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Table 40. Student Advisory Council Presence by Public and Private 

 

Percent of Respondents Who Receive 
Guidance from a Student Advisory 

Council by Public and Private 
Institutions 

Response 

Public 
(n=51) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Private 
(n=74) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Variance 

Yes 
        

25.49  
        

16.22  
          

9.27  

No 
        

74.51  
        

83.78  
          

9.27  
 

The following bar chart provides the visual representation of the proceeding table of 

whether or not an institution has a student advisory council separated by public and private 

institutions.  

 

Figure 29. Bar chart of student advisory council presence by public and private. 
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Data Tracking 

This section addresses the data tracking characteristic under the structure component of 

Figure 1.  

The respondents were asked about the types of data they track. Data types included: 

retention rates, graduation rates, GPAs, number of honor placements, number of hours office 

staff convert accessible materials, frequency of student contact with offices staff, job placement 

during educational career, job placement after graduation, type of disability of registered SWDD, 

number of educational or programming opportunities provided by the DSS office, number of 

contact of office staff with faculty members, number of office staff contacts with staff members, 

and other types of data tracked. The following table and bar chart show the number of types of 

data tracked by public institutions and by private institutions. Public institutions track more data 

types than private institutions.  

 

Table 41. Count of Number of Data Types Tracked 

Count of # of Types of 
Data Tracked  

Private 
% of 
Total 

Public % of Total 

 0  1 1.32 0 0.00 

1 - 2 23 30.26 16 29.63 

3 - 4 30 39.47 10 18.52 

5 - 6 12 15.79 18 33.33 

7 - 8 7 9.21 6 11.11 

9 -10 3 3.95 3 5.56 

11 - 12 0 0.00 1 1.85 

Total 76 100.00 54 100.00 

 

The following is a visual representation of the preceding table in the form of a bar chart 

to show that public institutions generally track a higher number of data types than private 

institutions.  
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Figure 30. Count of data types tracked by public and private. 

 

 Figure 31 shows the independent variable of number of types of data tracked by private 

and by public institutions by the dependent variable of the number of registered SWDD in fall 

2017. Public institutions show a greater number of registered SWDD and generally more types 

of data tracked.  
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Figure 31.  Number of types of data tracked by SWDD. 

 

 The following table provides the types of data tracked by public and private institutions. 

Public institutions are more likely to track the number of hours staff members convert accessible 

materials than private institutions. Overall, public institutions are more likely to track the number 

of items the office does, while private institutions are more likely to track student-related 

information. The majority of the directors’ track disability type and frequency of student contact 

with office staff. 
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Table 42. Data Types Tracked by Public and Private 

 

Percent of Respondents that Track these Data Types by Public and Private 
Institutions 

Data Tracking Type 
Public - 
Percent 
of Total 

Private 
- 

Percent 
of Total 

Variance 

Type of disability of students registered with 
the office 

       
67.86  

       
96.43  

       
28.57  

Frequency of student contact with office 
staff 

       
47.62  

       
60.71  

       
13.09  

GPAs 
       

29.76  
       

39.29  
         

9.53  

Graduation Rates 
       

28.57  
       

36.90  
         

8.33  

Number of hours office staff convert 
accessible materials 

       
21.43  

       
14.29  

         
7.14  

Retention Rates 
       

28.57  
       

33.33  
         

4.76  

Number of Honors Placements 
         

3.57  
         

7.14  
         

3.57  

Number of contacts with staff members 
       

28.57  
       

25.00  
         

3.57  

Number of educational or programming 
opportunities provided by your office  

       
30.95  

       
33.33  

         
2.38  

Job placement during educational career 
         

4.76  
         

3.57  
         

1.19  

Job placement after graduation 
         

7.14  
         

8.33  
         

1.19  

Number of contacts with faculty members 
       

17.86  
       

17.86  
             -    

 

Figure 32 is a bar chart to serve as a visual representation of the preceding table. It 

includes the percent of respondents by public and private institutions based upon the data they 

track.  
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Figure 32. Bar chart of data types tracked by public and private. 

 

 Constituents Served 

 This section addresses the characteristic of constituents served under the structure 

component in Figure 1.  

 As indicated in the following table, there are 138 directors who answered the question 

regarding the types of roles served by their offices. Although 27 percent serve student 

employees, only 17 percent also serve employees. For those offices that serve employees, there 

is a greater percentage of eight or more program types offered (27.27%) than for those offices 

that only serve students and volunteers (6.10%). These data indicate that offices serving a 

broader constituency have the resources to provide a larger variety of programs.  
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Table 43. Institution Affiliates Served 

 

Categories of institution affiliates served by the office 

138 100% Students 

37 27% Student employees 

24 17% Staff members 

23 17% Faculty 

22 16% community members 

17 12% graduate students with appointments 

11 8% Volunteers 

 

 

Table 44. Constituents Served 

 
 

The forthcoming table includes groups served by the DSS office separated by public and 

private institutions. There were 135 responses that answered the question regarding affiliates 

served and could be identified as a public or private institution. The table is sorted by variance 

between public and private institutions. More public institutions (22.81%) serve community 

members than private institutions (10.13%). More public institutions (14.04%) serve volunteers 

than private institutions (3.80%). With the exception of faculty, the public sector serves slightly 

more of each group. serve.  
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Table 45. Groups Served by Public and Private 

Percent of Respondents Who Serve Each Group by Public and Private 
Institutions 

Group Served 
Public - 
Percent 
of Total 

Private 
- 

Percent 
of Total 

Variance 

Community Members 
       

22.81  
       

10.13  
       

12.68  

Volunteers 
       

14.04  
         

3.80  
       

10.24  

Graduate Students with Employment 
Appointments 

       
15.79  

         
8.86  

         
6.93  

Staff Members 
       

19.30  
       

15.19  
         

4.10  

Faculty 
       

17.54  
       

15.19  
         

2.35  

Students 
       

98.25  
     

100.00  
         

1.75  

Student Employees 
       

26.32  
       

26.58  
         

0.26  
 

Figure 33 portrays a visual representation in the form of a bar chart of the preceding table 

of groups served by the DSS offices as a percentage of the total responses separated by public 

and private. There is little variance between private and public with the exception of community 

members and volunteers.  
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Figure 33. Bar chart of groups served by public and private. 

 

 Figure 34 provides the independent variable of number of groups served by the DSS 

office by the dependent variable of number of registered SWDD in fall 2017. Offices with the 

greatest number of registered SWDD generally only serve one group; whereas offices with 

smaller populations of registered SWDD may serve a greater number of groups.  
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Figure 34. Groups served by number of SWDD. 

 

 Office Location 

 This section addresses the office location characteristic in the office structure component 

of Figure 1.  

When asked by the directors, “In your view is the disability office on campus easy for 

students with disabilities to find?” the majority indicated that their office is easy to find (84%, 

n=113); whereas only 16% (n=21) believe their offices are not easy to find. 

Communication Methods 

This section addresses the communication methods characteristic in the office structure 

component in Figure 1.  

 There are 135 directors who responded to the question regarding the number of 

communication types with SWDD. The following table provides the information. Forty-two 

percent of the offices communicate with SWDD by only one method (n=57); whereas twenty-

nine percent (n=39) communicate by two methods; and twenty-five percent (n=34) use three 

methods; and only four percent (n=5) use four or more methods of communication.   
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Table 46. Number of Communication Methods 

Number of communication methods from the office to 
SWDD 

42% 57 indicated 1 method of communication 

29% 39 indicated 2 methods of communication 

25% 34 indicated 3 methods of communication 

4% 5 indicated 4 or more methods of communication 

 

 

Table 47 displays the types of communication methods. Many (46%) use mass emails, 

while a smaller number also use an electronic system (17%) for portal announcements 

specifically for SWDD.  

