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Abstract 

Students with learning disabilities have been attending postsecondary education in 

increasing numbers since the early 1990‘s. Improvements in secondary education 

services, legal rights to reasonable accommodations, and college services for these 

students have been credited with this increase (Browning, 1997; Flexer, Simmons, Luft, 

& Baer, 2005; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; PL 93-12, Wilkinson & Rund, 2000). Legal 

mandates have stressed that secondary service providers must create services that prepare 

these students for adult life and postsecondary education options (Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004). This study examined the perspective of 

secondary teachers/administrators and postsecondary service providers in Indiana to 

determine their awareness and perception of key skills related to postsecondary success 

for students with learning disabilities in institutions of higher education. Factors 

examined were related to academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, and emotional 

readiness. 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Postsecondary Enrollment Background 

Postsecondary education at the college or university level in the United States has 

historically been viewed as a privilege for students and not a right (Altbach, 2005).  This 

view was found in the social and educational perspective that individuals with disabilities 

were medically ill and not academically able to meet the educational challenges that 

institutions of higher education (IHE) posed and thus IHE should not be considered an 

adult life option for these individuals (Flexer et al., 2005; Lloyd & Hallahan, 2005).  

Students with disabilities were often excluded completely from the educational process 

preparing students for higher education, did not receive appropriate educational support 

services, and did not have equal opportunity in postsecondary options such as continuing 

education, employment, and independent living (Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act, 2004; Murray, Goldstein, Nourse, and Edgar, 2000).  Murray et al. 

(2000) reported significant discrepancies between students with and without learning 

disabilities (LD) in terms of enrollment in IHE in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  Little 

support and few programs were available for students transitioning into IHE, and the 

operations of the IHE were not monitored to include students with disabilities.  Colleges 

and universities were given great autonomy in the development of curriculum, the hiring 

of faculty and staff, and the recruitment and retention of students (Rhatigan, 2000).  Until 
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passage of the Higher Education Act (HEA) of 1965, this autonomy developed with little 

to no governmental oversight or accountability expectations that would have increased 

opportunities for students with disabilities.   

The HEA introduced governmental oversight into higher education, but it did not 

increase the opportunities for all students (Higher Education Act, 1965).  The 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Rehabilitation Act, 1973) provided legal protection for the 

rights of individuals related to access to the curriculum, programs, and facilities for 

individuals with disabilities, but it did not rapidly increase the number of students with 

disabilities who were entering higher education settings.  Unlike legislation that 

mandated a free appropriate education at the secondary level that first came in the form 

of the Education for All Handicap Children Act (Education for All Handicap Children 

Act, 1975), there were no legal mandates to support students at the college or university 

level or to encourage them to consider higher education as a main postsecondary option.   

As recently as the mid-1980s, including schools with open enrollment, students 

with disabilities made up less than 1% of 46.7% of high school graduates entering as first 

year college students (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Planty et al., 2007).  By 1999, 9% of 

12.7 million undergraduate students were reported as having a disability (Horn & Nevill, 

2006; Planty et al., 2007).  In 2004, the percentage had been as high as 14% of 14.8 

million students (Horn & Nevill, 2006; Planty et al., 2007).   A study sponsored by the 

National Center of Education Statistics, reported that in the 12 month academic year of 

2008 – 09, 88% of the institutions receiving Title IV funds and 99% of public 2-year and 

4-year as well as medium and large institutions enrolled students with disabilities for a 

reported total of 707,000 students with disabilities (Rau & Lewis, 2011).  The National 
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Longitudinal Transition Study 2 (NLTS2) (Newman, Wagner, Cameto, Knokey, & 

Shaver, 2010) reported that in 1990, 26.3% of students with disabilities had enrolled in 

some form of postsecondary education within four years of high school graduation. 

NLST2 also reported that the percentage of students with disabilities who had enrolled in 

postsecondary education had risen to 45.6% in 2005 this represented a 19% increase over 

the 15 year period.  The remaining students enrolled in vocational, business, or technical 

programs.  In The recent increase in postsecondary education enrollment had been 

attributed to (a) the legal changes in the Rehabilitation Act (1973) and IDEA (2004), (b) 

the full inclusion movement in secondary education, (c) the presentation of higher 

education as a more viable option rather than immediately entering the world of work, (d) 

the placement of students with learning disabilities in secondary settings where they were 

exposed to more stringent academic demands and expectations, and (e) the desire for 

students with disabilities to realize the same dreams and hopes as their non-disabled peers 

(Anctil, Ishikawa, & Scott, 2008; Cook, Hennessey, Cook, & Rumrill, 2007; Rumrill, 

2001; Webster, 2004; Wehman, 2006).  However there were still negative enrollment and 

retention numbers and factors associated with enrollment in traditional IHE.  A concern 

in these IHE was the enrollment of students with LD.  This group faced both historical 

and current problems related to education after high school (Getzel & Thoma, 2008; 

Gregg, 1996; Harrison, 2003).      

Students with LD represented a smaller portion of the student population at IHE 

and were described as being under-prepared and under-served (Gregg, 2007).  A stable 

5% of the total population of students with disabilities had been identified as having LD 

(Horn & Nevill, 2006; Planty et al., 2007).  By 2009, the population of students with 
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disabilities reflected that 31% of students who had identified themselves to their Title IV 

recipient school as having a disability were in the specific LD category (Raue & Lewis, 

2011).  NLTS2 (Newman et al., 2010) reported that 48.2% of students with LD had 

enrolled in postsecondary education within four years of high school graduation.  

Newman et al. (2011) reported that as high as 67% of students with LD were enrolling in 

postsecondary education. This report and others demonstrated that the highest percentage 

of students with LD were enrolling in 2-year institutions, followed by business/technical 

school programs, and then 4-year IHE (Newman et al., 2010, Newman et al., 2011, Raue 

& Lewis, 2011).  However with the increase in enrollment, research in the past 10 years 

did not present evidence supporting positive results for students with LD entering 

postsecondary education.  These students were less likely to enroll in an IHE and were 

less likely to graduate in the traditional four year or even five year period (Brinckerhoff, 

McGuire, & Shaw, 2002; Wehman, 2006).  The smaller numbers of students with LD in 

the IHE enrollment numbers can be attributed to the very recent, in educational terms, 

development of LD as a specific disability category for programmatic support.   

Learning Disability Definition 

The understanding of learning disabilities as a separate identification category 

representing a set of unique educational needs was a development of the second half of 

the 20
th

 century (Browning, 1997; Winzer, 1993).  Prior to the 1960s, learning difficulties 

were researched, studied, and ineffectually treated through a medical or disciplinary 

model (Browning, 1997).  Learning problems were believed to be neurologically based 

and to have the same pattern of treatment used with mental retardation, brain injury, and 

behavior disorders (Lloyd & Hallahan, 2005; Mann, 1970, 1971; Winzer, 1993).  Terms 
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used to describe learning difficulties were (a) mentally retarded, (b) minimal brain 

dysfunction, (c) brain crippled, (d) cerebral disordered, (e) neurologically impaired, (f) 

dyslexic, and (g) dysphasic (Winzer, 1993).  Due to the ineffective attempts to identify 

and treat students with LD using the medical model, students with LD experienced lower 

academic success, employment, and postsecondary educational options than their non-

disabled and other disabled peers (Browning, 1997; Webster, Clary, & Griffith, 2005).   

 In 1963, LD research and intervention began to follow an educational treatment 

model.  Researchers determined that the strict medical model did not address the learning 

difficulties of individuals who were apparently equal to their non-disabled peers in every 

other way, including IQ, but who struggled to achieve peer level reading, communication, 

and writing abilities (Winzer, 1993).  At the 1963 meeting of the Fund for Perceptually 

Handicapped Children, Samuel Kirk first used the term learning disability.  He applied 

the term to children with normal intelligence who ―have disorders in development in 

language, speech, reading, and associated communication skills needed for social 

interaction‖ (Kirk, 1963, p. 3).  Kirk‘s (1963) LD was defined from the exclusionary 

perspective.  Specific diagnostic criteria that did not identify this new category were 

students with sensory handicaps such as (a) hearing and vision, (b) mental retardation, 

and (c) other neurological or medical disorders that could be clearly diagnosed through 

physical or mental symptoms (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Kirk, 1963).    

 Kirk‘s (1963) definition was analogous to the definition that has been used in 

current LD legislation.   In the Individuals with Disability Education Improvement Act of 

2004, the current legal definition of LD was written in section 602 (30) 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‗specific learning disability means a disorder in 1 

or more of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in 

using language, spoken or written, which disorder may manifest itself in the 

imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical 

calculations. 

(B) DISORDERS INCLUDED.—Such term includes such conditions as 

perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and 

developmental aphasia. 

(C) DISORDERS NOT INCLUDED.—Such term does not include a learning 

problem that is primarily the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of 

mental retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or 

economic disadvantage.  (118 STAT. 2657 and 2658)     

 

This definition has been used in both research and legislation since Kirk‘s first use in 

1963 and is the definition that was used for this study. 

Legal Background 

Institutions of Higher Education faced the first governmental intervention to 

increase the presence of non-traditional students in the form of the Serviceman‘s 

Readjustment Act of 1944 that provided for the first governmental financial aid for non-

traditional aged and education path students (Rhatigan, 2000, Serviceman‘s Readjustment 

Act, 1944).  With the influx of soldiers returning from World War II, the government 

developed a plan to provide educational and vocational options to return service men and 

women to productive society.  The Serviceman‘s Readjustment Act (1944), although 

designed strictly for military personnel, was the first piece of legislation in a series that 

broadened access to higher education for students who had formerly been excluded from 

this environment including students with disabilities.   

The first legal consideration specifically for students with disabilities was 

identified in the opening arguments of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas 

(1954).  John W. Davis (Quoted in Kurland & Casper, 1997), opened his Supreme Court 
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argument by saying of the case, ―If it should prevail, I am unable to see why a state 

would have any further right to segregate its pupils on the ground of sex, or on the ground 

of age, or on the ground of mental capacity‖ (p. 324).  On May 17, 1954, in the court‘s 

majority opinion, Chief Justice Warren affirmed that public education should be open and 

equal to all children who were eligible based on citizenship status and that students could 

not be excluded based on race, infirmity, or other condition (Brown v Board of 

Education, 1954).  Although this legal finding was binding on public elementary and 

secondary schools only, it began the timeline of legal and social pressure that would 

integrate all levels of education for students with disabilities as well as other minority 

students. 

The late 1950s and early 1960s was a time of social and political conflict where 

the country was developing a new and broader concept of equality.  The Civil Rights 

Movement, strengthened by Brown v. Board of Education began to develop a strong 

political lobbying effort.  A secondary effort arose for the rights of individuals with 

disabilities.  This branch of the civil rights movement was organized, funded, and 

operated by parents of students with disabilities (Lloyd & Hallahan, 2005; Winzer, 1993).  

The first organization with a strong civil rights lobbying effort was the National 

Association for Retarded Children (The ARC of the United States, 2007).  Parents of 

students who would later be identified as LD were part of this organization and its efforts.  

The disability rights activists were concerned with access to all environments including 

IHE (Browning, 1997).  With the activists‘ efforts to include access to all environments 

funded with public money, society at large began to view higher education as a 

commodity that must be obtained to guarantee equal opportunity in the American 
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economy and postsecondary life for all individuals (Synatschk, 1995).  Although social 

movements had begun to apply pressure to create access to IHE for students with 

disabilities, little action was taken.  Slow reaction to social movements is generally 

followed by a legal requirement or mandate for change (M.  Harvey, Personal 

Communication, 2006).  Access to IHE for students with disabilities was not increased 

without further legal action.   

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, 1965) and the HEA (Higher Education Act,1965) extended 

governmental support of financial aid and resources to secondary and higher education 

institutions in order to offer educational opportunities to a wider group of students.  To 

access these funds, institutions were required to include students from minority groups 

based on race, socio-economic status, and to a lesser degree, disabilities (Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, 1965; Higher Education Act, 1965).  Two other specific pieces 

of legislation that improved access to higher education for students with learning 

disabilities were passed and signed into law in the 1970s.  These two acts were directly 

focused on students with disabilities at the elementary, secondary, and postsecondary 

level.  The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (reauthorized in 1998) and the Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act of 1975 both highlighted the importance of providing 

education for individuals with disabilities at the same level as education for non-disabled 

students.   

The emphasis of the Rehabilitation Act (Rehabilitation Act, 1973) was to provide 

reasonable accommodations within the postsecondary setting for students with 

disabilities.  Both visible and hidden disabilities were covered in this law.  The 
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accommodations offered under the Rehabilitation Act provided accommodated access 

protection for students with learning disabilities who might have otherwise been unable 

to complete postsecondary level work with its increased reading, testing, time 

management, social, and emotional demands.  Unlike the Education for All Handicap 

Children Act (1975), the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 did not guarantee any additional 

support services for college level students with learning disabilities.  It was a civil rights 

act that guaranteed access to the general higher education setting (U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2006).  The EHA provided for direct educational 

intervention services at the elementary and secondary level (Education of All Handicap 

Children Act, 1975).  The legislation was described as an entitlement law (Massachusetts 

Commission for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing [MCDHH], 1996). 

 Under the free and appropriate education requirement, elementary and secondary 

education systems were required to provide modified educational curriculum and learning 

opportunities to ensure that the students with disabilities were learning the material that 

was being provided to their peers (Yell, Drasgow, Bradley, & Justesen, 2004).  Although 

the EHA included provisions for transition planning, the focus of the planning at that 

time was on preparing students for the workforce or vocational training (Browning 1997; 

Flexer et al., 2005).  Years of transitional work were needed to increase the population of 

students with disabilities in the postsecondary education environment.  In 1978, less than 

3% of enrolled students were identified as having a disability.   In 1983 the population 

had risen to 10% and many of these disabilities were students with physical or mental 

disabilities, and not students with LD (Wilkinson & Rund, 2000).   
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  The student, family, and political push for better services at the secondary level 

and access to higher education for students with learning and other disabilities continued 

through the 1980s.  In 1990, the EHA was reauthorized as the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act [IDEA] (IDEA, 1990).  This act contained a section including 

reference to postsecondary education as one of the transition options for students with 

disabilities.  Section 300.18 defines transition services as an outcome oriented process 

that is both coordinated and focused towards improving the movement from secondary 

education into adult roles, including IHE attendance (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 1990).   

 The IDEA legislation was reauthorized in both 1997 (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act, 1997) and 2004 (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act, 2004).  The definition of transition services did not change considerably in the 1997 

reauthorization (34 CFR 300.29 & 300.347).  The only change in the legislation or the 

regulations was to lower the age of transition service provision to 14 (34 CFR 

300.347[b][1]).  The current law, IDEA 2004, stated that transition services must begin at 

the age of 16 and considerably added to the definition of transition services.  The new 

legislation and regulations defined transition services in the following terms:   

The term ―transition services‖ means a coordinated set of activities for a child 

with a disability that: Is designed to be within a results-oriented process, that is 

focused on improving the academic and functional achievement of the child with 

a disability to facilitate the child‘s movement from school to post-school 

activities, including postsecondary education, vocational education, integrated 

employment (including supported employment); continuing and adult education, 

adult services, independent living, or community participation; Is based on the 

individual child‘s needs, taking into account the child‘s strengths, preferences, 

and interests; and Includes instruction, related services, community experiences, 

the development of employment and other post-school adult living objectives, 

and, if appropriate, acquisition of daily living skills and functional vocational 
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evaluation (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004, 34 

CFR 300.43 [a]).   

 

The final paragraph of the definition provided for specific examples of 

educational areas that were previously undefined.  The wording of this definition was 

clear in its emphasis that services must be outcome-oriented to promote access and 

transition into all areas and possibilities of adult roles and options for individuals with 

disabilities.  As the IDEA language was changing to place more emphasis on post-school 

outcomes, the Higher Education Act reauthorization placed a greater emphasis on 

including students with disabilities in higher education recruiting and retention (Higher 

Education Opportunity Act, 2008).  For the first time, the federal government provided 

monetary support in the form of grants for IHE to use to support students with disabilities 

and to create programs for these students (Higher Education Opportunity Act, 2008).   

The combination of the transition services required by IDEA 2004, the 

accommodations required by the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the economic importance of 

obtaining a higher education degree, and the social pressure to provide equal access to 

students with learning disabilities, led to an unprecedented increase in opportunities and 

enrollment for students with learning disabilities in higher education (Lloyd & Hallahan, 

2005; Planty et al., 2007; Webster et al., 2005).  Mull, Sitlington, and Alper (2001) 

conducted a literature review indicating that this was also a time of increased program 

and theoretical model development related to transition planning.  In their review, they 

found several articles describing interventions and programming to better prepare 

students for postsecondary education.  The increased opportunities were intended to 

include secondary preparation in the areas of emotional, social,                                    
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self-determination/advocacy, and academic readiness and the creation of collegiate 

disability services offices that provided not only accommodations but counseling and 

educational support for students with learning disabilities (Browning, 1997; Flexer et al., 

2005; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006; Komives, Woodward, & Associates, 2003; 

Wilkinson & Rund, 2000).  Even with the increased opportunities, problems faced by 

students with disabilities remained in the IHE setting, and it was unclear how well 

developed the new opportunities were in actual practice.  Sitlington (2003) highlighted 

that even with the increased opportunities for students and the increased emphasis on 

transition planning that planning efforts were not being validated by increased 

postsecondary attendance and retention rates. 

Problems Faced by Students 

Even though Sitlington‘s comments (2003) indicated otherwise, an increase in LD 

student IHE enrollment did occur.  In the 1990s the percentage of first year students with 

learning disabilities had nearly tripled to 3.5% (Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006).  These 

students were arriving on campus with goals of achieving what had become the perceived 

economic necessity of obtaining a bachelor‘s degree (Synatschk, 1995).  Wagner, 

Newman, Cameto, Garza, & Levine (2005) reported that 61% of parents of a high school 

student with a disability expected their child to pursue education after high school and 

76.7% of high school students with a disability expected to continue their education.  The 

parents and students also had high expectations for completing a degree program at a 2-

year or 4-year school (Wagner et al., 2005).  The assessment organization ACT (2009) 

reported that in order for any student to earn wages above the poverty level they needed 

knowledge and skills similar to those of the college freshman.  As much as 14% of the 
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total student population was made of students with disabilities and 70% of these students 

had hidden disabilities including learning disabilities (Career Opportunities for Students 

with Disabilities, 2007).  Recent figures indicated that nearly one third of university 

students with disabilities are categorized as LD (Barr, Hartman, & Spillane, 1995; Raue 

& Lewis, 2011).  In 2006, there were 15.1 million undergraduates in American IHE.  By 

2016, this number was predicted to rise to 17.2 million (Planty et al., 2007).  Although 

there was a legal mandate to prepare students for life after secondary education in the 

secondary setting (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) and 

to provide accommodations at the postsecondary level (Section 504, 1973), there was no 

mandated coordinating system to join these efforts.   

The problem is that students, particularly those with LD, were moving into the 

IHE setting potentially unprepared for the rigorous academic, social, self-

determination/advocacy, and emotional demands of postsecondary education.  

Developing an understanding of these transitional challenges will enhance the capability 

of secondary providers to develop a transition curriculum and support program that 

equips their students with the skills to successfully transition into the IHE.  Clark (1996) 

and Sitlington (2008) both stressed that transition planning must prepare students for 

increased academic and life skill challenges at the postsecondary level.  They both 

created models by which to accomplish this transition work, but also indicated that 

practitioners spent little time dedicated to the needs of individual students beyond 

preparing them for high school graduation.   

There were no guidelines to determine successful preparation.  Acceptable 

preparation under the law did not explicitly require preparation for higher education, only 
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life after high school with higher education being listed as one of many options 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004).  Models such as 

college preparatory classes, college immersion experiences, postsecondary preparatory 

assessment, specific academic courses, and study training had been developed (Clark, 

1996; Konrad, Fowler, Walker, Test, & Wood, 2007; Mull et al., 2001; Sitlington, 2003; 

Sitlington, 2008), but these models have received little attention from practitioners 

(Browning, 1997; Webster et al., 2005).  Kohler and Field (2003) addressed this 

specifically when they researched best practices in transition and found that, although 

there were ―pockets of excellence scattered across the country‖ (p. 179), widespread 

change and actual use of transition planning had not increased as a result of legislation, 

increased funding, or research model development.  The research and model development 

in the area of transition had centered on either the secondary level or the postsecondary 

level but little to no work had been done to compare the efforts of secondary teachers and 

administrators to the work of postsecondary academic and disability service providers in 

terms of the success of students with learning disabilities (Browning, 1997).    

