 
o No (2) 

 
Q2.4 Select from one or more of the following races: 

o American Indian or Alaska Native (1) 
o Asian (2) 
o Black or African American (3) 
o Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (4) 
o White (5) 
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Page Break 
 
Q2.5 Did your father graduate from college or university? 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o I don't know (3) 

 
Q2.6 Did your mother graduate from college or university? 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o I don't know (3) 

 
** Respondents who respond “no” to questions 4 and 5 will be coded as “first-
generation.”  Students who respond yes to either question 4 or 5 will be coded as 
“continuing-generation.” 
 
Q2.7 Will you be receiving the Pell grant in college? 

o Yes (1) 
o No (2) 
o I don't know (3) 

 
Page Break  
 
Q2.8 What is your disability? You can select more than one. 

o Learning/reading/writing/language/ADD disability (1) 
o Visual Impairment/Blindness (2) 
o Hearing Impairment/Deafness (3) 
o Autism Spectrum Disorder (4) 
o Other (5) 

 
Q2.9 What college/university will you be attending this fall? 

o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 
o Institution name withheld 

 
Page Break 
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Experiences Block 
Q3.1 Great.  Now I have some questions about your experiences... 
 
Q3.2 How many ARD/IEP/504 meetings did you attend in high school? 

o 0 (1) 
o 1 (2) 
o 2 (3) 
o 3 (4) 
o 4 or more (5) 

 
Q3.3 Have you ever served as the chair or leader of your ARD/IEP/504 meetings? 

o No (1) 
o Once (2) 
o More than once (3) 

 
Q3.4 Who initiated contact with the Disability Office at your college to disclose your 
disability? 

o I did (1) 
o My parent(s) (2) 
o My high school counselor (3) 
o My advocate (4) 

 
Q3.5 Please describe how important it was to you to contact the Disability Office... 
 
Page Break  
Q4.1 Super.  I'd like to know a little about your plans for accommodations.  Please 
respond on a scale of 1 (Not true at all) to 7 (Very true)... 
 
Q4.2 I plan to use my accommodations in college all of the time. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Page Break  
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Q4.3 I believe that I will be successful academically if I don't use my accommodations. 
o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Page Break  
Q4.4 I believe that I will struggle academically if I don't use my accommodations. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Page Break  
 
Q4.5 I plan to succeed without using accommodation in college. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q4.6 Please describe why you came to your decision about using your accommodations... 
 
Page Break 
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SQR-L Block 
Q5.1 In this last section, there are twelve statements that I'd like for you to read.  Please 
respond on a scale of 1 (Not true at all) to 7 (Very true)... 
 
Q5.2 I will participate actively in university because I feel like it’s a good way to 
improve my understanding of the material. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.3 I will participate actively in university because others might think badly of me if I 
didn’t. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.4 I will participate actively in university because I would feel proud of myself if I did 
well at university. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 
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Q5.5 I will participate actively in university because education is important to my 
intellectual growth. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Page Break  
 
Q5.6 I am likely to follow my instructor’s suggestions for learning because I would get a 
bad grade if I didn’t do what he/she suggests. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.7 I am likely to follow my instructor’s suggestions for learning because I am worried 
that I am not going to perform well in the course. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 
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Q5.8 I am likely to follow my instructor’s suggestions for learning because its easier to 
follow his/her suggestions than come up with my own study strategies. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.9 I am likely to follow my instructor’s suggestions for learning because he/she seems 
to have insight about how best to learn the material. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Page Break  
 
Q5.10 The reason that I will work to expand my knowledge in university is because its 
interesting to learn more about my course subjects. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 
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Q5.11 The reason that I will work to expand my knowledge in university is because its a 
challenge to really understand how to solve problems. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.12 The reason that I will work to expand my knowledge in university is because good 
grades in school will look positive on my resume. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
Q5.13 The reason that I will work to expand my knowledge in university is because I 
want others to see that I am intelligent. 

o 1 Not true at all (1) 
o 2 (2) 
o 3 (3) 
o 4 Somewhat true (4) 
o 5 (5) 
o 6 (6) 
o 7 Very true (7) 

 
 
**Survey logic and Completion Blocks to be determined 
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Appendix B 
Table B1  
Measures Employed in Present Study 
 

 

Variable 
Label 

Type of 
Measurement 

Response 
Scores 

              Responses Purpose 

gender Categorical 0 
1 

Male 
Female 
 

Disaggregate 

institution Categorical 0 
1 

Private 
Public 
 

Disaggregate 

race Categorical 0 
1 
2 

White 
Hispanic 
Other 
 

Disaggregate 

generation Categorical 0 
1 
 

First-Generation 
Cont-Generation 

Disaggregate 

disability Categorical 1-5 Learning Disability 
VI/Blindness 
HI/Deafness 
Autism Spectrum Disorder 
Other 
 

Exclusion 

Pell Categorical 0 
1 

No 
Yes 
 

Disaggregate 

participation  0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

No participation 
1 ARD 
2 ARDs 
3 ARDs 
4+ ARDs 
 

Predictor 

participation 
(recoded) 

Ordinal 0 
2 
3 

No participation 
1-2 Times 
3+ Times 
 

Disaggregate 

(continued) 
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Table B1 (cont.)  
Measures Employed in Present Study 
 
Variable 
Label 

Type of 
Measurement 

Response 
Range 

              Responses Purpose 

leadership Ordinal 1-3 No 
Once 
More than once 
 

Predictor 

leadership 
(recoded) 

 0 
1 

No 
Yes 

Disaggregate 

inquiry Ordinal 0 
1 
2 
3 

Student 
Parent 
High School Counselor 
Advocate 
 

Predictor 

intent Continuous 1-7 1 = Not at all 
7 = Very True 
 

Outcome 
 

belief Continuous 1-7 1 = Not at all 
7 = Very True 
 

Predictor 

auton_reg Continuous 1-7 1 = Not true at all 
7 = Very true 
 

Minuend for 
autonomy 

control_reg Continuous 1-7 1 = Not true at all 
7 = Very true 
 

Subtrahend 
for autonomy 

autonomy Continuous -3.5 
0 

3.5 

Controlled 
Neutral 
Autonomous 
 

Predictor 
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Appendix C 

Table C1 
Disaggregated Modified Regression Models and Coefficients 
 
  Models Coefficients 
  F df R2 belief inquiry auton. 