 

Table 47. Communication Types 

Communication Type 

# of 
directors 

who use this 
method 

% of 
Total 

Mass emails directed to SWDD 114 46% 

Electronic system portal announcements 
for students registered with your office 

43 17% 

Other types 26 10% 

Electronic newsletter 24 10% 

Facebook 22 9% 

Instagram 10 4% 

Twitter 6 2% 

Printed newsletter 4 2% 

 

The following table provides the percentage of communication methods separated by 

public and private institutions. Although 135 directors answered the survey question regarding 

commination methods, only 133 had the sector of institution identified to view if the institution 

was public or private. More public than private institutions use electronic system portal 

announcements (39.29% public; 27.27% private), electronic newsletters (25.00% public; 12.99% 



185 

private), and Facebook (21.43% public; 10.39% private) to communicate with registered SWDD. 

More private institutions communicate via Instagram.  

 

Table 48. Communication Methods by Public and Private 

Percent of Respondents that Use these Communication Methods with 
Registered SWDD by Public and Private Institutions 

Communication Type 

Public 
(n=56) - 

Percent of 
Total 

Private 
(n=77) - 

Percent of 
Total 

Variance 

Electronic system portal 
announcements for students 
registered with your office 

               
39.29  

               
27.27  

       
12.02  

Electronic Newsletter 
               

25.00  
               

12.99  
       

12.01  

Facebook 
               

21.43  
               

10.39  
       

11.04  

Instagram 
                 

5.36  
               

10.39  
         

5.03  

Other 
               

17.86  
               

22.08  
         

4.22  

Printed Newsletter 
                 

5.36  
                 

2.60  
         

2.76  

Mass emails directed to students 
registered with your office 

               
85.71  

               
87.01  

         
1.30  

Twitter 
                 

3.57  
                 

2.60  
         

0.97  
 

Figure 35 is a bar chart for a visual representation of the communication types offered by 

public and private institutions.  
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Figure 35. Bar chart of communication methods by private and public. 

 

 

Figure 36 shows the independent variable of number of types of communication methods 

by the dependent variable of number of registered SWDD in fall 2017. The figure shows that the 

offices with higher populations of registered SWDD, generally use three methods of 

communication. 
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Figure 36.  Communication types by number of SWDD. 

 

Internal and External Partnerships  

This section explains the data analysis of the internal and external partnership component 

and the characteristics listed therein in Figure 1. 

There are 134 respondents to the question: Does your office have partnerships or 

collaborations with any of the following? Respondents could select as many partnerships as they 

chose. The majority of partnerships (59%; n=79) were in the range of nine to 16 partnerships. 

Forty-three (32%) respondents selected between 13 and 16 partners; thirty-six (27%) respondents 

selected between nine and 12. The remainder are listed in the following table. 
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Table 49. Number of Partnerships   

Does your office have partnerships or 
collaborations with any of the following? 

Number of 
respondents 

(n=134) 

% of 
respondents 

# of partners 

11 8% 0,1,2,4 

15 11% 5,6,7,8 

36 27% 9,10,11,12 

43 32% 13,14,15,16 

21 16% 17,18,19,20 

8 6% 20+ 

 

 

Figure 37 is a scatterplot demonstrates the independent variable of number of 

partnerships and collaborations against the dependent variable of the number of registered 

SWDD in fall 2017. Offices with higher populations of SWDD generally have more partnerships 

and collaborations.  

 

Figure 37. Number of partnerships by number of SWDD. 
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The following table provides the partnership type as a percentage of the total separated by 

public and private institutions. The table is sorted by the variance between public and private 

institutions. Partnerships with TRIO programs occur more frequently in public institutions 

(60.00%) than private institutions (18.03%). This is likely as TRIO programs are federally 

funded grants and are more likely offered within public institutions. The original three programs, 

thus, the name TRIO included Upward Bound, Talent Search, and Student Support Service. This 

could be a similar situation for Military and Veterans Affairs. A partnership exists in public 

institutions (65.00%) more frequently than in private institutions (42.03%). It is possible that 

there are fewer offices of this nature at private institutions than at public institutions. 

Partnerships with Admissions occur in public institutions (100.00%) more frequently than in 

private institutions (70.59%). This is a useful partnership so that students considering admission 

to the institution can learn about self-disclosing to the DSS office to obtain appropriate 

accommodations and support. Partnerships with the Health Center occur more frequently within 

private institutions (71.62%) than in public institutions (57.58%).  
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Table 50. Partnerships by Public and Private 

Percent of Respondents that have the Office Type and Partnership by Public 
and Private Institutions 

Partnership Type Public Private Variance 

TRIO programs           60.00            18.03            41.97  

Admissions         100.00            70.59            29.41  

Military and Veteran Affairs           65.00            42.03            22.97  

Health Center           57.58            71.62            14.04  

Landscape Services           28.07            15.49            12.58  

Athletics Center           44.44            32.43            12.01  

Legal Counsel           65.74            54.67            11.07  

Libraries           66.67            58.33               8.34  

Grants or research office           21.92            28.77               6.85  

Residence Life           72.13            78.31               6.18  

Academic Support Center           73.77            78.05               4.28  

Athletics Department           58.62            55.13               3.49  

Development office           35.00            32.05               2.95  

Academic advisors           78.13            76.19               1.94  

Office of Transfer Students           40.74            39.13               1.61  

Counseling Services           80.95            82.50               1.55  

Faculty Development           58.06            56.63               1.43  

Dining Services           63.93            65.00               1.07  

Information Technology           70.00            70.93               0.93  

Facilities Management           63.46            63.53               0.07  

Graduate College           38.78            38.81               0.03  
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Figure 38 provides a visual representation in the form of a bar chart of the preceding 

table.  

 

Figure 38. Bar chart of partnerships by public and private. 

 

From the qualitative data analysis using survey respondent comments, theme 6 emerged. 

Theme 6 – Meet needs with partnerships and collaborations emerged under this category. 

Multiple respondents indicated that they work toward meeting programming and service needs of 

all constituents through partnerships and collaborations. The following respondent comment 

summarizes that scarce resources is a motivator for partnerships. This respondent summarizes it 

well, "Other offices on campus offer some of these things. Being understaffed and thinking that 

all are responsible for inclusiveness, I welcome these campus partners' efforts.” 
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Programming Support 

 This section addresses the programming support component and the characteristics listed 

therein in Figure 1.  

Training 

This section addresses the training characteristic that is under the programming support 

component listed in Figure 1.  

Nine directors indicated that their offices do not offer educational or professional 

development opportunities related to SWDD, although 127 directors provided information on the 

numbers and types of training offered by their offices. The majority of offices offer between two 

and three training types (52%; n=67). Table # provides a description of an educational 

opportunity type and the number of directors who indicate that it is offered at their institutions.  

Many (n=110) offer in-person training for faculty or staff members on disability topics and 

slightly fewer (n=100) offer print or electronic materials to assist faculty or staff members in 

working with students with disabilities. 
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Table 51. Educational Opportunity Type 

Educational Opportunity Type 

# of 
directors 
who use 

this 
method 

% of 
Total 

In-person training for faculty or staff members on 
disability topics 

110 25% 

Print or electronic materials to assist faculty or staff 
members in working with students with disabilities 

100 23% 

In-person training for registered students on disability 
topics 

76 18% 

In-person training specifically for academic advisors 59 14% 

Online training for faculty or staff members on disability 
topics  

34 8% 

Online training for students on disability topics 17 4% 

Online training specifically for academic advisors 14 3% 

Other 13 3% 

None 10 2% 

 

 Directors indicated the number of types of training offered. The majority (n=67; 52%) 

use three or four different type of trainings. 

 

Table 52. Number of Types of Training Opportunities 

Number of types of training opportunities 

9% 12 indicated 1 training type 
14% 18 indicated 2 training types 
32% 41 indicated 3 training types 
20% 26 indicated 4 training types 
14% 18 indicated 5 training types 
6% 7 indicated 6 training types 
4% 5 indicated 7 or more training types 

   

 

 

The following table provides the percentage of respondents who use each educational 

opportunity type separated by public and private institutions and sorted by the variance column. 

There is very little difference in the types of educational opportunities available between public 
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and private institutions. Public institutions (82.14%) offer print or electronic materials to assist 

faculty or staff members in working with students with disabilities more frequently than private 

institutions (70.51%).  