There was evidence that students with LD faced significantly lower rates of 

retention and graduation at the secondary level and lower retention at the postsecondary 

levels than their non-disabled peers (Sitlington, 2003; Webster et al., 2005).  Murray et 

al. (2000) found that ten years after high school graduation, only 44% of the students 

with LD that they studied had graduated from IHE.  The 1989-1990 cohort of IHE 

freshman with disabilities had a four-year graduation rate of 16% compared to 27% of 

their non-disabled peers.  There was also a significant difference between the graduation 

rates at four year public institutions (48% non-disabled – 33 % with disabilities) and four 
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year private institutions (67% - 57%) (Hurst & Smerdon, 2000).  The need to examine 

preparation strategies and college level support was highlighted as a method to achieve 

the purpose of the legislation and not just the letter of the law.   

This study was designed to investigate the perceptions of the service providers 

who were preparing students with and without learning disabilities for postsecondary 

education and the service providers who worked with those students at the IHE.  The 

purpose was to determine any differences in perception between secondary level 

providers and postsecondary providers when asked to rate the importance of skills and 

related services needed for postsecondary success.  Ratings were taken in relation to 

needed skills for all students and skills specific to students with LD. 

Major Research Questions 

 Examining the preparation that students received prior to transitioning into IHE 

required the examination of transitional skills and services from the perspective of both 

secondary and IHE professionals.  It was important to include general education and 

special education professionals in this examination due to the full-inclusion required by 

IDEA (2004) that places students with LD in classrooms with educators from general 

education and special education roles and the fact that services at IHE are provided by 

disability and academic specialists.  The mandates of IDEA 2004, state accountability 

standards, and program development have moved the majority of students with LD into 

regular classrooms and traditional curriculum tracks (Anderson, 2006; Zigmond, 1995).  

Thus, special educators, general educators, IHE traditional academic support staff, and 

IHE disability services staff all had direct contact with students with LD and had an 

impact on overall student success.  Sitlington (2003) indicated that professionals at the 
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secondary and the postsecondary levels bore some of the responsibility for preparing 

students for the transition process.  She made it clear that much of the burden was on the 

secondary environment and the student.  She presented a program of direct instruction, 

modeling, and support to address student academic, social, and vocational needs.  She 

also indicated that there are potential differences in how providers at the secondary and 

postsecondary levels viewed the transition process.  Comparing the professionals‘ 

perceptions of skills needed by students with and without disabilities offered another 

level of analysis to determine if the transitional needs of these two student populations 

were different.    

The questions in this study were designed to compare the transition factors 

deemed to be vital by the secondary teachers and administrators with those that were 

deemed to be vital by the IHE service providers and to examine any differences in their 

perceptions.  The perceptions of interest related to the postsecondary readiness of 

students with and without learning disabilities attending four year and two year public 

and private higher education institutions in Indiana.  Many research articles and books 

had demonstrated that readiness can be defined in four spheres (a) academic, (b) social, 

(c) self-determination/advocacy, and (d) emotional skills (Browning, 1997; Flexer et al., 

2005; Synatschk, 1995).  Although research from the student perspective demonstrated 

that students with LD struggled in these areas; less research was available that 

specifically asked teachers, administrators, and postsecondary service providers what 

elements within these spheres they considered to be necessary for student success.  This 

research study was designed to survey both secondary and postsecondary level 

professionals to determine key perceived elements of student success and any differences 
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between professionals as to the necessity of these skill elements for student success.  

Providers were asked questions to garner their perceptions of skills and services within 

their own service delivery area and within the other service area to determine their 

understanding of what is important at both the secondary and postsecondary level for 

their students.  The major research questions for this study included: 

1) What were the academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional skills needed for 

postsecondary success as identified by SEC and IHE professionals, setting sub-

groups, and by specific position roles?  

2) Were there differences in perception based on group (between the two main 

setting groups and between subgroups or position roles) membership? 

3) How can collaboration be developed between the SEC and the IHE settings to 

provide training for students with LD in areas that will address missing skills and 

improve student success?  

4) What were the training needs in current professional development 

programming to equip professionals to work with students with LD who were 

transitioning into IHE?  

These questions were designed to identify needed skills for postsecondary student 

success, any differences between the perceptions of SEC teachers and administrators and 

IHE academic support and disability service providers and provide the basis for further 

research on best practices in transition programming. 

Definition of Terms 

Students With Learning Disabilities - As defined by the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act of 2004 for elementary and secondary students, students who 
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do not achieve adequately for their age or meet State-approved grade-level standards in 

one or more of the following areas, when provided with learning experiences and 

instruction appropriate for the child‘s age or State-approved grade–level standards (a) 

oral expression, (b) listening comprehension, (c) written expression, (d) basic reading 

skills, (e) reading fluency skills, (f) reading comprehension, (g) mathematics calculation, 

(h) mathematics problem solving (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act, 2004).  Examples of common Learning Disability diagnoses are (a) Dyslexia 

(Problems with reading), (b) Dyscalculia (Problems with mathematic calculations), (c) 

Dysgraphia (Problems with handwriting), (d) Dyspraxia (Difficulty with fine motor 

skills), (e) Auditory Processing Disorder (Difficulty hearing differences between sounds), 

and (f) Visual Processing Disorder (Difficulty interpreting visual information) (Kemp, 

Smith, & Segal, 2011).  This definition does not include students with (a) Autism, (b) 

emotional disabilities, (c) health impairments, (d) ADD/HD, or (e) any other special 

education identification category. 

General Education Students - Students who do not have a disability.  Students 

who are not qualified for specialized services or accommodations under IDEA 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) or Section 504 of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Success - retention from the first to the second year of postsecondary work while 

maintaining good standing at the institution (Lincoln, 2009) leading to postsecondary 

degree completion. 

Academic readiness – the ability of the student to achieve a C or better in each 

first year postsecondary course without having to take remedial work first (ACT, 2005).  
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The possibility of achieving a C or higher is enhanced by having developed skills in (a) 

time management, (b) study, (c) test-taking, (d) note-taking, (e) lecture comprehension, 

and (f) learning style awareness (Larose, Bernier, & Tarabulsy, 2005; Tottle, 2002).   

Social readiness - communication skills, relational skills, and the ability to 

interact with faculty, staff, and peers to meet personal needs.  Possessing the skills to 

form friendships and contacts outside of the academic settings of the postsecondary 

environment (Barga, 1996; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi, Okasha, & Cohen, 

2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002). 

Self-determination/advocacy readiness - being able to advocate for one‘s 

academic social and emotional needs (Butler, 1995, Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002). 

Emotional readiness - all psychological factors including but not limited to ability 

to manage (a) stress, (b) anxiety, (c) depression, (d) home-sickness, (e) self-identity 

issues, and (f) regulate/manage one‘s own emotional stability/affect (Kadison & 

DiGeronimo, 2005; Pittman & Richmond, 2007).   

Justification for Investigation 

 Transition planners and IHE had the unique opportunity to work together to make 

significant life changes available to adults with LD.  The outlook for these individuals 

has had some bleak outcomes:  

It is known that the population with LD drops out of high school two to three 

times more than their peers, enrolls in college and postsecondary training at one-

tenth the rate of the general population, constitutes 20-60 percent of persons 

accessing welfare programs, and serves time in correctional institutions at 

significantly elevated rates (Gregg, 2007, p. 219). 

 

By including IHE options as part of the transition plan, individuals with LD were given 

support and direction to help them gain access to the knowledge and skills needed in the 
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new global economy described by Gregg (1996).  These skills included (a) basic 

academic skills, (b) critical thinking skills, (c) self-esteem, (d) personal responsibility, (e) 

self-management, and (f) integrity (Gregg, 1996). 

The academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, and emotional challenges 

facing postsecondary students with LD were well documented, particularly at the four 

year institutional level (Browning, 1997; Hallahan & Kauffman, 2006).  At the secondary 

level, efforts were made to ensure that students with disabilities acquired the skills, 

experiences, supports, and linkages to attain post school vocational outcomes and 

transition planning had become a critical component of programming for these youth 

(Carter, Lane, Pierson, & Stang, 2008).  There is much less evidence however, to 

demonstrate how the transition planning and college and universities were developing 

programs and service supports to meet these needs for the students who were moving into 

IHE environment rather than the vocational realm.  Cook et al. (2007) reported that 

transition planning had been proven to be ineffective in the manner in which it was 

traditionally delivered.  They highlighted that transition services were often totally 

missing, only focused on graduating the student from the secondary environment, 

focused on non-academic related skills, or focused on providing support for more 

severely disabled individuals and their vocational outcomes.  Other studies have shown 

that students with disabilities fail to graduate the secondary level at a rate as high as one 

in three, which was twice as high as the rate of students without disabilities (Wagner, 

1991). 

Challenges facing IHE students with LD began in the secondary environment and 

followed the students into their postsecondary lives.  Even when research demonstrated 
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that 82.4% of students with disabilities and 81.7% of students with LD received transition 

services (Wagner, Newman, Cameto, Levine, & Garza, 2006) there was no national 

accountability system to verify the effectiveness of these services.  Webster et al. (1995) 

provided statistical evidence of the struggles that arose for students transitioning to IHE 

(a) 56% of students with disabilities were less likely than the 37% of non-disabled peers 

to be minimally prepared for admissions qualifications at four year colleges, (b) only 

12% of students with disabilities had taken any higher level math courses usually used to 

prepare students for college level work, (c) 62% of students without disabilities were 

likely to choose four year colleges compared to only 42% of the college bound students 

with disabilities, (d) secondary schools were likely to destroy testing records needed by 

the postsecondary setting to determine the best services for their students, and finally, (e) 

all postsecondary institutions provided some supports to students with disabilities but 

these supports varied in intensity and support beyond the basic accommodations was 

more likely to be found at the public two-year level followed by the public four-year 

level than at other institutions.  Keenan and Shaw (2011) also noted that the 

accommodations at the postsecondary level are much more limited than what students 

received at the secondary level.   

There has been research, to indicate that IHE supports and services are increasing 

and that IHE providers are taking more responsibility in the transition support of students.  

Raue and Lewis (2011) reported that 93% of the Title IV institutions provided additional 

exam time, 77% provided note takers, 72% provided faculty written course notes, 72% 

provided help with learning strategies or study skills, 71% provided alternate exam 

formats, and 70% provided adaptive equipment and technology.  A total of 37% of the 
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institutions reported working formally or informally with the state vocational 

rehabilitation agency and 79% of the schools distributed materials to students 

encouraging them to self-identify if they had a disability (Raue & Lewis, 2011).   

Research demonstrated that first-year transitional issues could cause students who 

do transition into the IHE to drop out or leave if they do not receive support.  However, 

according to the Horn & Berktold (1999), if the first-year admission and transition 

hurdles could be overcome, there was little difference between the graduation rates of LD 

students and their non-disabled peers if they were retained through the first two years of 

IHE.  Wessel, Jones, Markle, and Westfall (2009) conducted research demonstrating 

similar graduation rates between students with and without disabilities.  Once the first 

year of higher education was completed, student retention was high.  The students, who 

faced individual challenges in their educations, were being failed by their support 

systems if they were unable to make the transition successfully into their first year of 

postsecondary education.  The purpose of this research study was to determine if there 

were differences between secondary providers and IHE providers in what they perceived 

as skills needed for student success in the areas of academic, social, self-

determination/advocacy, and emotional readiness for education after high school.   

Basic Assumptions 

Basic assumptions of this research study were that secondary professionals had a 

limited understanding of the spheres of academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, 

and emotional readiness that are essential elements of student success at the 

postsecondary level particularly as they relate to students with LD.  It is also assumed 

that they had put little thought into the future success of their graduates.  Likewise, 
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postsecondary professionals were assumed to be limited in their knowledge of what skills 

and services were addressed in the secondary environment.  Based on these assumptions, 

the questions of the survey instrument were designed to measure the perception of skills 

and services in the other level, not their direct knowledge of such skills and services.  

Related to the research questions, it was assumed that the individuals involved were well-

versed in special education or education terminology, they would understand the nature 

of the questions and their intent, and that they would answer them honestly without 

feeling pressure to answer in a way that artificially enhanced their image.   

Limitations and Delimitations 

A limitation of the study was that general education providers and special 

education providers were asked to respond to question related to both general education 

students and students with LD. Providers were answering for student groups with which 

they may have been less knowledgeable.  A second limitation was that results were taken 

from secondary schools and IHE in Indiana which limited the generalizability to national 

populations.  The SEC respondents were also asked to respond to several questions based 

on the IHE with which they were familiar, rather than all of the IHE in the state.  Part of 

this limitation was that SEC providers were asked to respond to issues related to the IHE 

and IHE providers were asked to rate items in the SEC.  The intention was to measure 

perceptions and not actual knowledge, but some respondents may have selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ based on their knowledge base of the different employment settings.  A third 

limitation was the potentially small sample size in some of the position role categories 

used for survey distribution.  A fourth limitation was in the use of an internet/email based 

survey.  Dillman, Smyth, & Christian (2009) detailed several factors that have led to 
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lower response rates in internet surveying methods.  The factors that have limited the 

number of survey respondents are (a) the fear of cybercrimes and viruses, (b) the massive 

amounts of email that individuals receive on a daily basis, (c) differences in the visual 

display based on hardware or software, and (d) the proliferation of handheld device email 

checking.  A final limitation was that the SEC and IHE provider participants were 

selected by sampling.  Although the total number of IHE in Indiana (112) was small, it 

was determined that valid statistical comparison could only be conducted if both 

participant groups were selected by sampling rather than census for the IHE group.  The 

limitation was that the study became exploratory due to this decision.        

Summary 

Transition services that were outcome oriented were required for all individuals 

with a disability who were moving into postsecondary adult roles.  Students with LD who 

transitioned into an IHE were faced with a set of specific challenges that could be 

categorized as academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, or emotional.  At the IHE, 

they were guaranteed the protection of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  These 

accommodations however addressed only course and testing accommodations and did not 

offer support in academic, social, or emotional skills development.  Under the current 

legal system, the impetus for transition planning and programming was completely in the 

secondary venue.  The IHE disability services may have included some transitional 

supports, but support needed to begin in the secondary setting and follow the student with 

LD through the transition into the IHE.  Professionals at both levels needed to evaluate 

current levels of service and find ways to support students with LD and assist in their 

skills development.



 

 

CHAPTER 2 – REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

 

 

Foundation 

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (The Rehabilitation Act, 1973) and the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004) were the legislative mandates that 

established the principles of transition planning and programming.  Transition services 

under IDEA (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) were 

described as outcome oriented programs and strategies to prepare students with 

disabilities for post school adult roles.  These roles included community living, 

vocational, and continuing education responsibilities.  The focus of the current research 

study was to examine transition planning as it related directly to the movement from 

secondary school settings to public or private Institutions of Higher Education (IHE) in 

the State of Indiana that grant at least an associate‘s degree.  Of particular focus was the 

transition programming and needs of students with LD.  This study was pertinent and 

relevant because the LD category was one of the most recent and prevalently diagnosed 

categories in special education and was the largest group of students receiving special 

education services (Barga, 1996).  Previous research demonstrated that students with LD 

expected their services to continue into the IHE as well and that these students might not 

be adequately prepared for the transition to the IHE (Browning, 1997; Hallahan & 

Kauffman, 2006; Shaw, McGuire, & Brinkerhoff, 1994).  
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The change in settings from the individual attention and small sizes to the IHE did not 

meet these expectations and led to decreased student success (Lukose, 2000).   

According to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual (DSM IV-TR) (American 

Psychiatric Association, 2000), LD affected 2% to 10% of the population.  The LD 

definition used by the National Joint Committee on Learning Disabilities (1991) 

indicated that the difficulties faced by individuals in this category were intrinsic and 

persisted into adulthood. 

Search Methods 

Methods used to obtain literature and references for this research study included 

(a) ERIC EBSCO Host and Academic Search Premier, (b) reference librarian services at 

Ball State University and Indiana Wesleyan University, (c) topic search at Amazon.com, 

(d) in-library research for printed texts and articles, and (e) a search of governmentally 

maintained publications and data sets through the United States Department of Education.  

Searches were conducted using the terms transition, transition services, college and 

disabilities, learning disability transition, transition services, disability and transition, 

higher education and learning disabilities, college/university and learning disabilities, 

adult roles and learning disabilities, academic needs and learning disabilities, and social 

needs and disabilities.   

IHE Enrollment 

Overall, secondary schools moved toward transitioning more students into the 

IHE setting.  Secondary policy makers realized that it had become an economic necessity 

for students to have a postsecondary degree to be prepared for life after graduation 

(Katsinas & Bush, 2006).  Research interest in higher education specifically for 



27 

 

 

individuals with LD first appeared in 1968, but little quantitative work was undertaken 

until the late 1970s and the efforts have slowly accumulated since that time (Hughes & 

Smith, 1990).  The current literature was based in the assumption that access to and 

completion of a higher education program had become a necessity in modern society and 

within the modern U.S. economy (Synatschk, 1995).  Some researchers reported that 

students with learning disabilities were not gaining equal access to this necessity (Murray 

et al., 2000).  Blalock & Patton (1996) found that within five years of secondary 

graduation the population with LD had transitioned to IHE in the following percentages 

(a) 12% to a two year, (b) 4% to a four year, and (c) 16% to a vocational school.  Other 

research reported similarly low transition into IHE for students with LD (Affleck, Edgar, 

Levine, & Kotering, 1990; Tottle, 2002).  Sitlington and Frank (1990) provided one of 

the earliest studies demonstrating LD student transition to IHE (50%) at a percentage 

similar to their non-disabled peers.  Newman et al. (2011) also reported that the gap 

between the postsecondary enrollment of general education students (67.4%) and 

students with disabilities as a whole (60.1%) was decreasing. 

   The recent trends in IHE enrollment demonstrated that students with LD 

transitioned to IHE in increasing numbers (Anctil et al., 2008; Komives et al., 2003).  

This was first documented in 1983 when a study reported that 67% of adolescents and 

young adults with LD were planning IHE enrollment as part of their vocational and post-

secondary plans to meet the demands that were being placed on them by society, the 

economy, and their families (Vogel, Leonard, Scales, Hayeslip, Hermansen, & Donnells, 

1998; White, Deshler, Schumaker, Warner, Alley, & Clark, 1982).  Tottle (2002) found 

that 73% of students with LD in the 10
th

 grade and 83% of students with LD in the 11
th
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grade (compared to 82% and 76% of their non-disabled peers) expressed plans to attend 

IHE after secondary graduation.  These secondary trends carried over into IHE 

enrollment numbers.  In 1996, 29-35% of the students with disabilities enrolled in IHE 

were categorized as students with LD.  In 2000, the number rose to 46% (Tottle, 2002).  

This 46% represented a large and growing number of students.  At that time, 9%, or 

1.143 million, of 12.7 million undergraduate students were reported as having a disability 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2004, 2007).  Tottle‘s (2002) 46% meant that 

there were 525,780 IHE students with LD.  In 2004, the percentage of students with 

disabilities was 14% of 14.8 million students (National Center for Educational Statistics, 

2004, 2007).  Other studies documented an increase of 173% in the numbers of students 

with LD within this growing number of total students with disabilities in IHE from 1989 

to 1998 (Lock & Layton, 2001).  Recent figures reported that the number of students with 

LD had leveled at nearly 33% of students with disabilities at the IHE (Raue & Lewis, 

2011).   

Vogel et al. (1998) explained that there were several factors that led to the 

dramatic increase in students with LD enrolling in IHE: 

1. An increase in aspirations, expectations, and preparation of students with LD 

for education beyond high school.  2. Passage of the implementing regulations 

of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  3. An increase in the 

number and quality of postsecondary college directories.  4. The willingness 

of some small, private independent colleges of higher education to accept 

students with LD who did not meet the admissions criteria but seemed likely 

to succeed.  5. The acquisition of greater self-understanding and self-advocacy 

skills by young adults with LD which results from more effective transition 

planning.  6. An increase in awareness of LD as a result of publications 

regarding adults with learning disabilities and postsecondary support services.  

(p. 234) 
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Shaw, et al. (1994) wrote about the increase in enrollment.  They compiled a list 

of factors that contributed to the rise in enrollment for students with LD.  The list 

included (a) an increase in the number of secondary students receiving special education 

services who expected these services to continue at the IHE, (b) more students with LD 

taking a college preparatory curriculum, (c) an increase in the development of transition 

plans, (d) improvements in assistive technology, and (e) a change from the traditional 

remedial model of special education services to one that emphasizes skill building for 

academic success (Shaw et al., 1994).  Changes in public policy stressing transition 

supports and the increased efficacy of services for students in grades K-12 were also cited 

as potential factors influencing IHE enrollment for students with LD (Trainin & 

Swanson, 2005). 