        
Aggregate 58.484 3, 75 0.701 -0.500** -0.500** 0.237* 
Gender       
 Male 15.794 3, 34 0.582 0.401** -0.591 0.326 
 Female 64.403 3, 37 0.839 0.622*** -0.385* 0.182 
Race       
 White 47.633 3, 57 0.707 0.543*** -0.425* 0.321** 
 Hispanic 8.938 3, 9 0.749 0.123 -1.853 0.117 
 Other - - - 0.463 - 0.077 
Income       
 No Pell 42.997 3, 34 0.791 0.697*** -0.369 0.168 
 Pell 9.763 3, 13 .0691 0.233 -1.376 0.210 
Generation       
 First 40.600 3, 11 0.917 0.503* -1.737* 0.203 
 2nd + 39.042 3, 60 0.661 0.422*** -0.452** 0.231* 
Institution       
 Private 32.278 3, 48 0.669 0.455*** -0.542* 0.276* 
 Public 32.238 3, 23 0.808 1.072*** -0.043 -0.248 
Participation       
 None 16.511 3, 22 0.692 0.478* -0.441 0.533* 
 1-2 Times 10.415 3, 23 0.576 0.343** -0.321 0.212 
 3+ Times 21.083 3, 22 0.742 0.618*** -0.532 0.236 
Leadership       
 No 54.777 3, 68 0.707 0.508*** -0.514** 0.231 
 Yes 0.822a 3, 2 0.570a 0.303 -0.138 0.438 
Note.  Dependent Variable = [intent].   
aThis model was non-significant.  
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
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Table C2 
Analyses of Variance for Regression Variables by Disaggregating Factors 
           

 df intent inquiry belief autonomy 
   F M F M F M F M 

Gender 1, 77 1.79  0.64  5.50*  0.15  
 Male   5.34  0.58  4.57  0.31 
 Female   5.77  0.46  5.42  0.40 
Race 2, 76 1.167  1.949  1.207  0.177  
 White   5.46  0.58  4.95  0.37 
 Hispanic   5.77  0.38  4.89  0.22 
 Other     6.50  -  6.25  0.56 
Income 2, 76 1.20  0.91  0.86  0.18  
 No Pell   5.34  0.53  4.92  0.42 
 Pell   5.59  0.35  4.71  0.36 
 Unsure          
Generation 1, 77 0.24  1.58  0.02  0.03  
 First   5.40  0.33  5.07  0.40 
 2nd +   5.60  0.56  4.99  0.35 
Institution 1, 77 0.01  0.13  0.01  3.17  
 Private   5.57  0.50  4.99  0.51 
 Public   5.56  0.56  5.04  0.05 
Participationa 2, 76  13.11***   7.86**   9.74***  12.30*** 
 None   4.54  0.88  3.97  -0.27 
 1-2 x   6.07  0.41  5.37  0.28 
 3+ x   6.05  0.27  5.67  1.06 
Leadership 1, 76 0.00  2.08  0.78  3.91  
 No   5.56  0.56  5.04  0.29 
 Yes   5.58  0.17  4.42  1.20 
a The ANOVA for [participation] with post hoc contrasts is presented in Table C3.  
This table is the same as Table 14 in Chapter IV of the present study. 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
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Table C3 
Comparison of Means: Tukey HSD Post Hoc Contrasts for the [participation] Factor 
 

Dependent 
Variable 

(I) 
participationa 

(J) 
participation 

Mean 
Difference (I-J) SE Sig. 

intent 
0 

1-2 -1.536 0.342 .000*** 
3+ -1.519 0.346 .000*** 

1-2 
0 1.536 0.342 .000*** 

3+ 0.016 0.342 .999 

3+ 
0 1.519 0.346 .000*** 

1-2 -0.016 0.342 .999 
inquiry 

0 
1-2 0.477 0.162 .012* 
3+ 0.615 0.163 .001** 

1-2 
0 -0.477 0.162 .012* 

3+ 0.138 0.162 .670 

3+ 
0 -0.615 0.163 .001** 

1-2 -0.138 0.162 .670 
belief 

0 
1-2 -1.409 0.411 .003** 
3+ -1.712 0.415 .000*** 

1-2 
0 1.409 0.411 .003** 

3+ -0.303 0.411 .742 

3+ 
0 1.712 0.415 .000*** 

1-2 0.303 0.411 .742 
autonomy 

0 
1-2 -0.554 0.268 .104 
3+ -1.337 0.271 .000*** 

1-2 
0 0.554 0.268 .104 

3+ -0.783 0.268 .013* 

3+ 
0 1.337 0.271 .000*** 

1-2 0.783 0.268 .013* 
Note.  This table is the same as Table 14 presented in Chapter IV of the present study. 
a  The variable [participation] is an ordinal variable.  0 = students who reported never 
participating in ARD meetings.  1-2 = students who reported attending in one or two 
meetings.  3+ = students who reported attending three or more ARD meetings. 
* p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001. 
 
 

 