 

Table 53. Educational Opportunities by Public and Private 

Percent of Respondents that Use these Educational Opportunities by Public 
and Private Institutions 

Educational 
Opportunity Type 

Public (n=56) - 
Percent of Total 

Private (n=78) - 
Percent of Total 

Variance 

Print or electronic 
materials to assist 
faculty or staff 
members in working 
with students with 
disabilities  

                       
82.14  

                       
70.51  

                       
11.63  

In-person training 
specifically for 
academic advisors 

                       
50.00  

                       
41.03  

                         
8.97  

Online training for 
faculty or staff 
members on disability 
topics  

                       
30.36  

                       
21.79  

                         
8.57  

Online training 
specifically for 
academic advisors 

                       
12.50  

                         
8.97  

                         
3.53  

None 
                         

7.14  
                         

5.13  
                         

2.01  

In-person training for 
registered students on 
disability topics 

                       
57.14  

                       
58.97  

                         
1.83  

Online training for 
students on disability 
topics 

                       
14.29  

                       
12.82  

                         
1.47  

In-person training for 
faculty or staff 
members on disability 
topics 

                       
83.93  

                       
83.33  

                         
0.60  
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 The following bar chart provides a visual representation of the preceding table of 

educational opportunity types offered as a percentage of the total number of respondents 

separated by public and private institutions. It shows relatively small variation between the two 

institution types.  

 

 

Figure 39. Bar chart of educational opportunities by public and private. 

 

Programs Offered 

This section addresses the various programmatic characteristics under the programming 

support component listed in Figure 1.  

There are 134 respondents who answered questions regarding the number of program 

types they offer to benefit SWDD. The majority (57%; n=76) offer between one and four 

program types. The following table indicates the percentage of respondents, the number of 

respondents, and the number of program types the office offers in support of SWDD. 
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Table 54. Number of Program Types 

Number of types of program opportunities 

8% 11 indicated 0 program types 

16% 22 indicated 1 program type 

12% 16 indicated 2 program types 

13% 17 indicated 3 program types 

16% 21 indicated 4 program types 

10% 13 indicated 5 program types 

5% 7 indicated 6 program types 

6% 8 indicated 7 program types 

1% 2 indicated 8 program types 

5% 7 indicated 9 program types 

7% 10 indicated 10 and above program types 

 

 

The following table lists some program types and the number of directors who indicated 

that the program type is offered at their institutions. The two most popular program types are 

tutors who are trained to work with students with disabilities (n=60) and opportunities for 

students with disabilities to study abroad (n=53).  
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Table 55. Number of Program Types by Type 

Program Types 

# of 

directo

rs who 

use this 

Progra

m Type 

% of 

Total 

Tutors trained to work with students with 

disabilities 

60 11% 

Opportunities for students with disabilities to 

study abroad 

53 10% 

Office staff visit local high schools to assist 

students transitioning from high school to higher 

education 

44 8% 

RSOs 43 8% 

On-campus transportation for students with 

temporary disabilities 

40 8% 

Campus climate study including questions related 

to students with disabilities at least every five 

years 

38 7% 

Faculty and/or staff mentors for students with 

disabilities 

37 7% 

Educational programs on disability identity and/or 

disability pride 

35 7% 

Programs for students on the autistic spectrum 31 6% 

On-site therapy animals available to students 

during specified hours 

28 5% 

Summer transition programs for incoming 

students with disabilities 

21 4% 

Office staff visit local community colleges to 

assist students transitioning to your institution 

21 4% 

Awards for professors or staff members who are 

exceptional in creating a welcoming and inclusive 

institutional environment  

19 4% 

Awards for student leaders who are exceptional in 

creating a welcoming and inclusive institutional 

environment 

17 3% 

Fee-for-service programs offered in addition to 

other DSS office programming 

15 3% 

Other 14 3% 

Faculty mentors for faculty members and teaching 

assistants who serve students with disabilities 

9 2% 

Sports clubs for students with disabilities 7 1% 
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The following table provides the list of program types by percentage of the total 

responses separated by public and private institutions. There were 119 responses that were 

identifiable by public and private institution. The table is sorted by the variance column. 

Significantly more public (58.00%) than private (23.19%) institutions have DSS office staff visit 

local high schools to assist students in transitioning from high school to higher education. 

Significantly more public (32.00%) than private (5.8%) institutions have office staff visit local 

community colleges to assist students transitioning to their institutions. Both of these 

demonstrate that offices at public institutions are generally more engaged in recruiting SWD and 

working toward a smooth transition. Public institutions (30.00%) recognize professors and staff 

members with awards when they are exceptional in creating a welcoming and inclusive 

institution environment at a greater rate than private institutions (7.25%). Recognition of 

inclusion can encourage further efforts in this area. There is at least one registered student 

organization for SWDD at a higher rate within public institutions (48.00%) than within private 

institutions (26.09%).  
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Table 56. Program Type by Public and Private 

Percent of Respondents that Use these Program Types by Public and 
Private Institutions 

Program Type 

Public 
(n=50) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Private 
(n=69) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Variance 

Office staff visit local high schools to assist 
students transitioning from high school to 
higher education 

        
58.00  

        
23.19  

        
34.81  

Office staff visit local community colleges to 
assist students transitioning to your 
institution 

        
32.00  

          
5.80  

        
26.20  

Awards for professors or staff members 
who are exceptional in creating a 
welcoming and inclusive institutional 
environment  

        
30.00  

          
7.25  

        
22.75  

RSO 
        

48.00  
        

26.09  
        

21.91  

Programs for students on the autistic 
spectrum 

        
36.00  

        
20.29  

        
15.71  

Sports clubs for students with disabilities 
        

14.00  
          

1.45  
        

12.55  

Summer transition programs for incoming 
students with disabilities 

        
24.00  

        
13.04  

        
10.96  

Educational programs on disability identity 
and/or disability pride 

        
36.00  

        
26.09  

          
9.91  

Awards for student leaders who are 
exceptional in creating a welcoming and 
inclusive institutional environment  

        
20.00  

        
10.14  

          
9.86  

Tutors trained to work with students with 
disabilities 

        
44.00  

        
53.62  

          
9.62  

On-site therapy animals available to 
students during specified hours 

        
30.00  

        
21.74  

          
8.26  

Faculty and/or staff mentors for students 
with disabilities 

        
26.00  

        
33.33  

          
7.33  

Fee-for-service programs offered in addition 
to other DSS office programming 

          
8.00  

        
14.49  

          
6.49  
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Table 56—Continued 

 

Program Type 

Public 
(n=50) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Private 
(n=69) 

- 
Percent 
of Total 

Variance 

Other 
        

12.00  
          

5.80  
          

6.20  

On-campus transportation for students with 
temporary disabilities 

        
38.00  

        
31.88  

          
6.12  

Opportunities for students with disabilities 
to study abroad 

        
42.00  

        
47.83  

          
5.83  

Faculty mentors for faculty members and 
teaching assistants who serve students with 
disabilities 

        
10.00  

          
5.80  

          
4.20  

Campus climate study including questions 
related to students with disabilities at least 
every five years 

        
34.00  

        
33.33  

          
0.67  

 

 The following bar chart provides a visual representation of the preceding table to depict 

programs offered as a percentage of total by public and private institutions.  
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Figure 40. Bar chart by program types by public and private. 

 

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory 

 This section addresses the Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) characteristic that is 

within the structure component in Figure 1. Punctuated Equilibrium Theory developed by 

Baumgartner and Jones (1993) explains the process of incrementalism and punctuated events in 

which many directors must operate when implementing changes. Political processes are 

generally explained with stability and incrementalism. However, there are times when a crisis 
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occurs resulting in dramatic change in policy. This theory covers both the times of stability and 

the spikes of change (Sabatier, 2009). Robinson (2004) asserts that “a decision maker 

underresponds (sic) to changes for a long period of time. Once pressure for change becomes 

over-whelming, the decision maker adopts a radical, dramatic or non-incremental, change. This 

is called ‘punctuation’” (p. 25). 