IHE Retention 

Although students with LD enrolled in increasing numbers, several studies within 

the literature indicated that they did not graduate in proportion to their enrollment.  

Sitlington and Frank (1990) reported that 93% of the students with LD who had enrolled 

in IHE had dropped out prior to their second annual registration.  Another study cited an 

IHE graduation rate of 34% for students with LD (Rogan & Hartman, 1990).  Tottle 

(2002) reviewed several studies that demonstrated similarly low graduation and program 

completion rates.  A study published in 2006 reported that 80% of students with LD 

enrolled in IHE had not graduated after five years compared to 56% of students without 

disabilities.  The same study reported that ten years after secondary graduation 56% of 

the individuals with LD had not graduated compared to 32% of the students without 

disabilities (Estrada, Dupoux, & Wolman, 2006).  Bursuck, Rose, Cowen, and Yahaya 
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(1989) found a 30% graduation rate for IHE students with LD compared to a national rate 

of 50% for non-disabled IHE students.  Vogel and Adelman (1992) summarized the 

graduation rates by indicating that the low percentages were a significant reason for 

concern. 

Students with LD enrolled in IHE in high numbers but also failed to graduate in 

high numbers.  A potential contributing factor could be a lack of preparation on the part 

of the student for the transition from secondary education to the IHE.  The transition from 

secondary education to adult roles was one of the major topics in the field of special 

education (Patton, Blalock, Dowdy, & Smith, 1998).  The transition process was a time 

of complex challenges for the student with LD (Estrada et al., 2006).  Barr et al. (1995) 

added that students were faced with a variety of steps and tasks that must be completed in 

order to make the transition process successful.  Although most special education service 

providers at the secondary and the IHE level would agree that transition planning is 

important to assist the student in meeting these challenges, there is little agreement 

regarding the competencies that a student with LD must meet for college entry and 

college success (Dietrich & Kelly, 1993).  Vogel and Adelman (1992) conducted research 

that found that students with LD entered IHE with significantly poorer preparation for the 

challenges of the higher education environment.  Dunn (1996) supported these findings 

and reported that transition support for students with LD who planned on attending IHE 

was less support than their non-disabled peers and their other disabled peers.  Murray et 

al. (2000) indicated that transition support was a factor affecting the enrollment and 

retention of students with LD and factors such as lower than average grades and 

economic factors specific to this population affected overall graduation rates.  There 
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appeared to be limited research that measured transitional outcomes for students with LD 

who enrolled in IHE or that measured the perceptions of individuals involved in their 

transition process (Tottle, 2002).  To demonstrate the lack of focus on transition to IHE 

and even the legally required adult outcomes, Tottle (2002) quoted an educational 

consultant who had eliminated post school outcomes from their definition of transition.   

Transition is going from one program to another so we talk about when a child is 

coming out of, say, a literacy class into a regular stream.  Or we also talk about 

transitioning kids as they go from elementary to junior high, or junior high to 

senior high.  (p. 47). 

 

There were some research movements to increase the awareness of transitional 

programming and supports for students with LD.  Blalock and Patton (1996) outlined 

Madeline Will‘s 1984 work as the seminal point in the transition philosophy and thought.  

In combination with the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services 

(OSERS), she outlined a model of transition that provided support academically and 

socially for students with LD that carried beyond the secondary setting into adult roles 

including the IHE (Blalock & Patton, 1996).  Part of this movement to ease the transition 

of students with LD had been to increase the number of specialty LD programs in IHE 

that provided services beyond the general accommodations required by Section 504 of 

the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.  In 1981, nine IHE were reported as having special LD 

programs.  By 1992, the number had grown to over 1,000 (Vogel et al., 1998).  Raue and 

Lewis (2011) found that 70% of the Title IV IHE provided some accommodations that 

could be considered beyond basic.  Larger public institutions, particularly two year 

schools, were the first to introduce these services and were still more likely to maintain 

these supports even though it is the smaller, independent, private IHE that have a larger 
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proportion of students with LD (Lukose, 2000; Raue & Lewis, 2011; Vogel et al., 1998).  

Tottle (2002) stated that understanding how individuals perceived transition and the 

transition planning process may help explain why the principles of transition were not 

being used even though the importance of transition had been repeatedly addressed in 

research. 

Transitional Needs of All Students 

Research was consistent in identifying academic skills and knowledge sets that 

were crucial for students planning on moving from the secondary to the postsecondary 

setting.  Several of these skills and knowledge sets were necessary for all students.  It was 

demonstrated that these skills must be developed at an early age.  The ACT (2009) found 

that the level of academic achievement that students had by the 8
th

 grade influenced their 

college readiness as much as anything they did in high school.  Various studies identified 

specific academic factors directly related to student success as they moved through high 

school and transitioned into the IHE.  These factors were (a) student‘s socio-

economic/family background, (b) level of academic achievement at the 8
th

 grade, (c) 

having them take the highest level of non-advanced courses, (d) taking advanced core 

courses, (e) maintaining a B average in standard high school courses, (f) earning higher 

grades in rigorous advanced courses such as Algebra, English and composition courses, 

(g) taking courses in the sciences, and (h) doing additional course work in these areas 

beyond the basic core required by most states‘ graduation requirements (ACT, 2009; 

Brown & Conley, 2007; Katsinas & Bush, 2006).  All 21
st
 Century students who planned 

on postsecondary education success needed training in:  
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Core subjects: English, reading or language arts; mathematics; science; 

foreign languages; civics; government; economics; art; history; and geography.  

Emerging content areas: global awareness; financial, economic, business, and 

entrepreneurial literacy; civic literacy; health and wellness.  Learning and 

thinking skills: critical thinking and problem solving; communication; creativity 

and innovation; collaboration; contextual learning.  Information and 

communication technology literacy: ability to use technology to develop 

knowledge and skills in the context of core subjects.  Life skills: leadership, 

ethics, accountability, adaptability, personal productivity, personal responsibility, 

people skills, self-direction, social responsibility.  (Donham, 2007, para. 4) 

 

In 2008, 28 states tracked their students from Kindergarten through college 

enrollment.  However, it was unclear if they were using the data to enhance educational 

delivery and ensure that students were being exposed to the educational skills and 

knowledge sets found to be vitally important for IHE success, or if they were only 

concerned with the lower level skills needed to graduate from the secondary setting 

(McNeil, 2008).  ACT (2009) found that less than two of ten 8
th

 graders were being 

prepared for more rigorous high school work and were thus going to be unprepared for 

transition into IHE.  Students themselves indicated that they felt that they may have been 

academically prepared by upper-level courses, but that the learning was all fact based and 

that they were not taught transferrable study, organization, or time management skills 

which in turn negatively affected them at the IHE level (Reid & Moore, 2008).  

Knowledge of facts and basic academic skills was not enough for success at the IHE 

level.  All students leaving high school ―must possess knowledge, skills, and dispositions 

that will facilitate continued independent learning‖ (Donham, 2007, para. 3).  

Academically, students needed ―the skills necessary to locate, access, evaluate, interpret, 

and communicate information‖ (Donham, 2007, para. 15).  They also used higher-order 

thinking, developed deep knowledge by using thoroughness to ―explore‖ connections and 



34 

 

 

relationship between topics, develop connections between the classroom and the outside 

world , and they engaged in substantive conversations with their teachers that improved a 

shared understanding and transmission of ideas (Donham, 2007).  These skills were 

vitally important for students.  Vast research resources demonstrated that students with 

LD were likely to struggle in the acquisition of these skills.  Students with LD were 

impacted by unique factors that further complicated their successful transition into IHE. 

Transitional Problems Facing Students with LD 

  Lukose (2000) stated that the majority of students will transition to the IHE with 

―minimal‖ assistance but that for students with disabilities ―it is a leap that requires 

significant paradigm shifts for which they are usually unprepared‖ (p.  231).  Transition 

to postsecondary education presents challenges to all students but students with 

disabilities can be overwhelmed by the new level of responsibilities and work that they 

must undertake (Getzel & Thoma, 2008). LD students faced drastic changes in the 

demands on their time, the intensity of their studies, and in the need for self-awareness 

and emotional control when they left the secondary environment and entered IHE 

(Kadison & DiGeronimo, 2005; Synatschk, 1995).  Several factors were found in the 

literature that described what made these changes difficult to maneuver for students with 

LD.  These factors were (a) the level of curriculum, (b) the academic skills needed, (c) 

class size, (d) the amount of personal freedom and responsibility, (e) the level of support 

services available, (f) student skills in self-advocacy and being able to request help on 

their own, and (g) a move away from being individually guided and instructed by parents, 

secondary special education professionals, and general education teachers (Brinckerhoff, 

Shaw, & McGuire, 1992; Finn, 1998; Synatschk, 1995).  Webster (2004) cited several 
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factors such as vocational decision skills, self-awareness, academic and social skills 

abilities, and a knowledge of rights and responsibilities that led to the difference between 

postsecondary success for individuals with disabilities and their non-disabled peers.  

Students with LD were challenged by the demands of (a) self-motivation, (b) personal 

responsibility, (c) lack of structured time guided by parents and teachers, and (d) the need 

to develop self-awareness and utilize personal strengths and weaknesses without the one-

on-one or small group supports offered by secondary settings (Shaw, Brinckerhoff, 

Kistler, & McGuire, 1991).  Barga (1996) had a different perspective and wrote that the 

challenges in the transition process were not only because of a change in services, but 

were created by a lack of services at the secondary level to specifically prepare students 

for the IHE.  Other authors found that LD students had difficulty completing their 

programs because they were ill prepared for the academic demands at the IHE due to skill 

deficiencies, lack of participation in college preparatory classes, and the weakness found 

in some school-based transition programs that led to focusing on academic deficiencies 

only, with the exclusion of other related factors (Dunn, 1996; Rojewski, 1992).  A change 

in services, or the lack of secondary services, were not the only factors that led to 

transitional difficulties, some of the factors were related to the students themselves and 

the support offered by the receiving IHE. 

Many students entered IHE with the attitude that that they no longer needed 

services and could manage the transition on their own without having to ―deal with 

special education programming again‖ (Barretti, 1993, p. 48).  However, as the 

graduation and retention numbers demonstrated, 30% to 40% of students dropped out of 

IHE when they faced the challenges of the new environment and did not return to obtain 
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any type of education (Enochs & Roland, 2006).  Another transitional concern related to 

the IHE was the lack of support for students with LD in the IHE setting.  Vogel and 

Adelman (1992) found that very few institutions were systematically monitoring the 

academic and graduation progress of their students with LD.  Vogel et al. (1998) 

surveyed IHE to determine the level of support programs offered to students with LD.  

They found that 30% of the IHE surveyed provided only generic decentralized services, 

66% provided accommodations and some support services (which may or may not have 

been LD specific), and only 4% of the programs surveyed had a program specifically 

aimed at students with LD.   

Students with LD needed specific support to successfully navigate the transition 

into the IHE setting while still in the secondary environment and after enrolling in the 

IHE.  Clark (1996) stressed that transition programming had two major flaws in its 

current practice.  The first is that planning often focused on students with severe 

disabilities and vocational outcomes only.  The second flaw was that when students with 

less severe disabilities did receive transition support, it focused only on academic needs 

and did not address other life areas that were important for increasing quality of life and 

the potential for postsecondary success.  The specific areas of need were divided into 

academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, and emotional contexts (Aune, 1991; 

Cohn, 1998; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Klaus, 1995; Komives et al., 2003; Lock & Layton, 

2001; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Roffman, 1994; Scuccimarra & Speece, 1990; Tottle, 

2002).  Crucial to addressing these four contexts was an understanding of LD and the 

characteristic challenges faced by students with this diagnosis (Klaus, 1995).  Lecturers 

and support staff at both educational levels needed training on: academic information 
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presentation skills (Mortimore and Crozier, 2006), teaching study skills to students with 

LD (Dietrich & Kelly, 1993), helping students identify and use their own strengths and 

weaknesses (Lock & Layton, 2001), and how to enhance the social and emotional skills 

of students with LD (Blalock & Patton, 1996).  Service providers should not feel the 

compelling need to fix all of these problems for the student.  By attempting to fix these 

problems, the service provider continued a pattern of learned helplessness and 

dependence for the student and demonstrated a lack of understanding that some LD 

factors could not be fixed or remediated but instead must be compensated (De Decker, 

1993).  With careful consideration for the factors of academic, social, and emotional 

needs of students with LD, secondary and IHE support staff were able to aid the 

transition of LD students into the environment of unprecedented academic and social 

development without exposing the students to a transition ―nightmare‖ (Cohn, 1998).       

Academic Transitional Challenges 

IHE Factors 

Several factors related to the IHE environment affected LD student transition and 

difficulties with the transition.  Success at the secondary level was often measured by 

mastery of course content knowledge rather than teaching an understanding of principles 

and concepts that underlie the knowledge base (Gardiner & Singh, 1991; Lock & Layton, 

2001).  LD can result in ―glitches in processing information which may cause a variety of 

academic difficulties‖ (Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005, p. 316).  These ―glitches‖, lack 

of academic skill mastery and understanding of basic academic principles at the 

secondary level often left LD students feeling overwhelmed by the vast amounts of facts 

and knowledge that they had to master at the IHE (Harrison, 2003).  The mastery of 
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content also required students to be self-regulated learners.  This self-regulation required 

learners to be strategic problem solvers who reflected on prior knowledge and 

experiences, set goals, select and employ appropriate strategies for problems, and monitor 

the effectiveness of their learning strategies (Ellis, 1993; Harrison, 2003).  Self-regulation 

related to spacing of study time, order of importance in projects, determining starting 

points, developing outlines, or designing a study plan could be impaired by LD (Dietrich 

& Kelly, 1993).   

Beyond the change in knowledge expectancies, IHE had different classroom 

environments, different reading expectations and volume, and different expectations 

concerning the quality and quantity of writing assignments that presented challenges for 

students with LD.  Harrison (2003) identified significant reports from LD students 

regarding these demands.  They found that 72% of the students had difficulty 

concentrating in the larger and noisier environments of the IHE, 62% had difficulty with 

the extensive reading demands, and 52%-55% had difficulty with the writing demands.  

The ability to listen to lectures, take notes, process information from a variety of input 

sources, communicate with instructors and peers, and understand the content of lectures 

and readings were key academic skills that were found to be challenged by the impact of 

LD (Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Harrison, 2003).  LD students at the IHE were 

expected to organize their own study materials and time which presented difficulty due to 

the amount of free time and unstructured academic time (Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis, 

Langley, & Carlstrom, 2004).  Institutional demands on student study skills, writing 

abilities, reading skills, and self-regulation directly affected LD students who had deficits 

in areas that directly impaired their abilities to respond to these demands (Cohn, 1998; 
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Heiman & Precel, 2003; Robbins et al., 2004).  Students with LD indicated that faculty 

and administrators did not understand the issues they faced in higher education in a way 

to be meaningfully helpful (Cook et al., 2007).  Research indicated that there was 

resistance amongst faculty members to provide additional support or accommodations to 

these students (Matthews, Anderson, & Skolnick, 1987; Nelson, Dodd, & Smith, 1990).   

Student Characteristics 

LD restricted students‘ competencies in: information processing, motor skills, 

working memory, cognition, attention, reality testing, developing a sense of self, visual 

imagery, and ability to combat learned helplessness (Deshler et al., 1982; Mortimore & 

Crozier, 2006).  These challenges were faced by many of the LD students in IHE.  In the 

study conducted by Dietrich and Kelly (1993), all except two participants had expected or 

experienced academic difficulties in college.  The restricted competencies affected 

students in a wide range of educational contexts and tasks.  The three academic content 

areas addressed in the research were reading, writing, and mathematical tasks (Barga, 

1996; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993). 

Students in several studies indicated the following academic challenges at the IHE 

(a) time management, (b) task focus, (c) anxiety, (d) reading processing, (e) writing-

spelling issues, (f) general reading, (g) reading comprehension, (h) organization, (i) math-

symbolic processing, and (j) general math calculations (Kane & Joy, 2002).  Lukose 

(2000) found that students with disabilities rated study skills (83%), organization and 

time management skills (77%), and writing (17%) as very important.  Trainin and 

Swanson (2005) reported LD student academic deficits in the basic processes connected 

with reading, word reading, pseudo word reading, real-word reading, and rate of reading.  
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Hughes and Smith (1990) found that the greatest academic difficulty for students with 

LD was in the area of reading comprehension and reading rate and that these difficulties 

were exacerbated by the volume and reading level required in postsecondary settings.  

Fifty percent of secondary students with LD fell below the 16
th

 percentile in reading 

comprehension (Wirt, Choy, Rooney, Hussar, Provasnik, & Hampden-Thompson, 2005).  

It was found that LD students at IHE had a reading level at the 10
th

 grade which was 

significantly lower than the average found in the non-disabled IHE population (Hughes & 

Smith, 1990).  Many of these students were not exposed to a rigorous reading curriculum 

at the secondary level even if they were in full inclusion classrooms, participating in 

standardized testing, or even receiving out of class assistance that claimed to provide 

sustained and meaningful interventions (Cohen, Gregg, & Deng, 2003; Gregg, 2007; 

Rojewski & Kim, 2003).  These students remained unsuccessful at the IHE level since 

they were not prepared for this difficult level of academic performance and reading 

intensity (Burgstahler, 2003; Deshler, 2005; Gregg, 2007). 

Mathematics was found to be an area challenged by the deficits inherent in LD.  

Conceptualization, sequential, and acquired knowledge differentiated students with and 

without disabilities (Rugel, 1974).  This differentiation became evident in mathematical 

skills such as arithmetic, coding, and information and digit span testing (Hughes & 

Smith, 1990).  Vogel (1985) stated that 62% of students with LD reported mathematical 

deficits that made word and geometry problems particularly difficult.   Understanding 

mathematical concepts and performance of calculation tasks made it difficult for students 

with LD to achieve success in IHE math and science classes without remediation efforts 

(De Decker, 1993; Hughes & Smith 1990). 
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Three other internal student traits found in the LD population had an impact on 

the academic transition from secondary to IHE settings for these students.  First, anxiety, 

concentration deficits, distractibility, and frustration have been identified as key 

characteristics in the life of a student with LD (Luffi et al., 2004).  Secondly, students 

with LD have been found to be less prepared, both in skills and physically, for academic 

tasks such as course work, study time, and test preparation (Tottle, 2002).  Finally, 

students with LD did not apply study techniques in a consistent manner that allowed them 

to build an understanding of course content from one study session to the next thus 

limiting their ability to build a mental picture of the overall course purpose (Dietrich & 

Kelly, 1993).  These internal traits, combined with the academic deficits in reading, 

writing, and mathematics created the foundational base from which secondary schools 

and IHE could address student academic transition needs. 

Addressing Academic Needs 

If the academic transitional challenges were addressed at the secondary or IHE 

level through direct intervention support and education efforts, students with LD were 

shown to attain normative levels of IHE achievement (McGuire, Hall, & Litt, 1991).  

Students who were challenged to become more strategic in their study and test taking 

strategies through self-regulation training demonstrated higher levels of academic 

achievement (Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  Academic remediation in math, reading, and 

writing courses was shown to improve student success and to reduce the academic 

challenges of transition (Dunn, 1996).  Remediation at the IHE level did not necessarily 

mean requiring students to take a lighter course load, to change majors to a less 

demanding course load, or to provide training only in study skills (De Decker, 1993; 



42 

 

 

Shaw et al., 1991; Vogel & Adelman, 1992).  It also meant taking courses in math, 

reading, and writing to address deficits in the concepts and skills in these contexts that 

were not remediated at the secondary level (Rojewski, 1992).  Direct training, modeling, 

and practice in work/study habits were warranted in the support of students with LD at 

IHE (Larose et al., 2005).  Students with LD had levels of intellectual functioning that 

were average or above average compared to their non-disabled peers (Hughes & Smith, 

1990) but some studies cited lower IHE GPAs at graduation or more withdrawals than 

their peers (Vogel & Adelman, 1992).  IHE and pre-transitional support and training 

would help to alleviate or eliminate the academic challenges faced by students with LD 

but academic remediation alone does not always lead to success (DesLauriers, Hohn, & 

Clark, 1980). 

Social Transitional Challenges 

The academic changes between secondary and IHE environments were not 

responsible for all of the difficulties faced by transitioning students with LD.  Sitlington 

et al. (1996) reported the results of a Learning Disabilities Association sponsored survey 

in which individuals with LD rated social relationships and social skills as the area in 

which they required the most assistance.  Trainin & Swanson (2005) listed social skills as 

a crucial element of academic success.   

Students and adults with LD reported: difficulty making friends, having fewer 

friends for support than their peers, less satisfaction in social interactions, limited 

communication skills, stigmatization from their peers, withdrawal, rejection from peer 

support groups, and a lack of cooperation and understanding from their professors, peers, 

and other school personnel (Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; 
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Luffi et al., 2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).  They also reported feeling that they 

were not a part of the main stream of college life and did not have the same school 

attachments that were held by their peers (Rumrill, 2001).  Social elements of life that 

related directly to IHE settings were: developing and maintaining friendships with valued 

individuals, helping other individuals, taking a stand on issues, and being able to speak 

knowledgeably and positively about issues that were important (Memory, Yoder, 

Bollinger, & Warren, 2004).    

In the secondary setting, students were often protected from potential failure and 

stress and had many decisions and contacts orchestrated for them which limited their 

learning of how to appropriately interact with others (Shaw et al., 1991).  Poor 

interpersonal and social skills have been observed by parents, teachers, and other 

professionals as serious deficits that lead to passivity in learning situations, excessive 

reliance on external cues for feedback, lack of flexibility, inability to generalize 

interactions and associate skills, and low tolerance for frustration (Sitlington, 1996).  

Individuals who developed secure attachments with parents in particular, but also with 

others, were more likely to succeed in the IHE, but these relationships changed as well at 

transition and became difficult for the student with LD to manage (Enochs & Roland, 

2006).  Anctil et al. (2008) indicated that the success of students at the IHE could be 

directly tied to the skills that they learned from their parents.  Families play a role in the 

postsecondary success of students with disabilities by building and supporting skills 

needed for postsecondary success (Morningstar et al., 2010).    

The social challenges faced by IHE students with LD impacted their academic 

achievement, their satisfaction with the IHE experience, and the likelihood that they 
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persisted to graduation (Robbins et al., 2004).  Inadequate social interactions affected 

students‘ beliefs that they were responsible for the failed interactions which carried over 

into a generalized sense of failure that increased the magnitude of their emotional distress 

(Hardin & Leong, 2005).  This distress was the result of a self-discrepancy which made 

the student with LD question their identity and ability to build productive relationships 

(Hardin, Weigold, Robitschek, & Nixon, 2007).  Synatschk (1995) found that students 

varied in their social abilities, but they all placed a high value on social skills such as 

interacting with peers.   

Research highlighted the presence and the impact of social deficits on students 

with learning disabilities (Axelrod & Zvi, 1997; Carter, et al., 2008; Estrada et al., 2006).  

One study framed the social problem for students with disabilities by citing that a 

majority of adults and students with disabilities were able to form social support systems, 

but that 29% of the individuals they surveyed had no special friends, engaged in very few 

social activities, and were dissatisfied with their social lives (Scuccimarra & Speece, 

1990).  Transition support for social skills development was likely to add to the quality of 

life of the students with LD and to assist them in building social and interpersonal 

networks that were important to successful school adjustment (Blalock & Patton, 1996).  

Social support aids students in developing adjustment to the IHE by addressing long-term 

adjustment to disability, perceived ability to succeed, coping strategies, maintenance of 

social relationships, and reduced levels of stress and anxiety (Heiman & Kariv, 2004). 

However, some of the literature in the field of social abilities of students with LD 

research did not support the claim that social skills or self-determination were deficits or 

challenges for students with LD.  Sitlington (1996) stated that data regarding social 
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adjustment is reported inconsistently and that only 16% of the students surveyed fell into 

the low social success category that was described by feelings of loneliness, isolation, 

and social awkwardness.  The report cited evidence that 75% of the women and 80% of 

the men studied were satisfied with their social lives.  Scuccimarra and Speece (1990) 

found that 66.1% of respondents were very satisfied or satisfied with their social lives, 

4.6% were neutral, and only 29.2% were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with their social 

lives.  A recent research study presented data that demonstrated, on average, students 

with LD showed better social adjustment than students without learning disabilities 

(Estrada et al., 2006) and that it is possible to teach self-determination skills while still 

focusing on the academic material needed for standardized based reform and testing 

(Carter et al., 2008).   

Self-Determination/Advocacy Transitional Challenges 

A key skill, and according to some researchers the most important, for success in 

the IHE setting included in the transition planning and programming process was self-

determination/advocacy.   

The noted lack of self-advocacy skills seemed to be particularly 

problematic, because these are the skills that the OSDS (Office of Student 

Disability Services) Directors believed students with learning disabilities clearly 

needed to have.  The law that guides our activities demands a lot of self-advocacy 

skills from the students, really.  These finding accord with previous research 

indicating that students with disabilities in postsecondary settings tend to report 

low confidence in their self-advocacy skills (Cook et al, 2007, p.  209). 

 

Self-determination/advocacy (SD) was described using words such as ―crucial to 

the successful transition of students with disabilities (Test, Fowler, Wood, Brewer, & 

Eddy, 2005, p. 43)‖ and of the highest importance when preparing‖ students for the IHE 
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transition (Lukose, 2000, p. 232).  Webster (2004) found that students with disabilities 

reported that skills related to self-awareness and self-determination/advocacy were the 

keys to their success at the postsecondary level.  Morningstar et al. (2010) confirmed the 

student reports that success at the IHE was attributed directly to the development and use 

of self-determination skills that led to a sense of hope, control, and power.  Lukose 

(2000) reported that 90% of the respondents studied rated self-advocacy as very 

important.  Self-determination was common theme in focus group discussions related to 

success for students with disabilities (Roessler, Hennessey, & Rumrill, 2007).  Research 

has shown that 75% of middle- and secondary-teachers rated SD as a high priority 

(Karvonen, Test, Wood, Browder, & Algozzine, 2004).  One study found that as many as 

two-thirds of educators rated SD components (problem solving, decision making, goal 

setting, and self-management) as being very important in preparation for adult life, but 

little identification of how these skills were incorporated into training programs had been 

a part of research (Carter et al., 2008).   

Self-determination was identified as the LD student‘s ability to speak with peers, 

professors, and support professionals in a clear, precise, and logical manner about: 

necessary accommodations, ability to identify one‘s own academic/social/emotional 

strengths and weakness, taking responsibility for oneself, one‘s goals, accomplishments 

and setbacks, asking for help and assistance in accommodations, training or other forms 

of support (Anctil et al., 2008; Barga, 1996; Barr et al., 1995; Finn, 1998).  Getzel and 

Thoma (2008) identified self-determination as: problem solving, goal setting, self-

management, seeking services, forming relationships with professionals, developing a 

support system, and self-awareness.    
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SD was also described using the sub-contexts of: knowledge of self, knowledge of 

rights, communication, and leadership (Test et al., 2005; Webster, 2004).  Test et al. 

(2005) provided specific examples of the components considered and addressed during 

transitional planning in these sub-contexts.  Some of the components they identified in 

each area were (a) knowledge of self–strengths, preferences, goals, dreams, interests, 

learning style, support needs, accommodation needs; (b) Knowledge of Rights – personal 

rights, community rights, human service rights, consumer rights, educational rights, steps 

to redress violations, knowledge of resources; (c) Communication – assertiveness, 

negotiation, articulation, body language, use of assistive technology, listening, 

persuasion, compromise; (d) Leadership – knowledge of group‘s rights, advocating for 

others or for causes, political action, team dynamics and roles, and organizational 

participation.  Skinner (1998) defined LD student SD as demonstrating an understanding 

of their disability, awareness of their legal rights, and demonstrating ability to 

communicate their rights and needs to those in authority positions.  Lukose (2000) 

identified that 80% of students surveyed rated awareness of disability as very important.   

Although SD had been viewed and researched as an important component for 

students with LD, only 55% of middle school and secondary level teachers surveyed 

stated that SD goals were included in student Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) or 

transition plans (Karvonen et al., 2004) or that they saw any benefit from their teaching 

efforts (Carter et al., 2008).  The outcome of SD development strategies and programs 

was not heavily studied.  Out of the 597 articles, books, book chapters, and curricula 

published between 1972 and 2000, only 51 studies (9.5%) investigated the effectiveness 

of programs (Karvonen et al., 2004).  There are some significant barriers to student SD at 
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the secondary and the IHE levels.  Some of the skills needed for SD were directly 

impaired or affected by the students‘ disability (Layton & Lock, 2003).  Other barriers to 

developing SD skills included: insufficient teacher training, lack of teacher authority to 

infuse SD instruction into curricula, lack of student involvement in the IEP process, and a 

lack of commitment to the lengthy process required to develop and teach these skills 

(Hagner, Helm, & Butterworth, 1996; Karvonen et al., 2004; Wehmeyer, Agran, & 

Hughes, 2000).   

Carter et al. (2008) cautioned that teachers believed self-determination was 

important and that they included it in their curricula, but students did not always benefit 

from this training or learn SD skills because of possible receptor deficits that created a 

received curriculum that was different than the intended curriculum.  These deficits were 

defined as being common in the LD student community.  Estrada et al. (2006) indicated 

that their results may have been skewed by their sample which included only students in 

IHE who may have recently developed their social skills as a response to transitional 

trauma that was not addressed in their study.  The amount and quality of the research 

found in this literature review indicated that SD needs and skills were an important 

consideration for transitional programming and planning for students with LD and led to 

positive academic outcomes (Anctil et al., 2008). 

Emotion Transitional Challenges 

Emotional factors and adjustment were also of importance to students with LD as 

they transitioned into IHE.   

… individuals with LD often keep stored years of repressed negative thoughts and 

emotions.  Unfortunately, they frequently transform their feelings of shame, 

resentment, and frustration into anxiety.  They concentrate on their anxiety rather 
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than the problems that are responsible for it.  People with learning disabilities 

must confront the psychological causes of their problems in order to reduce their 

anxiety.  (Cohn, 1998, p. 514).   

 

Saracoglu, Minden, and Wilchesky, (2001) found significant differences between 

students with LD and non-disabled students in the areas of self-esteem and person-

emotional adjustment where students with LD scored much lower than their peers.  

Secondary students with LD reported feeling alone, not understood, and unaware of 

where to go for help (Klaus, 1995).  Although many students with LD saw the transition 

to IHE as an exciting time in their lives, some of them experienced long-term emotional 

maladjustment and depression demonstrating the need for promoting and understanding 

the factors that led to a positive college experience both academically and 

psychologically (Pittman & Richmond, 2007).  The emotional challenges and negative 

symptoms faced by IHE students with LD were: diminished self-esteem, fatigue, 

hypertension, headaches, depression, anxiety, inability to cope, increased nervousness, 

frustration, helplessness, diminished self-confidence, and lower self-efficacy (Harrison, 

2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Synatschk, 1995; Waldo, 

McIntosh, & Koller, 1999).   

 The emotional challenges faced by students with LD had a significant impact on 

their self-efficacy or how they viewed themselves to the extent that they began to view 

themselves as ―losers‖ who only had success if it was created by ―luck‖ (Harrison, 2003).  

One student reported that their failure at college was ―getting burnt out and depressed 

(Anctil et al., 2008, p. 169).  If the emotional challenges faced by students changed their 

perception of themselves and their environments it affected their psychosocial adjustment 

to college as much as academic factors (Estrada et al., 2006).  If students with LD did not 
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feel that their academic efforts and social relationships were strong and successful, they 

fell deeper into low self-esteem and self-confidence (Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  How 

students responded to these emotional challenges was critical to their success at the IHE.   

LD and Response to Emotional Challenges 

Students who experienced academic difficulties upon transition to IHE and who 

had begun to develop anxiety related to their transition were at risk for developing self-

deprecating habits that could affect their overall adjustment and success within the IHE 

(Luffi et al., 2004).  If students did not feel that their efforts were resulting in progress or 

attributed their lack of success to factors outside of their control (low ability), they were 

unlikely to persist in a task (Butler, 1997).  As the cycle of emotional challenges and 

academic struggles continued, students with LD developed unrealistic thoughts and 

discounted the positive aspects of their experience and focused on a few, or single, 

negative details or weaknesses and began to assume that the negative points had formed 

their identity within the IHE setting (Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  The emotional 

challenges that faced students were often turned into stress which explained some of the 

academic challenges that were present in the transitional process (Heiman & Precel, 

2003).  Self-esteem and self-efficacy were both affected by the beliefs that students held 

about their abilities to achieve their educational goals and their behavior would be 

affected by these beliefs (Harrison, 2003).  If a student believed that they were a failure, 

they would begin to behave as a failure and developed a sense of pessimism that had been 

directly connected to IHE dropout rates (Hardin & Leong, 2005; Harrison, 2003). 
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 Student and Professional Response to Emotional Challenges 

Pittman & Richmond (2007) reported that attachment to the IHE and the degree 

of affiliation that a student was able to develop with the institution directly increased 

academic performance, lowered the level of depressive symptoms, and reduced attrition 

rates.  Heiman & Kariv (2004) supported using and teaching three strategies for 

addressing emotional challenges.  The first two strategies were proactive and the third 

was reactive:  

(a) Task-oriented strategies in problem-focused efforts directed at changing the 

stressful situation, and (b) emotion-oriented strategies in which efforts are 

directed at altering emotional responses to the stressors; … (c) avoidance-

oriented strategies, is characterized by the absence of attempts to alter the 

situation; this includes strategies such as avoiding the situation, denying its 

existence or evading the problem.  (Heiman & Kariv, 2004, p.443). 

Students who were able to build connections at the IHE and develop higher levels of 

independence exhibited lower levels of depression and anxiety (Enochs & Roland, 2006).  

Students who had, or were able to learn to build, secure attachments with the IHE, peers, 

family, or support professionals had more confidence that someone was there to protect 

them as they explored their environment both academically, socially, and emotionally 

(Larose et al., 2005).  Since students with LD used emotion-oriented coping strategies 

more often than their non-disabled peers, they were often more emotionally exhausted, 

too embarrassed to ask for help, desired to hide their LD, felt less emotionally attached to 

others, and had higher levels of insecurity (Heiman & Kariv, 2004; Larose et al., 2005).  

Successful transition planning and programming was described as addressing the 
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emotional challenges faced by students with LD by emphasizing the realities of college 

life, but also providing supports to alleviate the impact of the students‘ emotions (Trainin 

& Swanson, 2005).   

Transition Programming and Planning 

Best Practice Program Elements 

 Lukose (2000) said that traditional transition programs want student to ―advocate 

for themselves (p.  224)‖ but create dependence.  Roessler et al. (2007) stressed that 

transition support must begin before entrance into the IHE and should continue to varying 

degrees as long as the student needs the support.  Dietrich and Kelly (1993) described the 

components of a transitional program designed to assist students with LD in their 

transition from a secondary environment without creating dependence on the system (a) 

assessments, diagnostic data, and services that were specific to life needs, (b) intervention 

directly related to life goals, and (c) developmental and remedial instruction in basic 

skills (academic, social, emotional) beyond traditional literacy and vocational training.  

Sitlington (1996) provided a list of programmatic details for a successful transition 

planning process: focus on integrating life skills training and transition into general 

education programs and special educators need to educate others involved in the process 

to help them understand LD and the student needs.  He also stressed developing 

assessment procedures for determining the current level of functioning in life skill areas 

being addressed by the transition plan, fighting the attitude that transition planning only 

needs to take place for individuals who are labeled with mental retardation, severe 

disabilities, or those who are expected to transition directly into a vocational setting, and 

finally, continuing to advocate for the transition programming and stressing that life skills 
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training is an important part of the educational process.  The secondary setting was the 

ideal location for developing a transition program, but Wessel et al. (2009) detailed 

specific strategies undertaken by a successful IHE program to aid in the transition 

process.  The program they described entailed intentional efforts to connect students with 

the institution, frequent publication of supports available from the disability services 

office, training for students with disabilities, and involvement of the university faculty 

and staff to provide training and support for university wide disability awareness.   

Komives et al. (2003) stated that support at the IHE level might go beyond basic 

accommodations and involve, ―a range of services, such as helping students with 

disabilities become involved in clubs, organizations, internships, and leadership 

opportunities that allow them to develop a range of skills and to participate as valued 

members of the campus community (p.  52).‖ Shaw and Dukes (2006) provided the most 

detailed description of standards and guidelines for an IHE disability services office to 

implement in an effort to transition, retain, and graduate the highest number of students 

with disabilities.  However, Finn (1998) stated that most IHE provided only generic 

support services to aid in transition and that many of these programs were developed 

haphazardly without any theoretical or philosophical grounding based in specific LD 

student needs.  Blalock & Patton (1996) stressed that transition services should be based 

on individual student needs and take their preferences and interests into account.   

 Several authors wrote articles on transition planning and program strategies.  

Skinner (1998) wrote about the ―I can do this‖ transition project from Spartanburg, SC.  

Components of this project included: specific course work, modeling, rehearsal, and 

actual implementation of skills (identifying strengths, weaknesses, accommodation 
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needs, advocacy, asking for accommodations), learning about independence and 

dependence issues, and strategy instruction for self-advocacy.  In the early 1990s, twenty 

one states entered into an agreement with the Office of Special Education and 

Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) to develop and improve transitioning programs.  The 

programs developed by OSERS were meant to (a) increase the availability, access to and 

quality of transition support, (b) Improve the skills of professionals, parents, and 

advocates who are working with students, (c) Improve the collaborative relationship 

between all parties involved in the service provision, and (d) Create incentives for 

accessing the existing services and expert resources and programs related to transition 

(Dunn, 1996; National College Transition Network, 2011).  Shaw et al. (1991) supported 

a similar model (a) transition planning should begin early, (b) students must be active 

participants in the process, (c) students must be taught to recognize and explain their 

disability in order to request accommodations and modifications, (d) students and parents 

should work together to identify strengths and weaknesses and to select appropriate 

postsecondary training, (e) the transition process should involve careful monitoring of the 

students, and (f) program decisions must be made with a full understanding of the 

implications for IHE students.  Blalock and Patton (1996) added the following 

suggestions for increasing transition planning and programming success: ―1) student 

participation is crucial, 2) efforts should be made to get families involved in the transition 

process, 3) transition efforts should start early, 4) transition planning must be sensitive to 

cultural factors, and 5) transition planning must be comprehensive‖ (p.  14).   

 Other authors offered suggestions for increasing the effectiveness of transition 

efforts.  Lukose (2000) set a time limit on transition efforts and stated that two-year 
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institutions keep their intense programming in place for the entire time a student is 

enrolled and have lower student degree completion rates whereas four-year institutions 

reduce supports as the student matures and have higher graduation rates.  Reis, Neu, & 

McGuire (1995) offered that programming should progress in a three step process (a) 

direct instruction (2 to 4 hours weekly), (b) monitoring student progress (1 to two 

meetings per month), and (c) consultation (as-needed basis).  Satcher (1993) suggested 

that secondary transition counselors call their students once they are at the IHE so they 

can intervene on behalf of the student if problems have arisen and so they can collect 

information from the student that can be used to gauge the effectiveness of their current 

transitional service model.  Barr et al. (1995) posited that IHE should hire staff trained in 

LD issues and challenges facing students with LD to support the students in transition 

once they have arrived on campus.   

De Decker (1993) stated that remediation training and support (academic, social, 

and emotional) should be considered viable as a support service in the IHE.  Several 

skills and issues that needed to be addressed in transition programming were also 

addressed in the literature.  Study skills, self-advocacy skills, personal skills, and assistive 

technology are all items that were indicated as important for coverage with the student 

during transition training (Getzel, McManus, & Briel, 2004).   

Cowen (1988) wrote that students in transition training needed instruction, 

modeling, and practice to develop coping strategies and to learn how to use 

accommodations.  Transition training using specific strategy instruction needed to be 

imbedded in meaningful work to increase student understanding of the skill being taught 

and to aid in generalizability (Butler, 1995).  Harrison (2003) stressed that in order for a 
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student to achieve the required understanding in transition training, they needed to be 

taught specific strategies defined by an individual‘s approach to a task and includes how 

a person thinks and acts when planning, executing, and evaluating performance on a task 

and its outcomes‖ (p. 139).  Anctil et al. (2008) stressed that students must be taught 

persistence and how to learn from family support and advocacy so that they can begin to 

advocate for themselves.  Taymans and West (2002) believed that transition planning 

should be formed around a student‘s goals and vision for adult life and should include 

skills in: extracurricular activities, community activities, self-determination, and self-

advocacy.        

Successful Transition Program Characteristic 

Shaw and Dukes (2006) identified 8 items addressed by successful IHE disability 

support programs: Consultation/Collaboration, Information Dissemination, Faculty/Staff 

Awareness, Academic Adjustments, Counseling and Self-Determination, Policies and 

Procedures, Program Administration and Evaluation, and Training and Professional 

Development.  Webster (2004) detailed six items necessary for transition program 

success: ―(a) student self-determination, (b) use of formal and informal supports, (c) 

individualized backward planning, (d) access and accommodation technologies, (e) 

systems change strategies such as inclusion, and (f) supports for postsecondary 

education‖ (p.  151).   