There are 131 director survey responses to the following question: Are there major 

changes that you believe are necessary on your campus related to students with disabilities but 

are not initiated because of barriers your office or your institution? Of the 131 responses, 60% 

(n=79) answered yes; whereas 40% (n=52) answered no. There was very little difference 

between public and private institutions.  

 

 

Figure 41. Major change by public and private. 

 

The respondents indicated the following contributing barriers as described in the table 

below: financial constraints (92%, n=73), culture of the institution (90%, n=71), facilities and 

infrastructure (81%, n=64), senior leadership or cabinet members (78%, n=62), information 
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technology within the institution (53%, n=42), information technology staff members (30%, 

n=24), and vendors (30%, n=24). The respondents who indicated barriers to change selected a 

large number of potential barriers. Through the lens of PET, directors can make small, 

incremental changes, which generally impact a fewer number of constituent types because of the 

significant number of barriers to enacting major changes, which could impact the entire 

institution and sometimes the external community. Directors oftentimes must wait for a window 

of opportunity to open for major, fundamental change to occur. This generally becomes an 

opportunity when there is a punctuated event causing the window of opportunity. To overcome 

barriers indicated by the directors such as institution culture or senior leadership/cabinet 

members, a punctuated event may be necessary.  

 

Table 57. Barriers to Change by Public and Private 

Indicate the likelihood of the following to serve as barriers to major 
changes within the disability office. 

Number of 
respondents 

(n=79) 

% of 
respondents 

Barrier 

73 92% Financial constraints 

71 90% Culture of the institution 

64 81% Facilities and infrastructure 

62 78% Senior leadership or cabinet members 

42 53% Information technology within the 
institution 

24 30% Information technology staff members 

24 30% Vendors 

 

 There are 116 responses to the following question: To what extent are the following a 

source of change within the disability office? The respondent could elect to select multiple 

sources of change. The respondents indicated the following as sources of change in the table 

below: Initiated by student concern (86%, n=100), DSS director (78%, n=90), AHEAD or other 
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agency information distribution (76%, n=88), change in legislation (74%, n=86), faculty 

members (72%, n=84), Office of Civil Rights (OCR) settlement agreement or litigation at 

ANOTHER institution (72%, n=83), Senior leadership or cabinet members (49%, n=57), Office 

of Civil Rights (OCR) settlement agreement or litigation at YOUR institution (48%, n=56), and 

climate study (45%, n=52).  

 

Table 58. Sources of Change 

To what extent are the following a source of change within the 
disability office? 

Number of 
respondents 

(n=116) 

% of 
respondents 

Sources for change 

100 86% Initiated by student concern 

90 78% DSS Director 

88 76% AHEAD or other agency information 
distribution 

86 74% Change in legislation 

84 72% Faculty members 

83 72% Office of Civil Rights (OCR) settlement 
agreement or litigation at ANOTHER 
institution 

57 49% Senior leadership or cabinet members 

56 48% Office of Civil Rights (OCR) settlement 
agreement or litigation at YOUR 
institution 

52 45% Climate study 

 

There are 120 responses to the following question: How frequently are major changes 

implemented with your office or campus relative to students with disabilities? The respondents 

indicated the following frequency of major changes in the Table 59: At least once between one 

and three years (50%, n=60), At least once between four and 11 months (22%, n=26), At least 

once between four and seven years (12%, n=14), other (11%, n=13), and at least once every 

three months (6%, n=7). 
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Table 59. Frequency of Change 

How frequently are major changes implemented with your 
office or campus relative to students with disabilities?  

Number of 
respondents 

(n=120) 

% of 
respondents 

Timeframe 

60 50% At least once between 
one and three years 

26 22% At least once between 
four and 11 months 

14 12% At least once between 
four and seven years 

13 11% Other 
7 6% At least once every three 

months 

 

Qualitative date from open-ended survey responses provided a theme in regard to PET. 

Theme 7 – PET institutional policy change challenges emerged from respondent comments in 

that parts of punctuated equilibrium theory as a framework are addressed. The respondents 

indicated in the survey comments that there are some barriers to creating institutional change; 

whereas changes within their offices are primarily accomplished. In regard to major changes, one 

respondent explains, “My office really only changes with major legal changes,” moreover, 

another respondent writes, “minor changes are made in order to keep up to date with best 

practices.” Both of these comments could be explained using PET. There are a small number of 

respondents who are not faced with these challenges as indicated by this comment, “Policy 

issues/updates are address almost immediately.” 

Generally, in the cases where institutional change is necessary, respondents may need to 

wait for a window of opportunity. A specific example is embodied in this respondent comment, 

“This is the first year where I have not dispersed the necessary funds in the sixteen years I have 

been the disability service provider. Change of presidential leadership occurred in fall of 2016.” 
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The punctuated event was a change in presidential leadership. In this case, the punctuated event 

did not offer a positive outcome for change. It adversely affected the DSS office operations.  

 Here are respondent comments that summarize a generalized concern from multiple 

respondents. “There's just no money, or never enough, but it's also not a major priority of 

anyone at the top” and “Very seldom are there any major changes implemented with this office. 

I have expressed concerns about not having any support for the office.” Another respondent 

comment that summarizes a concern is “Finances (lack of them) is used frequently. Some faculty 

simply need to update their thinking about Universal Design.” 

 

Student Identity Development Theory 

This section addresses the Student Identity Development Theory characteristic under the 

programming support component in Figure 1.  

Chickering and Reisser (1993) provided seven vectors that contribute to identity 

development: developing competence, managing emotions, moving through autonomy toward 

interdependence, developing mature interpersonal, relationships, establishing identity, 

developing purpose, and developing integrity. Throughout this study, there are multiple areas 

that demonstrate directors viewing students though this holistic lens. This is an essential lens are 

there are various DSS office models. Some of those models may consider the entire student 

experience at the institution and offering programs that allow the students to explore and develop 

into mature adults who have pride in who they are without seeing their disability as a burden. 

Other DSS office models may only focus on assuring academic accommodations are supplied for 

the students.  
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One area that takes student identity into consideration is the name of the DSS office. 

Language can be an important factor in a student’s identity and advertising with an office name 

that feels empowering could encourage attendance at the institution and use of the office, 

conversely, disempowering language could cause some students to dismiss the institution or 

avoid using the services the office has to offer, which could decrease their potential for 

graduation if services are necessary. The overwhelming majority in both the population and the 

survey respondents include the terms “service,” and “disability” in their office names. Terms 

such as “support,” “disability support,” “disabled,” and “adaptive” may feel disempowering to a 

student’s identity and are used less frequently. 

Tutors to assist with ongoing coursework are offered more frequently at private 

institutions (63.16%) than public institutions (38.18%). Counseling about vocational 

rehabilitation services is offered more frequently at public institutions (43.64%) than private 

institutions (21.05%). Career or placement services specifically designated for students with 

disabilities is offered more frequently at public institutions (40.00%) than private institutions 

(19.74%). Tutoring, vocational rehabilitation counseling, and career counseling designed 

specifically for SWDD are significant in that they consider students holistically as viewed 

through the lens of student identity development theory. These offerings extend beyond what is 

mandated by law for providing equal access to SWDD.  

Student Identity Development Theory was frequently used as a framework when 

considering documentation age and type as a holistic view of each student. This was identified in 

Theme 5 – Subjective documentation age and type. The primary comments regarding case-by-

case basis and student input are under Subjective documentation age and type – subtheme varies. 

Over half (55%) of directors indicated that documentation age was not generally a factor. 
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The leadership category in the qualitative data analysis from survey respondent 

comments assists in explaining RQ 4: To what extent is identity theory reflected in the DSS 

Office characteristics and programs?  

Student Identity Development Theory was frequently used as a framework when 

considering documentation age and type as a holistic view of each student was supported by a 

majority of respondents. This was identified in Theme 5 – Subjective documentation age and 

type. The primary comments regarding case-by-case basis and student input are under Subjective 

documentation age and type – subtheme varies. 

Student Identity Development Theory as an overall framework was not consistently 

implemented in that offering services and programming could be a barrier primarily due to 

resources. This is demonstrated by respondent comments under Theme 1 – Lack of operational 

resources. Respondents indicate that there are generally funds available for accommodations, 

and that is all. There are limited financial resources available for other needs so addressing 

students in a holistic manner could be a challenge for directors. Many work with partners or 

collaborate with other offices to assure student needs are met.  

 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

Data from the surveys were measured using a correlation coefficient between variables to 

determine the strength of the correlation between the DSS characteristics and graduation rates. 

As previously indicated, there were only 33 respondents who provided sufficient data to analyze 

by this method. The bivariate Pearson correlation test was used within SPSS to determine that 

there is a significant correlation based upon the correlation matrix between three characteristics 

and the four-year graduation rate for students with disabilities.  This is in response to research 
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question one. RQ 1: What are the patterns of DSS office structures and characteristics that 

correlate to higher graduation rates?  

The p-values for increase in students, disability services major, and student advisory 

council are all less than .05 indicating that there is a statistically significant correlation between 

these independent variables and the dependent variable of four-year graduation rate for students 

registered with disability services for students.  

Increase in number of students registered with disability services for students is 

negatively correlated to four-year graduation rates for SWDD. This is consistent with the 

literature relative to an increase in SWDD requires increased staffing. Edwards (2014) conducted 

interviews of six DSS leaders and found that with the increase in the students registered with the 

offices, increased staffing is necessary as they do not have the time required to spend with each 

student.  

Institutions with a disability studies major is negatively correlated to four-year graduation 

rates for SWDD. This is a dearth in the literature regarding the impact of a disability studies 

major on graduation rates for SWDD. However, one would expect a positive correlation because 

“Disability studies has the potential to make people see that the world has been designed to 

exclude many people with disabilities from the wheel chair user to the person with cognitive or 

affective disorders” (Davis, 2005, p. 1).  

Institutions that identified as having a student advisory council to advise the disability 

services offices are positively correlated to four-year graduation rates for SWDD. This is 

consistent with the literature in that DSS offices that create a student advisory board (Garrison-

Wade & Lehman, 2009) are benefitting the SWDD as well as the institution. Not only can the 

student advisory board provide information to directors, students can learn to enhance their self-
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advocacy skills in this environment, as well as build relationships with other students with 

disabilities on campus (Hope, 2016a). 

Together, the R2 value indicates that these combined variables account for 23% of the 

variability in graduation rates for students who are registered with disability services for 

students. If all of these independent variables are present, the DSS graduation rates can be 

predicted with 23% confidence.  

Since only 33 respondents provided data on the DSS graduation rate, these data are not 

generalizable, and it is not a sufficient number to consider the DSS office characteristics in a 

statistical analysis other than in this limited way. In the survey, 37% (n=56) of the 153 

respondents indicated that they track DSS graduation rates for SWDD.  

Institutions with a disability major is negatively correlated to graduation rates. This was 

not confirmed in the literature and was unexpected. A larger response regarding SWDD four-

year graduation rate would be useful to determine the accuracy of this result.  
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Table 60. Pearson’s Correlation 

  FourYearGradRateD
SS 

IncreaseInStude
nts 

DSSEdMaj
or 

StudentAdvis
ory 

FourYearGradRateD
SS 

Pearson 
Correlati
on 

1       

Sector Pearson 
Correlati
on 

.362*       

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.042       

N 32       

IncreaseInStudents Pearson 
Correlati
on 

-.387* 1     

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.026       

N 33 33     

DSSEdMajor Pearson 
Correlati
on 

.396* -0.115 1   

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.023 0.524     

N 33 33 33   

StudentAdvisory Pearson 
Correlati
on 

.374* -0.345 .403* 1 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

0.038 0.057 0.024   

N 31 31 31 31 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 The chapter includes a discussion of the results and findings. It is organized into the 

following sections: (1) Summary of key findings (2) Contribution to the field (3) Limitations and 

delimitations (4) Future study and (5) Conclusion. 

 

Summary of Key Findings 

RQ 1: What are the patterns of DSS office structures and characteristics that correlate to higher 

graduation rates?  

Overall, 95% of the respondents indicated an increase in registered SWDD in the past 

five years, with the average increase being 61.4%. Along with this increase, a majority of 

respondents (61%) indicating that staffing levels had not increased to compensate for the 

increase in registered SWDD. However, smaller offices are still adequately staffed. Since smaller 

offices are adequately staffed despite the increase in the number of registered SWDD, it may be 

a consideration for potential students seeking higher education. Additionally, these offices tend 

to offer fewer services.  

The quantitative data analysis results indicated that an increase in number of students 

registered with disability services for students is negatively correlated to four-year graduation 

rates for SWDD. This coincides with the descriptive data in that of the 153 respondents, 95 

percent (n=145) indicated that the number of SWDD registered with their offices increase; 

whereas 61 percent of the respondents (n=89) indicated that there was not an increase in staffing. 

This is also supported by the qualitative findings, specifically in Theme 1 – Lack of operational 
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resources. As the number of students registered with the office increase, financial resources and 

staffing remain the same (theme 1). This result and finding confirms what was reviewed in the 

literature Edwards (2014). Edwards (2014) conducted interviews of six DSS leaders and found 

that with the increase in the students registered with the offices, increased staffing is necessary as 

they do not have the time required to spend with each student. In this study, even when there was 

an increase in staffing, it oftentimes was insufficient to meet the needs or did not come in a 

timely manner. Thus, directors supplement staffing with student employees.  

Institutions with a disability studies major is negatively correlated to four-year graduation 

rates for SWDD. The hypothesis was that institutions with a disability studies major would be 

positively correlated to four-year graduation rates for SWDD because there would be a great 

institutional understanding of people with disabilities, as well as a need for internships and 

practicums for students in the field. In this case, the null hypothesis was rejected as there is a 

correlation between a disability studies major and the graduation rate for SWDD. However, it is 

a negative relationship, which was unexpected. This result was not found in the literature. With 

the small number of responses provided by the directors to the dependent variable question 

regarding four-year graduation rate for SWDD, further study is necessary. 

Institutions that identified as having a student advisory council to advise the disability 

services offices are positively correlated to four-year graduation rates for SWDD. This coincides 

with the literature review from Garrison-Wade & Lehman (2009) and Hope (2016a). There are 

DSS offices that create a student advisory board (Garrison-Wade & Lehman, 2009). Not only 

can the student advisory board provide information to directors, students can learn to enhance 

their self-advocacy skills in this environment, as well as build relationships with other students 

with disabilities on campus. San Diego State University has a student advisory board whose 
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intent is to: “review and make recommendations regarding policies, programs and procedures 

relating to students with disabilities; present concerns of students with disabilities on campus; 

and increase disability awareness in the campus community” (Hope, 2016a, p. 2). This is an area 

of consideration for DSS directors both in public and private institutions. There is limited use of 

student advisory councils in both institution types, and this is an independent variable that is 

correlated to higher graduation rates for SWDD. Implementation of a greater number of student 

advisory councils is needed.  

The descriptive and inferential data demonstrated differences between public in private 

institutions in multiple areas and could be a demographic institutional characteristic for 

consideration for potential students with disabilities seeking a higher education. Those findings 

are highlighted in this chapter. There are more registered SWDD at public institutions than 

private institutions. A higher percentage of public institutions have strategic plans for their 

offices than private institutions. Public institutions with larger populations of registered SWDD 

are more likely to have strategic plans than private institutions. A higher number of public 

institutions than private institutions have testing centers.  

The offices that indicated they have strategic plans also indicated a larger number of 

written policies and procedures located within their offices. Most of the offices have written 

policies or procedures on ESAs in Residence Halls, service animals on campus, extended testing 

time, and flexible attendance. Considerably fewer offices have policies or procedures on 

purchasing accessible software or universal design for instructors. These are two areas where 

institutions may wish to consider implementation of a written policy or procedure to assure the 

education of the campus community on disability in these areas. Other areas where written 

policies and procedures were not generally in place included students with allergies to specific 
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animals, phobias to specific animals, and ways to accommodate students whose faiths make it 

difficult to touch specific species of animals. These are likely encountered less frequently, and 

written policies or procedures may not be necessary at this time.  