There was one consistent theme in the literature cited earlier: successful transition 

planning involved collaboration amongst students, parents, teachers, community services, 

special education programs, and transition coordinators or counselors.  Webster (2004) 

found that college students with disabilities believed that they needed to learn about 
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disabilities, responsibilities, and their rights in collaboration with each other, their 

parents, and support professionals.  Scott (1996) and Melaville & Blank (1991) outlined 

five principles of collaboration (a) services are based on establishing relationships 

between diverse stakeholders, (b) collaborative partners have common goals for the 

student and an understanding of LD issues, (c) services are jointly planned, implemented, 

and assessed by the group, (d) group members commit resources to achieving mutually 

defined goals for service, and (e) groups delegate responsibilities to individual members 

to achieve the group goals more efficiently.  Two phrases used to describe collaborative 

relationships were ―combined expertise‖ (Smithson & Ruddy, 1989) and ―joint 

partnership‖ (Satcher & Dooley-Dickey, 1990).  The collaborative effort had at its 

foundation the ―promotion of opportunities for personal growth and development in both 

the academic and social spheres‖ (Enochs & Roland, 2006, p. 5).  Collaboration did not 

automatically take place in the transition process.  Webster (2004) found in the small 

sample study that they conducted (n = 28) that 16 of the students viewed the disability 

professionals and academic support at their institution as an obstacle rather than as 

facilitators.  There were efforts that had to be made in order to develop collaboration 

between students, faculty, service agencies, and disability services staff in a network that 

offered support rather than dependence (Anctil et al., 2008; Morningstar et al., 2010; 

Roessler et al., 2007). 

The biggest barrier to collaboration was a lack of LD understanding on the part of 

stakeholders in the process.  Lock & Layton (2001) found that 31% of faculty and 6% of 

the academic counselors in community college settings received training in special 

education and that this lack of training led to inefficient accommodations and lack of 
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support for the processing deficits of students with LD.  In the Barga (1996) study, 

students verbalized the need for school personnel at the secondary and IHE level to 

become acquainted with LD and the issues faced by IHE students with LD.  Faculty 

awareness training, in addition to training on how to implement instructional and 

institutional accommodations was suggested as one way to increase collaboration at the 

IHE level (Finn, 1998).  Teaching faculty and IHE staff to recognize that students have 

different learning styles and strengths within the classroom (Gardner, 1993) and 

encouraging them to assume the roles of mentor, instructor, case manager, and counselor 

(Karvonen et al., 2004) for students with LD was another way to involve more 

professionals in the collaborative effort to ease student transition into IHE. 

Transition Planning for Academic Challenges 

Social and emotional transition issues were vitally important, but educators and 

professionals had the most control over educational programming and supports that 

mediated the academic challenges faced by students with LD (Skinner, 1998).  Cowen 

(1988) surveyed a group of students with LD regarding academic coping strategies that 

they felt were important to have or to develop to alleviate the academic challenges 

presented by their disability.  Cowen‘s (1988) findings were (a) time management was an 

important strategy for a majority of the subjects (94%), (b) studying in a quiet time or 

place (92%), (c) regular class attendance (84%), (d) completing all homework (84%), (e) 

keeping a daily/weekly schedule (76%), and (f) scheduling a balanced course load (52%).  

Getzel et al. (2004) described a transition model that taught several academic learning 

strategies related to basic study skills, reading and math. The basic study skills were (a) 

writing strategies, (b) proofreading strategies, (c) color coding information, (d) 
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mnemonics for memorization, (e) test-taking strategies, (f) organizational strategies for 

general and research related academic tasks, (g) cell charts for timelines for organizing 

materials an information, (h) video-taping for self-evaluation, and (i) role-playing exam 

questions.  To compensate for reading deficits, students reported using: (a) reading in a 

non-distracting environment, (b) sub-vocalizing and (c) purchasing previously 

highlighted texts.  In math course work, students used: (a) the assistance of teachers, (b) 

teaching assistants, and (c) friends outside of class for support and relying less on 

personal strategies to cope with problems.  All of these skills can be improved through 

direct instruction, modeling, and practice.  Barr et al. (1995) highlighted using mini-

courses in study skills, assertiveness training, and time management training to support 

academic compensatory skills and learning strategies.  Remedial course work has proven 

to be successful in mediating academic challenges in students with LD and could be 

included in the mini-course schedule to address reading, writing, and spelling concerns 

(Hughes & Smith, 1990).  Butler (1995) encouraged direct instruction in teaching self-

regulated teaching strategies to students with LD.   

The self-regulation component should be designed to teach students to: set goals, 

select strategies for achieving goals, and monitor progress (Butler, 1995).  The 

recommended instruction involved in this model, whether at the secondary or IHE level, 

included: learning strategies, study skills, memory techniques, test-taking strategies, time 

management, note taking, and organization strategies (Brinckerhoff et al., 1992).  

Students with LD who were taught to be self-regulated learners learned to actively 

analyze the task, set productive goals, select strategies to achieve their objectives and 

how to evaluate their progress and make deliberate decisions about how to proceed 



60 

 

 

through the academic challenge they were facing (Butler, 1997).  Another important 

aspect of training students in the transition process was to help them develop autonomy 

which was directly related to learning dispositions and improved academic performance 

(Larose et al., 2005).  Student autonomy was developed in transition training that was 

guided by a personal empowerment philosophy rather than the traditional view of special 

education as a deficit-diagnosis-remediation model (Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  In 

relation to the academic challenges faced by IHE students with LD, direction in the 

learning strategies needed in the IHE setting was the foundation of a transition planning 

program that promoted self-determination, inclusion, leadership, independence, and self-

reliance (Layton & Lock, 2003).    

Transition Planning for Social/Self-Determination Challenges 

The research was clear that social and SD skills were equally important when 

considering the transition from secondary to IHE settings and in retaining students with 

LD as they progressed through their educational process.  Shaw and Dukes (2006) 

indicated that successful IHE transition programs would: ―Use a service delivery model 

that encourages students with disabilities to develop independence.  (p. 20).‖ The specific 

steps to achieve this service were: ―Educate and assist students with disabilities to 

function independently‖ and ―Develop a program mission that is committed to promoting 

self-determination for students with disabilities (p. 20).‖ 

Strategies used in teaching social and SD skills included specific curricula and 

―teaching and coaching methods to enhance student participation in educational planning 

and non-instructional practices to enhance students‘ choice-and decision-making skills‖ 

(Karvonen et al., 2004, p. 31).  A major portion of this training included teaching students 
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to understand and be able to explain their disabilities to those from whom they have 

sought help, or from whom they want to engage in closer relationship, because successful 

college students have reported high levels of self-awareness (Axelrod & Zvi, 1997; 

Synatschk, 1995).  There was evidence that current support systems did not meet the goal 

of teaching students about their disability.  Axelrod and Zvi (1997) found that one-third 

of the college students they surveyed were unable to describe their own learning 

disability in a way that demonstrated agreement with the summary of their professional 

diagnosis.   

Barr et al. (1995) advised service providers to begin social skills and self-

advocacy training early in a student‘s secondary career and to incorporate social skills 

practice into the general education setting and through participation and discussions in 

the IEP and transition plan process.  Test et al. (2005) advised that transition planning 

needed to include skills development to address social and self-advocacy skills, and they 

supported the recommendation of early intervention and the use of direct instruction, 

modeling and practice.  Layton and Lock (2003) addressed secondary practices to 

increase the social and self-advocacy abilities of students with LD as they transitioned to 

adult roles (a) create role playing scenarios, (b) practice asking for help, (c) engage 

student in self-expression of individual strengths, (d) small group practice for listening 

skills and (e) question and answer sessions where students can evaluate their progress.  

Estrada et al. (2006) summarized the importance of transition planning to address the 

social and self-advocacy challenges of IHE. 

It behooves those responsible for preparing and executing the Individual 

Transitional Plan (ITP) to develop a comprehensive ITP that provides students 

with learning disabilities with a strong preparation for college.  Interventions 
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aimed at improving social skills and coping strategies by high school educators 

and counselors may prove valuable to adjustment to college life by students with 

learning disabilities.  (Estrada et al., 2006, paragraph 28) 

 

Transition Planning for Emotional Challenges 

Research in the areas of academic and social challenges for IHE students with LD 

was found in larger numbers.  Very few studies and materials were found that addressed 

the emotional challenges faced by the students.  Even less was found that addressed 

transitional practices to meet these challenges.  Pintrich (2004) described a transitional 

program that contained an emotion-based component.  Students were taught to monitor, 

control, and regulate certain aspects of their own cognition, motivation, and emotional 

factors affecting them.  When faced with an emotional challenge, students were trained to 

(a) analyze the task or challenge in relation to their own goals and knowledge, (b) 

monitor processes of metacognitive awareness of different aspects of the self and task, (c) 

make an effort to control and regulate their individual response to the situation and the 

task, and (d) finally reflect on the task and self for future goal setting and planning.  

Webster (2004) indicated that developing a sense of belonging and pride in students was 

directly connected to postsecondary success.  Finn (1998) recommended counseling 

along with direct instruction to help students moderate and manage their emotional 

responses.  Cohn (1998) emphasized the importance of reminding students that their 

thoughts and attitudes, not external events, create their feelings.  If students received 

training and support on areas related to self-esteem building, anxiety control, and coping 

strategies for emotionally charged challenges, they were more likely to succeed in the 

IHE (Cohn, 1998; Luffi et al., 2004). 
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Different Viewpoints 

Although the majority of the literature found supported the concept that students 

with LD struggled academically, socially, and emotionally more than their non-disabled 

IHE peers and graduated or attended at lower rates, there were some authors who 

disagreed with the research findings.  Wessel et al. (2009) found that with only slight 

variation in two years of their study, the graduation and retention rates of students with 

any form of disability and students without disabilities were ―statistically the same across 

all student categories‖ (p. 122).  Vogel & Adelman (1992) reported finding graduation 

rates that were very similar between students with LD (39%) and their peers (37%) and 

academic failure rates (17%-18%) that were similar as well.  They also found no 

differences in student GPA at the end of each IHE academic year and that students with 

LD even had slightly higher GPAs.  They cited these findings as evidence that the current 

system of transition and IHE support was meeting the needs of these students.   

Heiman & Kariv (2004) found research results that students with LD may have 

taken slightly longer to graduate, but that they graduated with an equal percentage to their 

non-disabled peers, pursued a variety of majors, were involved in many extracurricular 

activities, were well-adjusted to academic demands, and successfully coped with college 

social life.  Finn (1998) found some disagreement between students and service providers 

as to the nature of support that was important to IHE success.  They found that many of 

the factors addressed in the literature as being important were mentioned by only small 

percentages of their student sample (a) self-advocacy (12.1%), (b) social skills (12.1%), 

(c) services available all year (12.1%), and (d) program evaluations (3%).   
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Summary 

The literature review found that students with LD were likely to face academic, 

social, SD, and emotional challenges both during and after their transition into the IHE 

setting (Aune, 1991; Cohn, 1998; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Komives et al., 2003, Klaus, 

1995; Locke & Layton, 2001; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Roffman; 1994; Scuccimarra 

& Speece, 1990; Tottle 2002).  These challenges were the result of impairments that were 

characteristic of the disability category itself, individual student characteristics of the 

student (Kadison & DiGeronimo, 2005; Synatschk, 1995) or characteristics of the IHE 

environment (Gardiner & Singh, 1991; Harrison, 2003; Locke & Layton, 2001; Shaw et 

al., 1991).  There also appeared to be a lack of organized transitional planning and 

programming that is research and outcome based (Clark, 1996).  There was a significant 

amount of model theory of what transition programs should include (Dietrich & Kelly, 

1993; Sitlington, 1996), but little work on how these programs were put into practice and 

to what effect.  Effective transitional programming was described as containing elements 

to strategically train students how to cope and manage the challenges faced at the IHE 

(Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Sitlington, 1996; Wessel et al., 2009).  An effective program 

would begin early in the student‘s secondary career and would move smoothly and 

without break into services and support offered at the IHE.  Even though there was some 

contradictory information (Heiman & Kariv, 2004; Vogel & Adelman, 1992; Wessel et 

al., 2009), it appeared that students with LD were struggling to proceed smoothly and 

successfully through their first year at the IHE (Rogan & Hartman, 1990; Sitlington & 

Frank, 1990; Tottle, 2002).  Students who managed and coped with the challenges of the 

first year seemed to be successful in graduating (Heiman & Kariv, 2004; Vogel & 
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Adelman, 1992; Wessel et al., 2009) but many students did not re-enroll after their first or 

second semester.  The research in the field indicated that further investigation was needed 

in the area of preparing secondary students for their IHE experience.    



 

 

CHAPTER 3 – METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 

Purpose of Study and Research Questions 

The findings from the literature review revealed four main areas of preparation 

that needed to be addressed in transition programming to prepare students with LD for 

the transition between secondary and IHE settings (a) academic, (b) social, (c) self-

determination (SD), and (d) emotional skill.  All skill sets were important to transition 

success.  Current research demonstrated the challenges faced by IHE students with LD in 

these four areas.  However, the research was predominantly from the perspective of 

students with disabilities or the IHE service provision environment (colleges and 

universities).  This did not indicate whether secondary teachers and administrators had a 

perception of the skills needed by their students once they transitioned into the IHE or if 

the secondary and postsecondary providers agreed on what led to student success after 

transition.  The current study measured provider perceptions on what skills were needed 

for postsecondary success and determined differences between the perceptions of 

providers at the SEC and IHE levels.  The IHE providers anecdotally had first-hand 

experience of the challenges faced by IHE students with and without LD, thus it was 

expected that they could make an assessment of the skills needed to meet these 

challenges. 
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This study was designed to compare differences of perception regarding needed 

skills between the IHE professionals and the secondary professionals who were charged 

with preparing the students for their IHE experience.  The study examined professional 

perceptions related to non-disabled students and students with LD to determine if the 

service providers viewed the preparation of both groups equally.   

This study examined the academic, social, self-determination/advocacy, and 

emotional preparation categories from the perspective of high school special education 

and general education teachers, high school special education and general education 

administrators, and academic support and disability services (with and without 

administrative duties) providers at the IHE level to determine which skills each group 

perceived as being important and to measure any differences found in the perceptions of 

these groups.  Responses were also used to gauge any points of collaboration that could 

be developed to improve student skills and services and any training opportunities that 

would better prepare providers.  The teachers, administrators, and service providers were 

asked to identify student deficits and the importance of skills in each of the four main 

categories that increased the likelihood of IHE success for students with LD.  Statistical 

analysis of the group responses determined any difference in rated importance of the 

skills.   

The primary research questions used to measure perceptions of deficits and 

needed skills and differences in perception included:  

1) What were the academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional skills needed for 

postsecondary success as identified by SEC and IHE professionals, setting sub-

groups, and by specific position roles?  
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2) Were there differences in perception based on group (between the two main 

setting groups and between subgroups or position roles) membership? 

3) How can collaboration be developed between the SEC and the IHE settings to 

provide training for students with LD in areas that will address missing skills and 

improve student success?  

4) What were the training needs in current professional development 

programming to equip professionals to work with students with LD who were 

transitioning into IHE?  

Research Design 

 This study was a mixed method research design.  The design included the 

collection and use of descriptive, parametric and nonparametric statistical data analysis, 

and three open ended questions.  The open-ended questions were added because 

qualitative research had the benefit of providing a more complete level of knowledge 

related to provider opinions, their perceptions of transition services and transition 

planning in direct practice, and the ability to gauge needs in transition training thus 

eliminating gaps between research and practice (Connelly, 2009; Silverstein & Auerbach, 

2009).  Mixed method research allowed respondents to answer certain questions more 

completely and maximized the strengths of both qualitative and quantitative research 

(Connelly, 2009).  While the majority of this study was quantitative and measured 

perceptions of specific skills, there was a need to ask questions with a less measurable 

quality to allow providers to give their insights or suggestions for future practice in a 

more comprehensive and in-depth fashion (Gelo, Braakmann, & Benetka, 2008).   
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The purpose for using mixed method research in this context was to gather 

information that was non-numerical and was more connected to perceived training and 

collaboration needs.  Since these needs were more socially, practice, and verbally based, 

it required a set of questions too lengthy to be practical under a quantitative design and 

allowed respondents to use their own words to describe needs rather than being forced 

into a choice (Gelo et al., 2008; Shinebourne, 2009).  Niaz (2008) stated that mixed 

method research allowed the researcher to gather a wider set of information using the 

strengths of both qualitative and quantitative methods without experiencing their 

weaknesses, thus gathering more useable data.  Mixed method research enabled the study 

to have more explanatory power and implications for practice directly from the words of 

the respondents (Niaz, 2008).    

The independent variables in this study were the service provider setting and 

position role groups.  The dependent variables were the provider perceptions of the 

specific skills that were examined within the categories of academic, social, and 

emotional readiness.  Each skill set was divided into specific identifiable skills.  The 

skills were selected based on their identification within the literature and IHE disability 

practice.  The skills were identified in the various literature and research articles as 

examples, direct survey results, and open-ended student descriptions of IHE needs.   

Instrument 

 The survey (see Appendix B) was developed by the researcher using key 

components from the literature review and was comprised of six sections.  Section one 

was designed to gather demographic data: gender, age, highest degree completed, years 

of experience in their role and in education, employment setting, and position role.  
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Section two assessed the perception of deficits and needed academic skills, section three 

measured perception of deficits and needed social skills, section four measured the 

perceptions of deficits and needed self-determination/advocacy skills, and section five 

measured the perceptions of deficits and needed emotional skills.  The sixth section 

included three open-ended questions designed to determine how to build collaboration 

between professionals and training needed in future professional development programs.  

In sections two through five, skills were rated on a five point Likert-type scale based on 

participant agreement with a presented statement.  The first option was phrased as 

―Strongly Disagree‖, two was ―Disagree‖, three was ―Agree‖, four was ―Strongly 

Agree‖, and the fifth was ―Do Not Know‖.  Choice five was included for the participants 

if they were not familiar enough with the skill set to have an opinion.  Three of the 

questions related to degree of support or effort provided rather than to the agreement or 

disagreement of the participant with the presented statement.  These questions were 

reworded in their Likert rating choices to better reflect the intent of the question.  The 

Likert-type structure eliminated any ambiguity of a neutral answer.  Eight of the 

questions contained Likert-type scales for the respondents to answer based on their 

opinions of general education students and special education students; they were 

answering the questions twice, once for each of the two student groups.  This was done to 

determine if the professionals had different opinions based on student groups (general 

education vs. students with LD).  The final survey consisted of 27 questions (see 

Appendix B).  The survey measure took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. 

Development of the survey instrument was conducted using a three-stage process.  

In stage one, the researcher created questions using the key skills and information found 
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in the literature review.  The questions took the concepts found in the literature and 

presented the information in a manner that assessed participant perceptions of the 

concepts, their rating of the importance of the concept or skill set, their use and 

knowledge of tactics to increase student success and strength in the skills sets, and 

allowed the professionals to provide comments on how secondary educators can better 

prepare students, how IHE providers can better prepare students, and training that could 

be used to address weaknesses created by lack of knowledge, preparation, or use of the 

concepts or skill sets.   

The question pool was then reviewed and refined with the assistance of the 

researcher‘s doctoral committee.  The second stage was to have a jury pool review the 

instrument and to provide feedback on format, question content, and the purpose of the 

study.  The jury pool was formed of educational professionals from each of the 

employment position subgroups.  The jury pool was formed by professionals familiar 

with the concepts of the study and with research design and practice.  The jury pool 

included two special education administrators, two general education administrators, two 

special education teachers, a general education teacher, two IHE disability service 

providers with administrative duties, one IHE disability provider without administrative 

duties, an academic support provider with administrative duties, two academic support 

providers without administrative duties, a Ph.D. level IHE special education faculty 

member, and a Ph.D. level IHE institutional researcher.  The members of this pool 

provided direct feedback to the researcher to aid in instrument development.  The review 

provided by the jury pool resulted in the elimination of questions that were determined 

not to be representative of the intent of the study and the rewriting of questions to clarify 
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the content and meaning of the question.  Changes were also made to adjust the visual 

display and grammatical presentation of the survey. 

The final stage of development was to pilot test the refined survey instrument.  

All pilot study participants were clearly notified that the researcher was conducting a 

practice version of the survey instrument and statistical procedures and that no data 

would be used in the final study or in any other method than to verify that the electronic 

survey delivery and collection method and the proposed statistical analysis would work 

properly.  Trial study participants were also invited to provide feedback on the instrument 

itself if they desired. 

Pilot testing the measure used a non-Indiana sample of IHE providers to eliminate 

the reduction of sample size, creating response bias, and repetition of the measure within 

the Indiana sample at the time of the final survey.  Avoiding repetition was critically 

important for the IHE respondents since this sample was naturally small.  The pilot study 

sample was recruited using a Listserv created for IHE professionals working with 

students with disabilities.  A participation request was posted on this resource.  

Respondents to the query were asked to provide the contact information for the academic 

support professionals at their institutions as well.  The researcher then contacted the 

academic support professionals and asked if they would also be willing to assist in the 

trial test of the study.  A total of 55 IHE respondents participated in the trial study: 18 

Disability Directors/Assistant Directors, 11 Disability Counselors/Advisors, 16 Academic 

Directors/Assistant Directors, and 10 Academic Counselors/Advisors. 

Pilot sampling in the secondary population was conducted in schools in Indiana 

that were eliminated from consideration for the final sample population.  The secondary 
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pilot study participants were recruited using a contact that the researcher had with the 

director of a special education co-op who arranged a sample from the four school systems 

served by the co-op.  A total of 100 professionals from five secondary schools and the co-

op administrators received the trial survey.  Forty-eight respondents participated in the 

trial study by completing the measure: 11 Special Education Teachers, 16 General 

Education Teachers, 9 Special Education Administrators, and 12 General Education 

Administrators. 

The pilot study used the same participant individually coded link, e-mail delivery, 

electronic collection, and statistical analysis procedures that were used in the final study.  

The pilot study resulted in minor editing of the instrument related to visual display and 

spelling/grammar usage.  No major flaws in the instrument or in the collection, delivery, 

or statistical analysis process were discovered in the pilot study testing.     

Participants 

Study participants were secondary (SEC) or IHE service providers and 

professionals currently working with students in the state of Indiana.  The minimum 

educational degree held by participants was a Bachelor of Arts or a Bachelor of Science.  

The main setting groups were created by combining setting subgroups identified in the 

demographic data as SEC, IHE private 2 year, IHE public 2 year, IHE private 4 year, and 

IHE private 4 year. Primary setting groups were originally divided into four position 

subgroups each.  SEC respondent positions were Special Education Administrator [Spec 

Ed Admn], General Education Administrator [Gen Ed Admin], Special Education 

Teacher [Spec Ed Teacher], and General Education Teacher [Gen Ed Teacher].  The IHE 

position roles were Disability Directors [IHE Dis Dir], Disability Counselor [IHE Dis 
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Couns], IHE Academic Support Directors [IHE Acd Dir], and IHE Academic Support 

Counselors [IHE Acd Couns].  See Table 1 for the original provider groups by setting and 

position.  This resulted in a potential 10 groups for comparison.  

Table 1 

Original Provider Employment Setting and Position Groups  

Setting Groups Secondary Providers Postsecondary Providers 

Position Groups 

Spec Ed Admin IHE Dis Dir 

Gen Ed Admin IHE Dis Couns 

Spec Ed Teacher IHE Acd Dir 

Gen Ed Teacher IHE Acd Couns 

 

Only providers working in publicly funded secondary schools were chosen 

because of their legal obligation to provide transition and special education services 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004).  The secondary 

professional sample contained special education teachers, general education teachers, 

general education administrators, and special education administrators.  The teachers 

were identified through their employment at the schools selected for participation.  The 

administrators were employed by the same schools, central administration offices, or 

were part of the special education co-operative servicing the selected schools.  The 

administrators were principals, assistant principals, superintendents, special education 
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directors, assistant directors, guidance counselors, or local education agency (LEA) 

representatives of the co-op.   

Participant secondary schools were selected using two levels of classification.  

The first level of selection was created by the researcher.  Using a map of the state of 

Indiana and list of Indiana IHE provided by the Indiana Higher Education Commission 

(2009) and independent internet browsing, the researcher divided the state into six 

regions.  Each region was formed around a cluster of higher education institutions.  The 

regions were created to balance IHE student populations between regions (see Appendix 

A).  The Southern and Western portions of the state contained several IHE with large 

student populations but fewer small institutions, thus the dividing lines for the regions in 

this area were not equal in number of contained counties.  The regions were less 

geographically selected than they were IHE student body size guided.  The secondary 

schools in each IHE region were then identified.   

The second level of classifying the secondary schools for selection was to place 

the schools into groups based on school size.  Schools were grouped based on their 

Indiana State High School Athletic Association (IHSAA, 2009a) basketball class 

participation.  IHSAA class was chosen as a selection factor because it provided a clear 

size distinction to ensure that large and small schools would be equally represented in the 

study and because it provided an easily accessible list of schools and their contact 

information.  Using information from IHSAA (2009a, 2009b) membership, it was 

determined that there were 360 publically funded secondary institutions divided into four 

class sizes in Indiana which would be included as possible participants in this study 

(Indiana High School Athletic Association, 2009b).   
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Schools were assigned to a class based on their student enrollment for grades nine 

through twelve.  The 4A classification included schools with enrollments of 1,146 or 

higher.  The 3A class contained schools of 583 to 1,145 students.  Class 2A schools had 

enrollments of 330 to 582.  Class 1A enrollments were 55 to 329 (Indiana State High 

School Athletic Association, 2009a).  The schools in each class were divided by address 

into the specific IHE regions and listed in alphabetical order.  Going through each 

region‘s class listing, the schools were assigned a number.  Using numbered tiles in a 

small bag, numbers were randomly drawn and the school that coincided with that number 

was written onto a new list.  Schools were then listed in the number they were drawn 

from the bag.  The schools in each class, in each IHE region became randomly ordered to 

create four lists of schools per region.  Each IHE region had a randomized 4A, 3A, 2A, 

and 1A list.   

To obtain permission from schools to contact the individual participants, the 

researcher began with the first school in each randomized list by class and contacted the 

principal of the school by e-mail (See Appendix A) to request permission to send the 

survey measure to their professional staff.  For principals who did not respond to the e-

mail, telephone contact was used to request permission.  The telephone method was only 

required for two schools.  If the principal did not have the authority to grant or deny the 

request, contact was made with the appropriate school representative.  In two cases this 

was the district Superintendent or Assistant Superintendent.  The researcher proceeded 

through the list in each class until one school from each of the four classes per region 

agreed to participate.  This resulted in a total of 24 secondary schools being chosen for 

participation.  Individual participants were identified by name and e-mail lists provided 
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by the participant school or from lists and contact information found on the school‘s 

webpage.  This process resulted in an n of 1,686 individual Secondary potential 

participants who received survey links.   

There were 112 IHE institutional campuses with physical classroom settings 

identified as granting a minimum of an associate‘s degree in the state of Indiana (Learn 

More Indiana, 2009).  Although this population was smaller than the potential secondary 

population, it was determined that response omission bias and error might be a risk if all 

IHE providers were surveyed and then compared to a sample of secondary providers 

(Bartlett II, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001; Hill, 1998).  Using the minimum sample size 

calculation and chart created by Krejcie and Morgan (1970), a sample size of 86 IHE was 

selected for participation in the study.  Selection resulted in 14 IHE from each of four of 

the created regions and 15 IHE from two of the regions.  IHE were selected for 

participation using a blend of intentional selection and randomization.  Within each of the 

IHE regions created by the researcher, there was at least one major (National Collegiate 

Athletic Association Division 1) state funded institution.  The largest of these institutions 

in each region was automatically included in the sample.  The remaining IHE in each 

region were listed in alphabetical order and then assigned a number.  Numbered tiles 

matching the number of institutions were placed in a bag and were randomly drawn.  

Tiles were drawn until the remaining 13 or 14 participant slots were filled in each region.   

The IHE academic and disability providers at the selected IHE were identified 

through their IHE webpage links, telephone calls to the schools to identify the support 

offices, and through the contact information provided by the Indiana Higher Education 

Commission (2009).  IHE disability service providers were defined as the institutional 
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professional or professionals responsible for Section 504 (Rehabilitation Act, 1973) 

compliance and for direct contact support services provided to students with LD.  The 

position responsibilities for this identification included but were not limited to 

documentation review, verification of documentation, recommendation of 

accommodations, and provision, knowledge, or oversight of institutional support services 

for individuals with LD.  The providers at this level were identified as Directors or 

Assistant Directors (administrative roles with, or without, student contact) and 

Counselors who had only student contact.  The academic support providers were 

identified as individuals working within an identified academic support center or who 

would provide support for students seeking assistance with class scheduling, study, 

organizational, time management, or overall learning skills.  These individuals were 

classified as Directors or Assistant Directors with administrative duties, with or without 

student contact, and Counselors/Advisors who had only student contact roles.  These 

positions included: Director, Assistant Director, Counselor, Advisor, Tutor Coordinator, 

or any role title used to describe an academic support role.  An n of 1,118 IHE providers 

received survey links.    

A total of 2,804 potential participants received surveys.  The secondary providers 

in this group were 150 Special Education Teachers, 1,136 General Education Teachers, 

108 Special Education Administrators, and 292 General Education Administrators (see 

Table 6).  The IHE providers who received surveys were 82 Disability Services 

Directors/Assistant Directors, 39 Disability Services Counselors/Advisors, 209 Academic 

Support Directors/Assistant Directors, and 788 Academic Support Counselors/Advisors 

(see Table 6). 
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Procedures 

An electronic format was selected for the survey to create ease in distribution, 

completion, and collection.  The InQsit
©

 software program that was created by and 

housed on servers at Ball State University was used to design, distribute, and collect 

survey results.  The InQsit
©

 program created a link that was e-mailed to potential 

participants.  The only action required by the participants to begin the survey process was 

to open the e-mail that they received from the researcher and click on the link that was 

contained at the end of the introductory information.  The InQsit
©

 program also allowed 

for a letter of informed consent and electronic agreement to participate preceding the 

opening of the survey.  When the participant clicked on ―I agree‖ they were taken to the 

survey.  If they clicked on ―I decline‖ they exited the survey page.   

Since all participants were contacted based on their employment setting and 

employment position role, it was necessary for the researcher to know the identity of 

individuals receiving surveys.  The researcher developed a nine digit code to create 

individually coded links to the survey.  Table 2 demonstrates the coding structure used 

for the individual links.  The list of participant names and e-mails were placed in a 

Microsoft Excel
©

 spreadsheet.  The code was attached to survey links using the Excel
©

 

feature of connecting information located in different cells.  The list of participants and 

their coded links were kept on the researcher‘s personal computer which was user ID and 

password protected.  Only the researcher and his doctoral committee chair had access to 

this spreadsheet.  Any printed copies were secured in a locked area and were destroyed at 

the completion of the data collection process.  All electronic elements of the spreadsheet 

were deleted at the end of the collection and analysis period as well.  The participants 
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were asked not to share their link with others, and to contact the researcher for a new link 

if they or another participant at their institution had lost theirs.  The coded links also 

aided in the tracking of completed surveys, statistical analysis, and avoiding sending 

reminders to individuals who had completed surveys. 

Table 2 

Survey Participant Link Coding Key 

Digit Represents 

1st - School Type 1=SEC 2=IHE 

  

2
nd

, 3
rd

, 4th - School  24 SEC/86IHE Campuses 

  

5th – Position 

1 = Spec Ed teacher, 2 = Gen Ed teacher,  

3 = Spec Ed Admin, 4 = Gen Ed Admin,  

5 = IHE Dis Dir, 6 = IHE Dis Couns,  

7 = IHE AC Dir, 8 = IHE AC Couns 

  

6
th

,7
th

, 8th – Individual Number of persons in specific job role 

9th – School Size 

1 = A SEC, 2 = 2A SEC, 3 = 3A SEC, 4 = 4A 

SEC, 5 = 0-600 IHE, 6 = 601 – 1,400 IHE, 7 = 

1,401 – 3,400 IHE, 8 = 3,401+ IHE 

 

 

The researcher composed an e-mail inviting the identified individuals to 

participate in the research study.  The message contained an introduction from the 

researcher, the purpose of the study, details of how participants were selected, and the 

survey link (See Appendix A).  Messages were sent directly to the special education 

teachers, general education teachers, special education administrators, and general 

education administrators identified in the secondary participant selection process.  The 

same e-mail was sent to each of the 86 IHE campuses using the contact information from 
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each campus‘ webpage identifying their disability and academic support professionals 

(See Appendix A).   

The invitation e-mail described the identity of the researcher, purpose of the 

study, identification of the sample group, survey procedures, and intended use of the 

results.  Once the survey was accessed, there were instructions and descriptions 

concerning the specific skills being identified and how to use the InQsit
©

 survey with 

emphasis on how to interpret the meaning of each rating category.   

Two weeks after the initial e-mailing of the survey link, a reminder e-mail 

including the link was sent to ask participants for their assistance in completing the 

survey (See Appendix A).  This cycle repeated with a second reminder after another two-

week interval.  The final email announced the closing date of the study.  This resulted in 

a collection cycle of 8 weeks.  As participants completed the survey, their names were 

removed from the reminder mailing list.  Results were collected by the InQsit
©

 software 

as participants clicked on the link and completed the survey.   

Data Analysis 

 All participant quantitative responses were entered as data into the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences Version 17.0
© 

(SPSS) the qualitative, open-ended questions 

were analyzed using the NVIVO 9
© 

software.  First, descriptive statistics measured and 

described the gender, age, years of experience, employment setting, employment position 

role, and highest degree completed of each respondent, and the ratings of perception of 

needed skills.  Secondary employment position roles included special education 

administrators, general education administrators, special education teachers, and general 

education teachers working with students who were preparing to transition into IHE 
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environments.  Administrators were employed directly by the selected schools or by a 

special education cooperative that provided services for the selected schools.  The roles at 

the IHE level were defined as administrative with, or without, student contact or just 

student contact.  Professionals in both the disability services offices and academic 

support offices were included.  These positions included Director of Disability Services 

or Academic Support, Assistant Director, Counselor, or Advisor. 

 Descriptive statistics used were frequency of responses, means of response 

groups, and the standard deviation of responses.  When recording frequency of responses, 

there were three demographic questions on the survey measure that involved interval 

responses.  These questions were (a) What is your current age, (b) How many years of 

experience do you have in your current position, and (c) How many years of experience 

do you have working in the field of education? All other response items were single 

choice items with a distinct coded value.  Frequency recording was conducted using 

regular frequency distribution tables as described by Welkowitz, Ewen, and Cohen 

(1991).   

 The measure of central tendency chosen for descriptive purposes was the mean of 

response groups.  The mean was chosen because it was the measure that took all scores 

into account, it was the most stable measure, and it provided a basis for further evaluation 

using inferential statistics that were limited or non-existent when using other measures of 

central tendency (Welkowitz et al., 1991).  In this study the limited number of response 

items available mediated the primary ―liability‖ of using the mean.  Welkowitz et al. 

(1991) and Glass and Hopkins (1996) stated that results obtained using the mean for 

further analysis could be tainted by wide ranging, or outlier, responses.  In this survey, 



83 

 

 

the items of primary interest were limited to five Likert-type response items.  The fifth 

item, ―Do Not Know‖ was filtered prior to conducting statistical analysis resulting in four 

response categories used for analysis.  The effect of having fewer respondents answering 

with the one or four option did not significantly affect the calculation of the mean.   

 The standard deviation of responses was calculated as part of the descriptive 

statistics.  The standard deviation calculation served two purposes to display the 

variability of responses and to provide information for use with inferential statistical 

analysis.  The standard deviation was the most common and most accurate measure of 

variability and distance from the mean for individual responses (Welkowitz et al., 1991).   

 Secondly, differences between response groups were examined using parametric 

and nonparametric inferential statistics.  The 95% confidence interval and p < .05 were 

chosen as the minimal cutoff for statistical significance.  These criteria allowed for more 

power in interpretation of the data and decreased the possibility of interpretation errors 

based on significance by chance.  The statistics used were: t-Test, Analysis of Variance 

(ANOVA), Kruskal-Wallis H test, General Linear Model (GLM - Repeated Measures), 

and Logistic Regression Analysis.  Originally, there were 10 total response groups of 

interest for potential analysis in this study, two main groups and eight subgroups.  The 

two main groups were secondary professionals and IHE professionals.  These two main 

groups were divided into four subgroups each for a total of eight subgroups.  The four 

secondary subgroups were general education teachers, special education teachers, general 

education administrators, and special education administrators.  The four IHE subgroups 

were disability service providers with administrative duties (with or without student 

contact), disability service providers with student contact duties only, academic support 
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providers with administrative duties (with or without student contact) and academic 

support providers with student contact duties only.  Final analysis of the research 

questions used recoded response groups. Based on the small n of certain response groups, 

recoding resulted in the following setting groups SEC and IHE (categorized into 

subgroups SEC, IHE 2 year institutions (IHE 2), and IHE 4 year institutions (IHE 4)).  

Recoding established SE (special education), GE (general education), IHE DIS (IHE 

disability providers), and IHE AC (IHE academic providers) as the employment position 

groups.     

 For comparison of the differences between the two main setting groups (SEC & 

IHE), the standard t-Test was used for parametric analysis.  The score distribution used 

for the t-Test gave a more exact description of values whereas the normal curve might 

have given a misperception of difference or lack of difference between groups 

(Welkowitz et al., 1991).  The t distribution was also suitable for both large and small 

sample sizes and corrected for statistical error inherent in small populations (Glass & 

Hopkins, 1996; Welkowitz et al., 1991).  The t-Test allowed for comparison of 

differences between the means of two groups using calculations and charts that adjusted 

for sample size.  Analysis using the t-Test determined if there were any significant 

differences between the responses of the groups as the scores were computed and 

analyzed using the prepared t-Test charts in the SPSS
®
 program.        

 For comparison across and between groups of three or more, the parametric 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis H test were used.  

Analysis of differences between setting subgroups (SEC, IHE 2, & IHE 4) and between 

position groups (SE, GE, IHE DIS, & IHE AC) used these analysis procedures.  In order 
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to eliminate the need to run multiple t-Tests to compare groups of three or more, the 

ANOVA was chosen because it allowed for a quick comparison of the means of larger 

numbers of samples (groups) while reducing the possibility of significance by chance 

(Welkowitz et al., 1991).  The ANOVA was based on the null hypothesis that the means 

of the populations from which all samples were drawn were equal (Glass & Hopkins, 

1996; Welkowitz et al., 1991).  The procedure assumed that if the samples and 

populations were normally distributed, then the within-group and between-group variance 

estimates would be close to equal (Welkowitz et al., 1991).  Through statistical analysis 

and computation the ANOVA demonstrated whether there were differences in perception 

of needed skills based on employment position group membership.  If the Levene‘s 

statistic was significant in the ANOVA approach indicating non-equal variance, then the 

Welch statistic was used in place of the ANOVA F.   

 The Kruskal-Wallis H test had two major points of value for this study.  Although 

the results were generally similar to ANOVA calculations, this particular test was more 

sensitive to differences in samples with small numbers of responses and responses that 

were not normally distributed (Corder & Foreman, 2009; Glass & Hopkins, 1996).  The 

Kruskal-Wallis test had power efficiency as high as 95% with groups that contained as 

small as five cases and with groups that contained as few as two responses, 90% power 

efficiency could still be obtained (Welkowitz et al., 1991).  According to Glass and 

Hopkins (1996) this procedure was not reliant on exact responses or on the distribution of 

responses but was formulated around the position of responses within a ranked 

―composite distribution.‖ This rank composite was then compared between groups of 

three or more to determine differences in positional rank of responses rather than the 
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exact position of the responses themselves (Corder & Foreman, 2009; Glass & Hopkins, 

1996; Welkowitz et al., 1991).  Although similar to the ANOVA tests, the Kruskal-Wallis 

was able to more acutely report differences in small groups and reduced the effects of 

variance from outlying responses (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). 

 The GLM was an important statistical tool that allowed for the grouping of 

variables to determine tendencies of responses and to detect correlations between the 

grouped variables (Linear Models, 2011; Web Center for Social Research Methods, 

2010).  The GLM had power in accuracy, ease of interpretation, and determination of the 

probability of respondents answering within a given category (Wickens, 2004).  Repeated 

measures allowed for group variables to be measured on the same scale to determine if 

groups had significant differences on the scale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000).  Between 

group analysis in the GLM used an independent variable and multiple dependent 

variables (Linear Models, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000).  Within group analysis used 

the repeated measure to match the dependent variables with each independent variable for 

multiple measurements (Linear Models, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000).  GLM 

analysis in the current study was conducted on some questions asking respondents to rate 

items for general education students and students with LD.  The GLM indicated any 

significant differences between the responses for the two student groups.  Responses 

were recoded combining the SEC position group (SE and GE) responses for general 

education students with the IHE groups (IHE DIS and IHE AC).  The process was 

repeated for the responses that referred to students with LD.  The repeated measure of the 

GLM allowed for analysis of existing questions using recoded respondent groups without 

changing the data or collecting new data.  The repeated measures analyzed for mean 
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differences of responses grouped by position for general education students and students 

with LD.  Means of each student group were measured against each other and by 

respondent position to determine if respondents rated the item differently for students 

with LD compared to their general education peers.   