The largest number of registered SWDD in the fall of 2017 are enrolled at institutions 

located in cities and suburbs as opposed to towns and rural institutions. If potential students are 

seeking a larger population of SWDD in hopes of connecting with a community, this may be a 

consideration.  

Respondents indicated that there are funds for accommodations. If there is a need for 

accommodations and there is no more budgetary support, the funds are generally found. 

However, there are not funds for a great deal more than accommodations at most institutions.  

A small percentage of offices (17%) serve more groups than SWDD. Of this percentage, 

smaller offices are more likely to serve more than one group. This coincides with the indication 

that smaller offices are adequately staffed because they have time to support multiple 

constituencies with the current population size. 

Of the respondents who completed the survey on behalf of public institutions (n=63), 65 

percent (n=41) indicated that they offer priority registration; whereas respondents who 

completed the survey on behalf of private institutions (n=86), 50 percent (n=43) indicated they 

offer priority registration. This may be meaningful information for some SWDD as with priority 

registration, it is more likely SWDD can obtain a class schedule that corresponds to their needs. 

For example, SWDD who have mobility challenges may need to schedule classes with more time 

to get from one physical location of a class to the next class. Without priority registration, 

scheduling a class with adequate transition time could be problematic if that particular course is 

full when the SWDD attempts to register. This pattern of priority registration for SWDD is 
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supported in the literature (Adams and Proctor, 2010; Lancaster, Mellard, and Hoffman, 2001). 

In the Lancaster, Mellard, Hoffman (2001) study, priority registration and registration guidance 

was available at most institutions with the SWDDs feeling generally positive about the process. 

As indicated by the descriptive data, more respondents who completed the survey on 

behalf of public institutions (73%) indicated that they offer sign language interpreters than those 

who completed the survey on behalf of private institutions (58%). This could be a consideration 

for SWDD who require this accommodation. This finding was not reviewed in the literature and 

could be an area for future study to learn if public institutions provide enhanced accommodations 

over private institutions.   

Overall, public institutions track more data types for their offices than public institutions. 

For example, public institutions are more likely to track the number of hours staff members 

convert accessible materials than private institutions. Overall, a majority of directors’ track 

disability type and frequency of student contact with staff members. Only 39% of directors 

indicated that they track GPAs and 37% indicated that they track graduation rates. Being these 

are two statistics that are useful in determining if the office is being successful on behalf of 

SWDD, it is an area for consideration for directors.   

There were 121 directors who responded to the question regarding the currency of 

documentation. Just over half (55%) indicated that documentation age is not generally a 

restriction (n=66), 25 percent (n=30) indicating that documentation must not be more than five 

years old, and 21% (n=25) who indicated that the documentation must not be more than three 

years old. Theme 5 and its subthemes support that documentation age and type are subjective and 

vary by institution (Theme 5 – Subjective documentation age and type; subtheme disability type, 

subtheme age based upon disability, subtheme varies, and subtheme static). This is also 
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supported by the literature Garrison-Wade and Lehman (2009) and Raue and Lewis (2011). This 

could be a method for controlling the population of SWDD as when documentation type and age 

are restricted, the SWDD must take the time and financial resources to obtain what is required to 

register, or the student may choose not to obtain what is required and forego accommodations. 

The age of documentation is also affected by the type of disability the student identifies with as 

disabilities with greater variation over time tend to have shorter time limits for documentation.  

An overwhelming majority (84%) indicated that their offices are easy for SWDD to 

locate. This reduces a barrier for students when they are considering registration.   

An interesting finding is that DSS offices with a reporting structure to academic affairs as 

opposed to student affairs received an increase in staffing more frequently.  

RQ 2: What services are offered to registered students, staff members, and faculty members that 

correlate to higher graduation rates?  

A finding in the descriptive survey data was that a majority of partnerships (59%; n=79) 

were in the range of nine to 16 partnerships. This is an option for institutions that are large 

enough to accommodate such partnerships. Director may seek low- to no-cost solutions or 

additional revenue sources to support SWDD making small, incremental changes when major 

changes at the institutional level are not available to them. This was evident in the comments 

from the directors and the finding is supported in the literature (Adams & Proctor, 2010; 

Edwards, 2014). Additionally, the data demonstrated that offices with higher populations of 

registered SWDD have more partnerships. This shows that directors seek creative solutions to 

meet the needs of their students. The results could also be due to the fact that there is greater 

specialization and, therefore, more opportunities in larger institutions than smaller institutions.  
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Only 25% of offices offer in-person training for faculty staff on disability topics. Only 

14% offer in-person training for academic advisors. Although, 52% offer 3-4 types of trainings. 

According to these data provided by the directors, this coincides with the finding that there are 

funds for accommodations, but funds are limited for other types of activities. This also aligns 

with the need for extensive partnerships and collaborations with other offices since many 

directors (although less than half) are unable to offer a large amount of training for their 

campuses. Although offices overwhelmingly offer print and electronic educational resources, 

less than half offer online or in-person training opportunities. This is an area for consideration for 

directors if the resources can be obtained.  

Public institutions more frequently visit high school and community college staff 

members to outreach and work toward a smooth transition than directors working in private 

institutions. The number of registered SWDD is smaller at private institutions than in public 

institutions. It is possible that smaller private entities do not have sufficient staffing to visit high 

schools and community colleges.  

RQ 3: What mechanisms are used for publicizing the DSS office and services that correlate to 

higher graduation rates?  

In consideration of institution characteristics that publicize the DSS office on their 

websites, the following types of institutions included a DSS office presence more frequently than 

other types of institutions: Land Grant Institutions (89%); public (88%) institutions; institutions 

that have a highest level of offering of doctoral degrees and include research (77%); institutions 

with a Carnegie Classification Size and Setting of four-year residential and non-residential, 

medium and large institutions (90%); and institutions located within a town (80%). Additionally, 

respondents indicated that marketing materials are not frequently representative of SWD. These 
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points may be meaningful to SWDD when seeking a higher education institution that notifies the 

public about the DSS office availability. Institutions that do not publicize a DSS office or are not 

representative of SWD in their marketing materials may not be perceived as an institution that is 

inclusive of SWDD.  

There are 110 respondents who answered the survey question: How often does your 

institution’s marketing materials includes a diverse representation of students with disabilities? 

The respondents indicated sometimes (31%, n=36) and seldom (28%, n=32) most often. SWDD 

may not feel welcomed at an institution that does not routinely include people who look like 

themselves in marketing materials. This finding is confirmed in the literature that that marketing 

needs enhancement (Lightner, Kipps-Vaughan, Schulte, & Trice, 2012; Kreiden, Bendixen, Lutz, 

2015). In the study conducted by Lightner, Kipps-Vaughan, Schulte, and Trice, (2012), lack of 

knowledge was cited as a theme for reasons why students with disabilities did not register with 

the DSS office. Hence, this explains the importance for multiple methods of outreach and 

inclusive marketing materials.  

RQ 4: To what extent is identity theory reflected in the DSS Office characteristics and 

programs? 

A finding was that Student Identity Development Theory was frequently used as a 

framework when considering documentation age and type as a holistic view of each student. This 

was identified in Theme 5 – Subjective documentation age and type. The primary comments 

regarding case-by-case basis and student input are under Subjective documentation age and type 

– subtheme varies. Over half (55%) of directors indicated that documentation age was not 

generally a factor.  
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It is interesting to note that Student Identity Development Theory as an overall 

framework was not consistently implemented in that offering services and programming could be 

a barrier primarily due to resources. This is demonstrated by respondent comments under Theme 

1 – Lack of operational resources. This finding that Student Identity Development Theory is not 

generally employed when considering services outside of accommodations is supported by the 

literature (Edwards, 2014). Although, despite challenges relative to funding, more than half of 

offices (57%) offered between one and four program types.  