 The third level of statistical examination was discriminative using logistic 

regression analysis on a set of select questions related to self-determination/advocacy.  

Self-determination was chosen as the category for further analysis due to the literature 

review findings emphasizing these skills as possibly the most predictive for the 

postsecondary success of students with LD (Cook et al., 2007; Karvonen et al., 2004; 

Test et al., 2005).  Logistic regression analysis was used to ―predict performance on a 

criterion‖ using a dichotomous dependent variable created by the researcher (Glass & 

Hopkins, 1996).  This method was chosen because it allowed the researcher to use the 

demographic data collected to predict with some probability how respondents would 

perceive the variable presented by the questions (Howell, 2002).  For purposes of this 

analysis, all ―Do Not Know‖ responses were removed.  The remaining responses were  

re-coded by combining ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ into ―Disagree‖ and 

―Strongly Agree‖ and ―Agree‖ into ―Agree‖.  This created the dichotomy required for 

analysis (Glass & Hopkins, 1996) and respondents were either classified as ―Agree‖ or 

―Disagree‖ in relation to the item presented.  These categories were entered as 0 and 1 in 

SPSS.  For each demographic section, a reference category (RC) was selected to compare 

against the other groups.  Table 3 displays the predictor variables from the demographic 

questions.  ―The conceptual and statistical rationale for logistic regression is conceptually 

similar to multiple regression – combine information from a set of independent variables 



88 

 

 

to predict with maximal accuracy the probability of falling into category 1 or 0 of the 

dichotomous dependent variable‖ (Glass & Hopkins, 1996, p. 183).  This level of 

analysis allowed for a direct examination of groups to determine whether membership in 

a particular group was likely to affect how a respondent would rate an item.   
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Table 3 

Variable Names, Acronyms, and Definitions 

 

Variable Acronym Definition 

Gender rcGender RC = male, Male = 1 and others = 0. 

   Age  Age2030 1 = age group 20-30, 0 = others 

 

Age3140 1 = age group 31-40, 0 = others 

 

Age4150 1 = age group 51-50, 0 = others 

 

Age51+ RC = age group 51+ 

   Highest Degree EduclevMA 1 = Master's degree, 0 = others 

 

EduclevMAcredits 1 = Master's degree + credits, 0 = others 

 

EduclevDoc 1 = Doctorate, 0 = others 

 

EduclevBA RC = Bachelor's degree 

   Employment Setting Set2Year 1 = IHE 2 year school, 0 = others 

 

Set4Year 1 = IHE 4 year school, 0 = others 

 

SetSec RC = Secondary setting 

   Employment Position PosGenEd 1 = General education role, 0 = others 

 

PosSpecEd RC = Special education role 

   Years in Current Job YrCurJob05 1 = 0 to 5 years in current role, 0 = others 

 

YrCurJob610 1 = 6 to 10 years in current role, 0 = others 

 

YrCurJob1120 1 = 11 to 20 years in current role, 0 = others 

 

YrCurJob21+ 1 = 21+ years in current role, 0 = others 

   Years in Education YrEduc05 1 = 0 to 5 years in education, 0 = others 

 

YrEduc610 1 = 6 to 10 years in education, 0 = others 

 

YrEduc1115 1 = 11 to 15 years in education, 0 = others 

 

YrEduc1625 1 = 16 to 25 years in education, 0 = others 

  YrEduc26+ RC = 26+ years 
Note.  RC is noted as the reference category 

 Each major research question utilized different analysis procedures.  Research 

question one identified needed skills for postsecondary student success.  Questions 
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indicating deficits or challenges for students were also used to determine areas where 

needed skills could be developed.  Research question two analysis was conducted to 

determine statistically significant differences between Secondary (SEC) setting providers 

and Institutions of Higher Education (IHE) setting providers.  ANOVA analysis was 

conducted to determine differences between SEC, IHE 2, and IHE 4 setting subgroups.  

A Kruskal-Wallis test was then run to cross-reference the ANOVA or Welch results.  

Analysis was also conducted to determine any statistically significant differences 

between the four employment position groups: Special Education (SE), General 

education (GE), IHE Disability (IHE DIS), and IHE Academic (IHE AC).  For these 

groups, ANOVA or Welch was the first level of analysis and Kruskal-Wallis was 

conducted to confirm or refute the findings.    

Research questions three and four were primarily answered through the open-

ended items of the survey.  Qualitative analysis of open-ended responses was conducted 

using NVIVO
 
9

©
.  This software package allowed the researcher to filter and organize 

themes in responses.  The software aided in the process of collecting the qualitative data 

into meaningful subgroups.  The statistical analysis pieces of the software allowed for a 

more structured report of frequency of responses.  The user identified themes in 

qualitative responses and created a group for each theme in the NVIVO 9
©

 software.  

NVIVO 9
© 

then computed the number of responses coded within each theme and the 

percentage of total responses represented by each theme group (QSR, 2011).  Statistical 

differences found in research question two analysis allowed from some points of 

collaboration and training to be determined for question three.  A second method of 

answering research question four was to identify areas of training needs identified by 
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large numbers of ―Do Not Know‖ responses on survey items.  Items with more than 10% 

―Do Not Know‖ responses represented a training need. 

Results were organized around the major study domains: Academic, Social, Self-

Determination/Advocacy, and Emotion Skills.  The major research questions were 

addressed as they related to the associated study domains.  The data was presented in the 

order of the survey questions.  Quantitative analysis for each question was presented in 

the following order: differences and similarities between respondents by setting and 

setting subgroup for general education students and students with LD and differences and 

similarities between respondent groups based on employment position groups.  GLM and 

Logistic Regression were then presented where used. Skills identified as deficits in and 

needed by students with LD, collaboration points indicated, and training needs identified 

were also presented.  The final analysis was conducted using the open-ended questions to 

determine collaboration points and to identify training needs.   

Summary 

The methodology of this study was designed around the perceptions of secondary 

and IHE service providers.  Electronic creation, delivery, and collection of the survey 

offered an ease of administration for the researcher and the respondents.  The structure of 

the survey contained clear directions to the respondents and increased the likelihood that 

they would accurately and fully complete the survey measure.  This increased the n of 

valid responses.  Participant selection was also designed with randomization in the 

secondary sample and a degree of randomization in the smaller IHE population of 

possible respondents.  The statistical analysis procedures chosen allowed for flexibility 

and power in analysis with both large and small data sets. 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 – RESULTS 

 

 

 

Data Set Compilation 

A total of 2,804 survey links were sent to potential respondents and a total of 584 

partial responses were received.  See Table 4 for the breakdown of recipients by 

employment setting and Table 6 for a breakdown of recipients by position.  All returned 

surveys with incomplete responses were removed (n = 11) from the data set.  Two 

response codes had two completed surveys for each code (n = 4) and these were removed 

from the data set.  This process resulted in a total of 569 responses.   

Descriptive statistics using cross-referencing of responses to the researcher 

created list of coded recipients indicated that 63 respondents had misidentified their 

employment setting or position.  The researcher was certain of the employment setting 

and position of these individuals due to participants being identified through the 

webpages of their institution where their name, position, and email address was located 

or by information obtained from their institution by email or telephone.  The list of 

participants was used to create the individually coded links.  By cross-referencing the list 

of coded links from completed surveys with the list of participants and where the 

respondents‘ emails were sent it was possible to correctly identify the individuals who 

had misidentified themselves.  A total of 46 individuals identified themselves as Special 

or General Educators working in an IHE setting.  Using the created codes, it was 
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determined that these individuals were IHE Disability or Academic Providers in the IHE 

2 year setting.  Two of these respondents were secondary employees who had selected 

the wrong item for Question 4 (What is your employment setting?).  The majority had 

miss-answered question 5 and had identified themselves as working in positions that 

applied to secondary employees only.  The researcher recoded the answers to Question 5 

(What is your employment position?) for all except two of these respondents.  The 

researcher was unable to ensure two of the responses for proper recoding and these two 

responses were removed.  Another 17 respondents self-identified as IHE Disability or 

IHE Academic Providers but were identified by the researcher as working in a Secondary 

setting.  This group contained Secondary General Education or Special Education 

Teachers who identified themselves as Academic or Disability Providers and IHE 

employees who had selected an incorrect box on Question 4.  The researcher recoded the 

answers for Question 4 and/or Question 5 for these individuals with certainty in all cases 

except for one respondent who was removed from analysis.  The final data set used for 

analysis included 566 respondents which equated to a 20.19 % response rate.  This 

response rate was in-line with return rates that were expected from an on-line survey 

(Dillman et al., 2009).   

Descriptive Statistics of Respondents 

 It was determined that the initial decision to analyze data based on employment 

setting (Question 4) and employment position/role (Question 5) would need to be 

redefined.  These two questions had several categories with a small number of responses 

and were re-coded for the purpose of more meaningful analysis.  These two categories 

were the basis for analyzing the data since they were the most relevant to answering the 
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primary research questions.  The initial setting categories were (a) Secondary, (b) IHE 

Public 2 Year, (c) IHE Private 2 Year, (d) IHE Public 4 Year, and (e) IHE Private 4 year 

locations.  Table 4 shows the number of surveys distributed and the valid responses from 

each of these setting categories.   

Table 4 

Distributed Surveys and Responses by Original Employment Setting Groups 

              

  

Surveys Distributed 

 

Valid Responses 

  

n % 

 

n % 

Secondary  1,686 60.1  368 65.0 

IHE Public 2 Yr  610 21.7  75 13.3 

IHE Private 2 Yr  27 1.0  10 1.8 

IHE Public 4 Yr  332 11.8  72 12.7 

IHE Private 4 Yr  149 5.3  41 7.2 

Total  2,804 100.0  566 100.0 

 

 The number of respondents from IHE Private 2 Year (n=10) was too low to be 

statistically valid.  As a result, Question 4 was recoded to include the following setting 

categories for analysis; Secondary (SEC), IHE 2 Year (IHE2), and IHE 4 Year (IHE4).  

Table 5 demonstrates the frequency of responses using this new categorization. 

Table 5 

Frequency of Responses by Recoded  

 

Employment Setting Categories 

 

    n % 

SEC 

 

368 65.0 

IHE2 

 

85 15.0 

IHE4 

 

113 20.0 

Total   566 100.0 
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 The category of employment position/role of respondents was grouped into eight 

subgroups (a) Special Education Teacher [Spec Ed Teacher], (b) General Education 

Teacher [Gen Ed Teacher], (c) Special Education Administrator [Spec Ed Admin], (d) 

General Education Administrator [Gen Ed Admin], (e) IHE Disability Director [IHE Dis 

Dir], (f) IHE Disability Counselor [IHE Dis Couns], (g) IHE Academic Support Director 

[IHE Acd Dir], and (h) IHE Academic Support Counselor [IHE Acd Couns].  Table 6 

shows the survey distribution and response frequencies based on these categories. 

Table 6 

Distributed Surveys and Responses by Original Employment Position Groups 

 

                     

  

Surveys Distributed 

 

Valid Responses 

  

n % 

 

n % 

Spec Ed Teacher 

 

150 5.3 

 

49 8.7 

Gen Ed Teacher 

 

1,136 40.5 

 

247 43.6 

Spec Ed Admin 

 

108 3.9 

 

30 5.3 

Gen Ed Admin 

 

292 10.4 

 

42 7.4 

IHE Dis Dir 

 

82 2.9 

 

29 5.1 

IHE Dis Couns 

 

39 1.4 

 

12 2.1 

IHE Acd Dir 

 

209 7.5 

 

63 11.1 

IHE Acd Couns 

 

788 28.1 

 

94 16.6 

Total   2,804 100.0   566 100.0 

 

 Three of the employment position categories had a low number of responses (a) 

Special Education Director (n=30), (b) IHE Disability Director (n=29), and (c) IHE 

Disability Counselor (n =12).  These categories were recoded to create larger response 

rate categories for analysis.  The recoded position categories included (a) Special 

Education Providers (SE), (b) General Education Providers (GE), (c) IHE Disability 
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Providers (IHE DIS), and (d) IHE Academic Support Providers (IHE AC).  Table 7 

shows the frequency of responses using this recoding strategy. 

Table 7 

Frequency of Responses by Recoded Employment Position Categories 

 

    n % 

SE 

 

79 14.0 

GE 

 

289 51.1 

IHE DIS 

 

41 7.2 

IHE AC 

 

157 27.7 

Total   566 100.0 

 

 The first seven questions of the survey were designed to collect demographic data 

from respondents.  Table 8 displays the frequencies of responses to these questions  

cross-tabulated by respondent answers to Question 5 where they were asked to identify 

their employment position.  The majority of respondents were (a) female, (b) in one of 

the position roles with a general education connotation (GE and IHE AC), (c) had a 

master‘s degree or higher, (d) were in their current role under 15 years, (e) over the age 

of 40, (f) had been in the education field less than 15 years, and (f) working in an SEC 

setting. 
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Table 8 

Frequencies of Responses Cross-Tabulated by Employment Position (Question 5)  

  SE GE DIS AC Total 

 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Gender 

          Male 11 13.9 140 48.4 9 22.0 48 31.0 208 37.0 

Female 68 86.1 149 51.6 32 78.0 109 69.0 358 63.0 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100.0 566 100.0 

           

Age 

          20-25 2 2.5 13 4.5 0 0.0 2 1.3 17 3.0 

26-30 5 6.3 42 14.5 7 17.1 20 13.0 74 13.1 

31-35 8 10.1 46 15.9 3 7.3 21 13.0 78 13.8 

36-40 12 15.2 28 9.7 5 12.2 14 8.9 59 10.4 

41-45 12 15.2 40 13.8 3 7.3 17 11.0 72 12.7 

46-50 11 13.9 39 13.5 3 7.3 18 12.0 71 12.5 

51-55 16 20.3 34 11.8 8 19.5 22 14.0 80 14.1 

56+ 13 16.5 47 16.3 12 29.3 43 27.0 115 20.3 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100.0 566 100 

           

Degree 

          BA/BS 3 3.8 26 9.0 3 7.3 8 5.2 40 7.1 

BA/BS + 13 16.5 78 27.1 3 7.3 29 18.7 123 21.7 

Master's 13 16.5 62 21.5 16 39.0 58 37.4 149 26.5 

MA + 48 60.8 115 39.9 14 34.1 50 32.3 227 40.5 

Doctorate 2 2.5 7 2.4 5 12.2 10 6.5 24 4.2 

Unknown 

  

1 0.0 

  

2 0.0 3 0.0 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100.0 566 100.0 

           

Setting 

          SEC 79 100.0 289 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 368 65.0 

IHE 2yr 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 31.7 72 45.9 85 15.0 

IHE 4yr 0 0.0 0 0.0 28 68.3 85 54.1 113 20.0 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100.0 566 100.0 
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Table 8 cont. SE GE IHE DIS IHE AC Total 

 n % n % n % n % n % 

Years in Role 

          0-5 27 34.2 85 29.4 16 39.0 76 48.4 204 36.0 

6-10 15 19.0 74 25.6 11 26.8 37 23.6 137 24.2 

11-15 11 13.9 32 11.1 5 12.2 22 14.0 70 12.4 

16-20 13 16.5 26 9.0 4 9.8 7 4.5 50 8.8 

21-25 5 6.3 24 8.3 1 2.4 6 3.8 36 6.4 

26-30 4 5.1 14 4.8 3 7.3 5 3.2 26 4.6 

31+ 4 5.1 34 11.8 1 2.4 4 2.5 43 7.6 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100 566 100 

           Years in 

Education 

          0-5 7 8.9 42 14.5 5 12.1 24 15.0 78 14.0 

6-10 13 16.5 65 22.5 8 20.0 35 22.0 121 22.0 

11-15 13 16.5 45 15.6 7 17.0 17 11.0 82 15.0 

16-20 12 15.2 30 10.4 7 17.0 34 22.0 83 15.0 

21-25 9 11.4 31 10.7 6 15.0 15 9.6 61 11.0 

26-30 10 12.7 30 10.4 2 4.9 7 4.5 49 8.7 

31+ 15 19.0 45 15.6 6 15.0 24 15.0 90 16.0 

Unknown 

  

1 0.3 

  

1 0.6 2 0.3 

Total 79 100.0 289 100.0 41 100.0 157 100.0 566 100.0 

 

Organization of Results 

 Due to the complexity of the study, it was determined to organize the results 

around the major study domains: Academic, Social, Self-Determination/Advocacy, and 

Emotion Skills.  The major research questions were addressed as they related to the 

associated study domains.  The data was presented in the order of the survey questions.  

Data on the differences between respondents by setting and position was collected for 

every question (Major Question 2).  Needed skills analysis (Major Question 1), and 

collaboration (Major Question 4) determinations were made using questions where these 
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determinations were possible.  Quantitative analysis for each question was presented in 

the following order: differences and similarities between respondents by employment 

setting (SEC & IHE), employment setting sub-group (SEC, IHE 2, & IHE 4), and 

employment position, skills identified as needed, collaboration points indicated, and 

training needs identified.  The final analysis presented was conducted using the open-

ended questions to determine collaboration points (Major Question 3) and to identify 

training needs (Major Question 4).   

To detect differences between respondents by employment setting (SEC & IHE) 

t-Test was used.  ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis analyses were conducted for employment 

setting subgroups (SEC, IHE 2, IHE 4) and employment position (SE, GE, IHE DIS, IHE 

AC).  GLM with repeated measures was used to analyze differences between provider 

perceptions related to general education students and students with LD.  For a select 

group of questions, Logistic Regression Analysis was used to identify demographic data 

that could be used to predict responses.  To determine needed skills, questions directly 

identifying skills and questions indicating student deficits were analyzed.  Training needs 

were identified by analyzing the frequency of ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  Items where 

10% or more of the respondents answered ―Do Not Know‖ indicated a training need to 

increase provider awareness and perceptions.  Collaboration points and training needs 

were determined through analysis of themes found in the open-ended questions using 

NVIVO 9
©

. 

Academic Skills 

Analysis was conducted to determine statistically significant differences between 

Secondary (SEC) employment setting providers and Institutions of Higher Education 
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(IHE) employment setting providers.  ANOVA (if Levene‘s statistic indicated unequal 

variance the Welch statistic was used) was used to determine differences and similarities 

between SEC (Secondary), IHE 2 year institutions (IHE 2), and IHE 4 year institutions 

(IHE 4) employment setting sub-groups.  A Kruskal-Wallis test was then run to cross-

reference the ANOVA results.  Analysis was then conducted to determine any 

statistically significant differences between the four employment position groups: Special 

Education (SE), General Education (GE), IHE Disability (IHE DIS), and IHE Academic 

(IHE AC).  For these groups, ANOVA was the first level of analysis and Kruskal-Wallis 

was conducted to confirm the findings.    

Predictive of Student Academic Success at the Postsecondary Level 

  Respondents rated a series of items presented as being predictive of student 

academic success at the IHE level.  A five point Likert-type scale was used with 1 = 

Strongly Disagree (for when you are strongly unfavorable to the concept being presented 

and are in total disagreement), 2 = Disagree (when you are somewhat unfavorable), 3 = 

Agree (when you are somewhat favorable), 4 = Strongly Agree (when you are strongly 

favorable of the concept and are in total agreement), and 5 = Do Not Know (for questions 

in which you are unable to answer due to a lack of perception or understanding of the 

item).  This Likert-type scale was used with the exception of three questions that used 

different rating items and definitions.   

―Completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in high school‖ 

was the first item rated as being predictive of postsecondary success.  Table 9 displays 

the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to general education students and 

students with LD.  For general education students, 22 respondents (3.9%) selected ―Do 
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Not Know‖ leaving the remaining responses as valid (n = 544).   In testing for significant 

differences between SEC (M = 3.06) and IHE (M = 3.09) employment setting groups, 

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.49, p = .49) assuring equal 

variance.  Both groups agreed in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that completion of Algebra 

II with a B or higher while still in high school was predictive of postsecondary success 

for general education students.  No significant differences were found between the two 

groups (t = -.48, df 542, p = .63).   

For completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in high school 

as predictive of success for postsecondary students with LD, 53 respondents (9.4%) 

selected ―Do Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) did not answer the question leaving 

the remaining responses as valid (n = 512).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (2.60, p = .11) assuring equal variance when testing for differences between 

SEC (M = 2.65) and IHE (M = 2.83) employment setting groups.  Both setting groups had 

levels of disagreement that completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while 

still in high school was predictive of the postsecondary success of students with LD. A 

significant difference was found between the two groups at the p < .05 level (t = -2.20, df 

= 510, p = .03).  IHE respondents rated lesser levels of disagreement (M = 2.83) than 

their SEC counterparts (M = 2.65) that completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or 

higher while in high school was predictive of postsecondary success for students with 

LD.   