Another finding relative to Student Identity Development Theory in the descriptive data 

is that more office names include the term “disability” than those who do not. In a review of 

1,725 office names from the websites provided, there were 1,041 offices that contained the term 

“disability”; 292 that contained the term “support”; 305 that contained the term “access”; 211 

that contained the term “resource”; 123 that contained the term “academic”; and 49 that 

contained the term “learning”. As described in the literature review, in 1969, Chickering offered 

seven developmental points that contribute to identity development, one of those being 

establishing identity, (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Although using the term disability makes the 

office easier to find, students must first establish an identity of having a disability. The names of 

the DSS offices are analyzed because language can be an important factor in a student’s identity 

and advertising with an office name that feels empowering could encourage attendance at the 

institution and use of the office, conversely, disempowering language could cause some students 

to dismiss the institution or avoid using the services the office has to offer, which could decrease 

their potential for graduation if services are necessary. For example, although there are 

differences in how people identify, many people with disabilities prefer person-first language. 

Instead of being labeled as “disabled,” another phrase that could be used is “person identifying 
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with a disability” or “person with a disability”. Some students may feel adversely toward the 

term “support” as they may feel that they do not need support or help in addition to what their 

peers without disabilities receive. Instead, they only need barriers removed and an accessible 

environment for all students. Table 5 provides the frequencies for some terms within the office 

names. The overwhelming majority in both the population and the survey respondents include 

the terms “service,” and “disability” in their office names. Terms such as “support,” “disability 

support,” “disabled,” and “adaptive” may feel disempowering to a student’s identity and are used 

less frequently. 

 A simplified version of Punctuated Equilibrium Theory as a framework was a finding 

identified in Theme 7 – PET institutional policy change challenges emerged from respondent 

comments. Small changes can take place within the offices; however, major changes that are 

institution wide were not always available when respondents would have liked them to be 

implemented. Generally, in the cases where institutional change is necessary, respondents may 

need to wait for a window of opportunity when institutional leaders are supportive and financial 

support is made available. This finding is supported in the literature in regard to higher education 

governance (Monear, 2008), but was not found in the literature review specific to DSS offices.   

The quantitative data analysis results indicated that an increase in number of students 

registered with disability services for students is negatively correlated to four-year graduation 

rates for SWDD. This coincides with the descriptive data in that of the 153 respondents, 95 

percent (n=145) indicated that the number of SWDD registered with their offices increase; 

whereas 61 percent of the respondents (n=89) indicated that there was not an increase in staffing. 

This is also supported by the qualitative findings, specifically in Theme 7 – PET institutional 

policy change challenges. As the number of students registered with the office increase, financial 
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resources and staffing remain the same (theme 1), and it is challenging to make major 

institutional changes (theme 7). Major institutional changes oftentimes occur based upon 

legislation or when directors secure a window of opportunity, although incremental changes that 

are within the directors’ authority continue to occur, based upon guidance from AHEAD and 

constituent guidance. Incremental change until there is a punctuated event is a component of 

PET.  

These data specified that incremental changes within the offices were handled timely and 

often. This is demonstrated by the offices that have strategic plans, the large number of 

partnerships, and the number of written policies and procedures. It is also evident in the types of 

procedures and policies that are written. When there is a legal requirement such as for 

accommodations, services animals or emotional support animals in residence halls, there are 

many more of these written policies and procedures in place. Because they are backed by legal 

mandates, the data suggests that directors can have them established. However, when the policy 

or procedure is less evident that they are required by law, there are fewer of them in place 

suggesting that it may be more challenging for directors to implement. When attempting to 

institute major changes that impact the overall institution, 60% of the directors indicated that 

they face barriers to implementing this change. When considering this type of change, 80% of 

directors use AHEAD for guidance. It is useful to have this external support to demonstrate to 

leadership that the professional organization recommends the change.  

 

Contribution to the Field 

 Since the majority of research in this field is from the perspective of the SWDD and the 

faculty members who teach them, there is a dearth in the literature from the perspective of the 
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DSS directors. This study obtained information about the DSS offices from 153 director 

responses and builds upon the research from another highly valuable perspective, thus, 

contributing to the field. 

 The quantitative data analysis using Pearson’s correlation test found that there are 

independent variables that contribute to the dependent variable of graduation rates for SWDD. 

This is a contribution to the field, although it is not generalizable and further student is 

recommended as only 33 respondents provided data on the dependent variable of graduation 

rates for SWDD.  

 The results from the quantitative analysis demonstrate that for the four-year graduation 

rate for SWDD is negatively correlated to the percent increase in SWDD registered with DSS 

offices. To mitigate this relationship so that SWDD graduate similarly to their peers, higher 

education senior leaders must consider ways to support DSS directors in running their offices as 

the number of registered students increase. One consideration is increased staffing at a rate 

relative to the increase in students served. Since this may not be feasible when resources are 

scare for institutions, other recommendations include enhancing collaborations if there are areas 

that have not been fully utilized, and training faculty members to take a larger role in making the 

institution accessible without additional accommodations for students when an environment is 

inaccessible.  

 The results from the quantitative analysis also demonstrate that for the four-year 

graduation rate for SWDD is correlated to the DSS office receiving guidance from a student 

advisory council. In most cases, this could be a relatively simple change to implement, thus, 

contributing to the field. However, it is understood that where increases in staffing have not 
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coincided with increases in registered students, committing staff time to this practice may be 

problematic.  

 Oftentimes in the literature, students with disabilities are referred to as SWD. Students 

with disclosed disabilities are also referred to as SWD. This study refers to students with 

disabilities as SWD and students with disclosed disabilities as SWDD. This is an important 

distinction as there are many SWD that choose not to disclose their disabilities and do not seek 

accommodations once they are enrolled in higher education.  

 This study found data relative to institutions types. There are differences between public 

and private institutions regarding the DSS offices. More public than private offices have strategic 

plans, priority registration, and track a larger number of data types. There are a larger number of 

registered SWDD enrolled in institutions in cities and suburbs as opposed to towns and rural 

institutions.  

 The data demonstrated that there are funds for accommodations but not a good deal more 

of what the office needs. For example, only 25% of offices offer in-person training on disability 

topics and partnerships and collaborations are important and necessary to carry out the work. The 

partnership and collaboration piece is related to both funding and because serving all students is 

a function of the entire institution.    

 This study confirms existing literature in several areas: documentation age and 

documentation type are not implemented consistently across higher education institutions; many 

offices have increased registered students without a corresponding increase in staffing; offices 

with multiple partnerships, student advisory councils and priority registration are beneficial to 

SWDD; marketing enhancements would be useful; employing student development relative to 
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anything other than accommodations is a challenge; and PET is oftentimes employed relative to 

higher education governance.   

 Consideration of Student Identity Development Theory is an excellent frame relative to 

office names and documentation. The office names generally use inclusive language that would 

take the student’s identity into consideration instead of language that could feel disempowering 

to students. The documentation that is accepted by directors generally take the entire student’s 

identity into consideration. There are fewer offices that have stringent rules in regard to age and 

documentation type.   

Consideration of Punctuated Equilibrium Theory as a framework for implementation of 

major changes relative to disability services in higher education is a unique lens in that there is 

literature to support this in regard to higher education governance (Monear, 2008); but not 

specifically relative to DSS offices. The data suggests that the directors are able to produce 

incremental changes based upon AHEAD guidance and constituent suggestions; however, major 

changes do not generally occur unless there is a punctuated event such as a change in legislation. 

PET and implementation of legislation for DSS offices could be an area for future consideration 

as it was not fully explored in this study. 

 

Limitations and Delimitations 

A delimitation of this study was that the directors were not asked about the types of 

disabilities the students registered with their office had. It is possible that the disability type 

could have an effect on graduation rates. “SWDs as a special population in higher education have 

unique and diverse needs given the unique and diverse nature of disability” (Barnar-Brak, 

Lectenberger, & Lan, 2010, p. 421). Questions regarding disability type were not asked for two 
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reasons: 1) it increased the length of the survey which could have deterred DSS director 

participation 2) the data may not have been readily available to DSS directors which could have 

also deterred participation.   

 Another delimitation of the study was that directors were only asked questions for 

consideration of the framework of Punctuated Equilibrium Theory relative to their personal 

opinions on change. The reason for this was because the opinions of the directors are readily 

available to them; whereas they would have to search for other types of responses. For ease of 

responding to the survey, the questions were intentionally asked as opinions. The result is that 

this portion of the study is descriptive in nature.  

 A third delimitation of the study is that directors were not asked about their educational 

backgrounds, degree attainment, professional experience, or if they examine their own biases. 

Although answers to these questions are an important part of the implementation of the services 

within the DSS offices, after careful consideration and consultation with Lori Wingate, Ph.D., 

director of Research, Evaluation Center, Western Michigan University, it was determined that 

the questions should be excluded. Potential respondents may find the questions invasive and 

decide not to finish the survey. This would create more harm to the study than actually 

enhancing the data collected. Additionally, the length of the survey needed to be reduced so that 

potential respondents do not remove themselves from the survey simply because it is taking up 

too much of their time to complete.  

This study is focused on four-year and higher degree-granting institutions with offices of 

disability services for students. Although findings may be useful in practice for two-year 

institutions and institutions without a central DSS office, it is not generalizable to those 

populations resulting in a delimitation. 



227 

 A limitation of the study is that only institutions with DSS offices that were clearly listed 

on the institution’s website were included in the study. Institutions that did not have a DSS 

online presence were systemically excluded. Along those same lines, a possible area of bias is 

that potentially poorly organized DSS offices may be less responsive to the survey. Highly 

organized DSS offices may respond at a higher level and bias toward the positive.  

 This study reveals findings for DSS offices for students who have disclosed their 

disabilities and sought accommodations. The study has a limitation in that it did not consider the 

experiences or lack of experiences with DSS offices and students with disabilities who chose not 

to register with the office.  

  A limitation of this study was that it did not result in a substantial number of data that 

included a four-year graduation rate for SWDD. Although there were 153 useable survey 

responses and data from those surveys is useful, with only 33 respondents providing information 

about their institution’s SWDD four-year graduation rate, the sophisticated data analysis is 

limited.  

 

 

Future Study 

This study was originally intended to use multiple regression with the DSS office 

characteristics as independent variables and the SWDD four-year graduation rates as the 

dependent variable. Although there was a sufficient response rate of 10% (n=153), only 33 

respondents provided data on the dependent variable. This limited the results and changed the 

statistical analysis. When developing the study, the researcher was aware that this could be a 

concern in that not all directors collect this data or have it readily available to provide in a 

survey. This would be a beneficial study for practitioners and a future study could provide this if 
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the researcher can obtain a significantly higher number of directors who have the data readily 

available and are willing to provide it in the survey.  

Punctuated Equilibrium Theory was considered as a framework for implementation of 

legislation by student disability offices in higher education in this study. The descriptive data and 

the qualitative data supported this lens; however, further analysis using PET and quantitative 

analysis could also be useful. The survey questions regarding major change were challenging to 

explain to respondents. This quote from one respondent summarizes what several conveyed, “I 

don't know what you mean by this question.” Information in this regard was provided through 

comments from the directors who interpreted the question as the researcher intended, however, if 

the question was written more clearly, this would have increased available data. Moreover, even 

if the question was written more clearly, a better method for considering PET as a framework 

would be through conversations with the directors. PET and implementation of legislation for 

DSS offices could be an area for future consideration as it was not fully explored in this study. 

An area for future study is on retention of students with disabilities as this was not a 

focus of this particular study, and it was noted that it is an area where there are gaps in the 

literature. Fike (2008) states that “it is incumbent upon institutions to focus on student success 

and determine predictors of student retention” (p. 68). In consideration of retention, the colleges 

Carnegie and universities also responded to the 2010 ACT survey to indicate specific 

institutional characteristics that affect attrition for the general student population (2010). Many 

of these characteristics are a concern for the entire student population, but are further 

compounded for the population of students with disabilities. King (2014) explains that although 

there is a great deal of research regarding retention, “individuals with disabilities are ignored as a 

major social group in the retention literature. Much of the focus in the higher education literature 
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for individuals with disabilities has been on needed accommodations and the unique social 

challenges individuals with disabilities encounter” (p. 25). 

Although significant amounts of resources are no longer needed to develop a website, the 

data in this study suggests that the smaller institutions are the ones that are least likely to 

establish websites. This raises avenues for future research. A future study could learn if smaller 

institutions are less likely to have websites. If this is truly the case, is this a function of limited 

demand, a method for controlling demand in institutions that do not have many resources for 

DSS offices, or are there other reasons for the lack of DSS websites at smaller institutions?  

 

 

Conclusion 

 As evidenced by this study relative to many disability services offices initializing 

accommodations but struggling to offer more, some higher education institutions strive for 

inclusivity relative to serving people with disabilities; whereas other institutions work toward 

implementation of what is necessary and required by law. For those institutional leaders who are 

able to consider improvements for their DSS offices to enhance graduation rates for SWDD, this 

study can offer an opportunity for reflection upon what the current office has available and what 

many offices choose to offer when reviewing the patterns demonstrated in the data.   

This study confirmed findings in the literature and offered new findings for the practice 

of disability services directors in higher education. The role of DSS director in research 

regarding the higher education offices has not been considered as heavily as faculty members 

and SWDD when researching disability and higher education. Experiential wisdom from 153 

practitioners was provided in this study in an effort to gain insight into what works in practice 
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and what are the patterns of characteristics when directors implement legislation through this 

office in exploration of the research questions.  

This study demonstrated correlations where there was currently a dearth in the literature. 

An increase in registered SWDD is negatively correlated to the 4-year graduation rates of 

SWDD. Institutions whose DSS offices have a student advisory council are positively correlated 

to the 4-year graduation rates of SWDD. Although important correlations, with only 33 director 

responses for the dependent variable, the correlations are not generalizable. However, it does 

demonstrate an important consideration for practice. Directors who do not currently have student 

advisory councils may choose to consider this as an option to guide their offices.  

Moreover, a vast majority of directors do not have data regarding the 4-year graduation 

rates for SWDD or the GPA of registered SWDD. For directors to know if their office is 

effective at graduating SWDD, it would be useful to have this data and compare it to the overall 

institution’s graduation rates and GPAs.  

Through descriptive and inferential statistics, the study found differences between public 

and private institutions regarding the DSS offices. There was a dearth in the literature in this 

regard as well. More public than private offices have strategic plans, priority registration, and 

track a larger number of data types. This is important for directors of private institutions to note 

for consideration of investing resources in developing a strategic plan, rethinking the reasons for 

not having priority registration for SWDD, and beginning to track more data types for 

determining what is effective for SWDD. 

Additionally, the acronym currently used in the literature for students with disabilities is 

SWD. It is important to note the distinction between SWD and students with disclosed 

disabilities or SWDD as there are many students with disabilities in postsecondary education 
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who do not disclose that they have disabilities. They may not register with the DSS office. 

Grouping all of the students with disabilities who disclose and those who do not disclose into one 

category does not adequately describe the population. A new acronym of SWDD can be 

considered in future texts.  

This study also creates a platform for future studies in this area for practice from the 

director perspective.  
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Phone script for research assistants  

 

Hello! This is ______________________. I am a research assistant for a doctoral 

student collecting data for her dissertation. I am calling to speak with 

_____________________ regarding the survey that was emailed on Nov. 12 and 

19. The survey will be open through Nov. 30. The study focuses on seeking 

characteristics of offices of disability services in bachelor-degree granting 

institutions that contribute to the highest graduation rates for registered students.  

 

Your response is highly valued and will contribute to data regarding disability 

offices as well as support a doctoral student’s research. Please consider completing 

the survey. If you have questions, please contact Tiffany B. White at (269) 598-

0636 or via email at tiffany.white@wmich.edu. 

 

Thank you for your time! 

 

 

  