 

 

 



102 

 

 

Table 9 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Completion of Algebra II with a B or Higher While  

in High School by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

       

Completion of Algebra II with a B 

or higher while in high school Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 359 3.06 0.77 
   

 
IHE 185 3.09 0.78 -0.48 542 0.63 

        
Students with LD SEC 342 2.65 0.87 

   

 
IHE 170 2.83 0.08 -2.20 510 0.03* 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, SEC providers perceived that completion of Algebra II and 

higher level math skills were predictive of Academic Success for general education 

students but not students with LD.   

Analysis on completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in 

high school as predictive of postsecondary success was conducted using the three 

employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.06), IHE 2 (M = 3.06), and IHE 4 (M = 

3.12) respondents agreed in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that completion of Algebra II 

with a grade of B or higher while still in high school was predictive of postsecondary 

success for general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (.24, p = .79) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups (F = .22, df 2, p = .80).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA and did not indicate significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 270.23, IHE 2 = 273.22, and IHE 4 = 279.77 (χ
2
 = .36, df 2, p = .84).  For students 
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with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 2.65), IHE 2 (M = 2.76), and IHE 

4 (M = 2.88) groups disagreed from the upper levels of ―Disagree‖ that completion of 

Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in high school was predictive of success 

for postsecondary students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 

level (1.92, p = .15) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant 

differences by employment setting sub-groups (F = 2.82, df 2, p = .06).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 

246.92, IHE 2 = 266.39, and IHE 4 = 283.34 (χ
2
 = 5.49, df 2, p = .06). By employment 

setting sub-group, respondents agreed that completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or 

higher was predictive of postsecondary success for general education students but not for 

students with LD 

Table 10 displays the ANOVA data for completion of Algebra II with a B or 

higher while still in high school as predictive of postsecondary success when referring to 

general education students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  

Means ranged from the upper levels of ―Disagree‖, SE (M = 2.95) and IHE DIS (M = 

2.93), to the lower levels of ―Agree‖, GE (M = 3.09) and IHE AC (M = 3.14) by 

employment position when referring to general education students.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .99, p = .40) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA analysis did not find significant differences (F = 1.55, df 3, p = .20) between 

position groups.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 246.81, GE = 276.63, IHE DIS = 246.68, 

and IHE AC = 285.24 (χ
2
 = 5.10, df = 3, p = .16) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.   
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Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in 

high school was predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD with means 

ranging from 2.64 to 2.85.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(2.44, p = .06) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences 

between the employment position groups (F = 1.88, df 3, p = .13).  Kruskal-Wallis 

analysis confirmed the ANOVA results with no significant differences between group 

mean ranks of SE = 255.09, GE = 244.63, IHE DIS = 266.10, and IHE AC = 278.74 (χ
2
 = 

5.45, df 3, p = .14) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 10 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Completion of Algebra II with a B or Higher While in  

High School by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Completion of Algebra II with a 

B or higher while in high school Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 2.95 0.76 

   

 

GE 282 3.09 0.77 
3 1.55 0.20 

 

IHE DIS 40 2.93 0.76 

 

IHE AC 145 3.14 0.78    

        
Students With LD SE 75 2.71 0.87    

 GE 267 2.64 0.09 
3 1.88 0.13 

 IHE DIS 40 2.75 0.71 

 IHE AC 130 2.85 0.88 

                   

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 
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The providers in general education support roles (GE & IHE AC) indicated that 

completion of Algebra II with a B or higher was predictive of success for postsecondary 

general education students.  Special education support providers (SE & IHE DIS) tended 

towards ―agree‖, but indicated that completion of Algebra II was not predictive of general 

education student postsecondary success.  There was no significant difference between 

these ratings. Referring to students with LD, all groups indicated disagreement that 

completion of Algebra II with a grade of B or higher was predictive of student success.    

A General Linear Model (GLM) was designed by combining the SEC position 

group (SE and GE) responses for general education students with the IHE groups (IHE 

DIS and IHE AC).  The process was repeated for the responses that referred to students 

with LD.  The repeated measure of the GLM allowed for analysis of the same questions 

using recoded respondent groups (Linear Models, 2011).  The repeated measures 

analyzed for mean differences of responses grouped for general education students and 

students with LD.  The means of the general education student responses were then 

analyzed against the responses for students with LD.  When analyzing completion of 

Algebra II with a grade of B or higher while still in high school as predictive of 

postsecondary success, 341 SEC and 170 IHE providers (n = 511) responded to the item.  

Assuming sphericity, the mean for general education students (M = 3.06) and the mean 

for students with LD (M = 2.71) were significantly different at the p < .05 level (Type III 

SQ = 1.07, df 1, F = 4.43, Partial Eta Squared = .01, p = .04).  Providers indicated 

completion of Algebra II was needed more by general education students than students 

with LD.   
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Collaboration to teach higher level math skills across educational levels was 

indicated.  A training need was indicated by the statistically significant difference 

between completion of Algebra II being predictive of the success of general education 

students and students with LD.  This indicated a misperception concerning the 

importance of Algebra II and higher level math for students with LD.   

Table 11 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to general 

education students and students with LD concerning the second item, ―Skim reading 

skills (Ability to gain comprehension of reading material without having to look at the 

material word-for-word. - For example, reading: bold print words only, first sentences of 

paragraphs, or speed reading)‖ is predictive of postsecondary student success.  Referring 

to general education students, 13 respondents (2.3%) answered ―Do Not Know‖ and one 

(0.2%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 552).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.24, p = .27) assuring equal 

variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.36) and IHE (M = 3.22) employment setting 

groups.  Both groups agreed that the ability to skim read was predictive of postsecondary 

success for general education students.  A significant difference was found between 

groups at the p < .05 level (t = 2.04, df 550, p = .04).  The SEC respondents agreed at a 

higher level that skim reading skills were predictive of success for postsecondary general 

education students.   

Referring to skim reading skills as predictive of postsecondary success for 

students with LD, 36 respondents (6.4%) answered ―Do Not Know‖ and two (0.4%) did 

not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 528).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.43, p = .24) assuring equal variance for 
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comparison of SEC (M = 3.06) and IHE (M = 3.03) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups agreed from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that skim reading skills were predictive 

of postsecondary success for students with LD.  No significant differences were reported 

between setting groups (t = .37, df 526, p = .71) when referring to postsecondary students 

with LD.  

Table 11 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Skim Reading by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

  

      

Skim reading Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 360 3.36 0.72 
   

 
IHE 192 3.22 0.80 2.04 550 0.04* 

        
Students with LD SEC 350 3.06 0.83 

   

 
IHE 178 3.03 0.91 0.37 526 0.71 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Respondents by employment setting indicated that skim reading was predictive of 

postsecondary success for general education students and students with LD.   

Analysis was conducted on skim reading as predictive of postsecondary success 

when referring to general education students and students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.36), IHE 2 (M = 3.20), and IHE 4 (M = 

3.23) respondents agreed that skim reading skills were predictive of postsecondary 

success for general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (.62, p = .54) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups (F = 2.14, df 2, p = .12).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SEC = 284.84, 
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IHE 2 = 257.04, and IHE 4 = 263.65 (χ
2
 = 3.50, df 2, p = .17).  For students with LD by 

employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 3.06), IHE 2 (M = 3.03), and IHE 4 (M = 3.03) 

groups agreed from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that skim reading skills were predictive 

of postsecondary success for students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p ˂ .05 level (1.29, p = .28) assuring equal variance.   ANOVA did not detect 

significant differences by setting sub-groups (F = .07, df 2, p = .93).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 

264.92, IHE 2 = 261.19, and IHE 4 = 265.60 (χ
2
 = .05, df 2, p = .98). By employment 

setting sub-group, respondents agreed that skim reading skills were predictive of 

postsecondary success for general education students and students with LD 

Table 12 displays the ANOVA data for the ability to skim read as predictive of 

postsecondary success when referring to general education students and students with LD 

by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all 

employment position groups perceived that skim reading skills were predictive of 

postsecondary success for general education students with means ranging from 3.10 to 

3.44 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.37, p = .25) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences between groups (F = 

2.24, df 3, p = .08).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA results with no 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 298.95, GE = 281.00, IHE DIS 

= 233.78, and IHE AC = 267.99 (χ
2
 = 6.08, df 3, p = .11) when referring to postsecondary 

general education students.   

For skim reading as predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment position, means were SE (M = 3.17), GE (M= 3.03), IHE AC 
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(M = 3.07) in ―Agree‖ and IHE DIS providers (M = 2.90) tending towards agree 

indicating limited disagreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(1.28, p = .28) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences 

between groups (F = .99, df 3, p = .40) reported by ANOVA.  Kruskal-Wallis testing 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE 

= 283.90, GE = 259.57, IHE DIS = 241.19, and IHE AC = 270.18 (χ
2
 = 3.04, df 3, p = 

.39) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.    

Table 12 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Skim Reading by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

 

Skim reading Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 3.44 0.64 

   

 

GE 283 3.33 0.74 
3 2.24 0.08 

 

IHE DIS 40 3.10 0.78 

 

IHE AC 152 3.25 0.81    

        
Students With LD SE 77 3.17 0.82    

 GE 273 3.03 0.83 
3 0.99 0.40 

 IHE DIS 40 2.90 0.93 

 IHE AC 138 3.07 0.90 

                   

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Providers grouped by employment position indicated that skim reading was 

needed for general education students. Three employment position groups indicated that 

skim reading skills were predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD (SE, 

GE, and IHE AC).  The IHE DIS providers had a low level of disagreement that skim 
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reading skills were predictive of the success of students with LD.  This rating was not 

significantly different than the ratings of the other groups.  No statistically significant 

differences in the perceptions of the groups were reported.  The GLM was constructed 

using 349 SEC and 178 IHE responses (n = 527).  Assuming sphericity, no statistical 

difference between the mean for general education students (3.31) and students with LD 

(M = 3.05) was found (Type III SQ = .75, df 1, F = 3.52, Partial Eta Squared = .01, p = 

.06).  Collaboration to teach skim reading and similar reading strategies across 

educational levels and from all support positions was indicated.  Training for IHE DIS 

providers on the perceived need for skim reading skills was indicated.    

 The third item under ―predictive of student academic success‖ was, ―Academic 

preparation with a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade.‖  Table 13 displays the 

t-Test data by employment setting groups for general education students and students 

with LD.  Referring to general education students, 18 respondents (3.2%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‘ and two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were considered valid (n = 546).  Comparing SEC (M = 3.24) and IHE (M = 

3.24) employment setting groups, Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (.15, p = .70) assuring equal variance.  Both groups agreed that academic 

preparation from a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of 

postsecondary success for general education students.  No significant difference between 

employment setting groups was reported (t = .11, df 544, p = .91) when referring to 

postsecondary general education students.  Referring to students with LD, 42 respondents 

(7.5%) selected ―Do Not Know‘ and three respondents (0.5%) did not answer the 

question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 521).  Comparing SEC (M 
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= 2.86) and IHE (M = 2.99) employment setting groups, Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (1.27, p = .26) assuring equal variance. Both groups 

disagreed with low levels of disagreement and tended towards ―Agree‖ that a rigorous 

course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success for 

students with LD.   No significant difference was indicated between employment setting 

groups (t = -1.61, df 519, p = .11) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 13 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Academic Preparation with a Rigorous Course Load 

Beginning in the 8
th

 Grade by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Academic preparation with a 

rigorous course load beginning in 

the 8th grade Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 359 3.24 0.71 
   

 
IHE 187 3.24 0.75 0.11 544 0.91 

        
Students with LD SEC 346 2.86 0.83 

   

 
IHE 175 2.99 0.85 -1.61 519 0.11 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, providers agreed that a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 

grade was predictive of success for general education students.  The provider groups 

indicated levels of disagreement tending towards ―Agree‖ that academic preparation from 

a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success 

for students with LD. 

Analysis was conducted on academic preparation with a rigorous course load 

beginning in the 8
th

 grade as predictive of postsecondary success when referring to 
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general education students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting 

sub-group.  SEC (M = 3.24), IHE 2 (M = 3.26), and IHE 4 (M = 3.21) respondents agreed 

that a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of the postsecondary 

success of general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (.07, p = .93) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups (F = .10, df 2, p = .90).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 273.19, 

IHE 2 = 277.96, and IHE 4 = 271.19 (χ
2
 = .11, df 2, p = .95) when referring to 

postsecondary general education students.  For students with LD by employment setting 

sub-group, SEC (M = 2.86) and IHE 2 (M = 2.90) had levels of disagreement tending 

towards ―Agree‖ and IHE 4 (M = 3.06) groups agreed in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that 

a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success 

for students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant (.20, p = .82) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by employment setting sub-

groups (F = 2.14, df 2, p = .12).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 252.73, IHE 2 = 260.73, and IHE 4 = 

290.39 (χ
2
 = 5.43, df 2, p = .07) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. By 

employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that a rigorous course load beginning 

in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success for general education students. 

SEC and IHE 2 indicated levels of disagreement and IHE 4 respondents agreed that a 

rigorous course load was predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD but 

the difference in rating was not statistically significant.  
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Table 14 displays the ANOVA data for a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 

grade as predictive of postsecondary success when referring to general education students 

and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed 

indicating that all employment position groups perceived that a rigorous course load 

beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success for general education 

students with means ranging from 3.05 to 3.28 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (.89, p = .44) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no 

significant differences between groups (F = 2.06, df 3, p = .11).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE 

= 250.89, GE = 279.28, IHE DIS = 235.74, and IHE AC = 284.19 (χ
2
 = 5.86, df 3, p = 

.12) when referring to postsecondary general education students.      

 For a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade as predictive of 

postsecondary success for students with LD, the means were GE (M = 2.83) and IHE DIS 

(M = 2.90) in levels of disagreement tending towards ―Agree‖ and SE (M = 3.00) and 

IHE AC (M = 3.01) indicating agreement in the lower levels of ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.51, p = .68) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA found no significant differences between groups (F = 1.94, df 3, p = .12).  

Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between 

group mean ranks of SE = 274.34, GE = 246.55, IHE DIS = 256.88, and IHE AC = 

283.21 (χ
2
 = 6.91, df 3, p = .39) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   
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Table 14 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Academic Preparation with a Rigorous Course Load 

Beginning in the 8
th

 Grade by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Academic preparation with a 

rigorous course load beginning in 

the 8th grade Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 3.12 0.79 

   

 

GE 282 3.28 0.69 
3 2.06 0.11 

 

IHE DIS 39 3.05 0.76 

 

IHE AC 148 3.28 0.74    

        
Students With LD SE 77 3.00 0.84    

 GE 269 2.83 0.82 
3 1.94 0.12 

 IHE DIS 39 2.90 0.75 

 IHE AC 136 3.01 0.88 

                   

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Identified by employment position, all respondent groups indicated taking a 

rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of postsecondary success 

for general education students.  SE and IHE AC respondent groups agreed that a rigorous 

course load was predictive of academic success for students with LD and GE and IHE 

DIS groups indicated levels of disagreement.  There was no significant difference 

between these ratings.  The GLM included 343 SEC responses and 173 IHE responses (n 

= 516).  Assuming sphericity, no significant differences were found between general 

education students (M = 3.24) and students with LD (M = 2.90) (Type III SQ = .85, df 1, 

F = 3.38, Partial Eta Squared = .01, p = .07).  Collaboration to provide a rigorous course 
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load for general education students and students with LD was indicated.  Training to 

increase the advising and scheduling of a rigorous course load for students with LD was 

indicated. 

The Following Items are Predictive of Academic Success for Students with LD 

The next question asked providers to rate responses for students with LD only.  

The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly 

Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The first item was, ―reduced testing and 

assignment loads in secondary courses.  (e.g. fewer assignments, fewer test questions, 

…).‖  In answering this item, 38 respondents (6.7%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and three 

(0.5%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 

525).  Table 15 displays the t-Test data by employment setting for reduced testing and 

assignment loads in secondary courses as predictive of postsecondary success.  Equal 

variance could not be assured when analyzing for differences between SEC (M = 2.53) 

and IHE (M = 2.09) employment setting groups as Levene‘s statistic was significant at 

the p < .01 level (F = 8.16, p = .001).  Both employment setting groups disagreed and the 

IHE respondents tended towards ―Strongly Disagree‖ that reduced testing and assignment 

loads at the secondary level were predictive of the postsecondary success of students with 

LD.  A significant difference at the p < .001 level was found between groups (t = 6.23, df 

342.21, p < .001), IHE providers had greater levels of disagreement that reduced testing 

and assignment loads in secondary courses were predictive of academic success for 

students with LD compared to SEC respondents.  
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Table 15 

t-Tests Analysis for Academic Skill Reduced Testing and Assignment Loads in Secondary  

 

Courses by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

 

      

Reduced testing and 

assignment loads in Secondary 

Courses Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 352 2.53 0.77 
   

 
IHE 173 2.09 0.77 6.23 342.21 <.001*** 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Analysis was conducted on reduced testing and assignment loads in the secondary 

setting as predictive of postsecondary success for student with LD using the three 

employment setting subgroups.  SEC respondents (M = 2.53) and IHE 2 (M = 2.22) 

respondents had levels of disagreement and IHE 4 (M = 1.98) respondents strongly 

disagreed that reduced testing and assignments were predictive of postsecondary success 

for students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .001 level (10.65, p < 

.001) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between groups (Welch F = 23.42, df1 2, df2 157.79, p < .001).  Tamhane 

post-hoc analysis found a significant difference between SEC (M = 2.53) and IHE 2 (M = 

2.22) providers at the p < .01 level with a .31 mean difference.  A significant difference at 

the p < .001was found between SEC (M = 2.53) and IHE 4 (M = 1.98) providers with a 

.55 mean difference.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a 

statistically significant difference in mean ranks of SEC = 289.00, IHE 2 = 236.05, and 

IHE 4 = 189.27 (χ
2 

= 41.27, df 2, p<.001).  IHE respondents by primary and subgroup 
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setting disagreed more strongly that reduced testing and assignments in secondary 

courses were predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD.     

 Table 16 displays the ANOVA data concerning reduced testing and assignment 

loads at the secondary level as predictive of postsecondary success by respondents‘ 

employment position.  The means were SE respondents (M = 2.63), GE (M = 2.50), IHE 

AC (M = 2.12) indicating levels of disagreement and IHE DIS respondents (M = 1.98) 

indicated strong disagreement by employment position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant 

at the p < .05 level (3.16, p = .03) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA 

found a significant difference between groups (Welch F = 13.11, df1 3, df2 132.68, p < 

.001).  Post-hoc analysis using Tamhane found significant differences at the p < .001 

level between SE respondents (M = 2.63) and IHE DIS respondents (M = 1.98) with a 

mean difference of .66.  The IHE DIS respondents had greater levels of disagreement.  At 

the p < .001 level, a difference was found between SE (M = 2.63) and IHE AC (M = 2.12) 

with a mean difference of .51.  IHE AC respondents had greater levels of disagreement.  

Significant differences were also found between GE (M = 2.50) and IHE DIS (M = 1.98) 

with a mean difference of .53 and GE (M = 2.50) and IHE AC (M = 2.12) with a mean 

difference of .38.  The IHE DIS and IHE AC respondents had greater levels of 

disagreement.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA results and indicated a significant 

difference in the group mean ranks of SE = 302.31, GE = 285.34, IHE DIS = 188.10, and 

IHE AC = 216.70 (χ
2 

= 38.68, df 3, p<.001).  The IHE DIS and IHE AC mean ranks were 

lower indicating greater levels of disagreement compared to the SE and GE that reduced 

testing and assignment loads in secondary courses were predictive of postsecondary 

success for students with LD.    
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Table 16 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Reduced Testing and Assignment Loads in Secondary 

Courses by Respondents’ Employment Position 

             

Reduced testing and 

assignment loads in 

secondary courses Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 76 2.63 0.83 

    
 GE 276 2.50 0.75 

3 132.68 13.11 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 1.98 0.86 

 IHE AC 133 2.12 0.74 

                    

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

  

 A point for collaboration and training was noted.  The IHE providers by setting 

and position groups were significantly stronger in disagreement than were the SEC 

providers that reducing the number of tests, test questions, and assignments at the 

secondary level was predictive of future student success.  Collaboration to prepare 

students for the change in accommodations between the SEC level (Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) and the IHE level (Rehabilitation Act, 

1973) would better prepare them for transition.  Training for the SEC providers would 

better equip them to understand the impact of secondary accommodations and the change 

at transition faced by students. 

 The second item examined for ―predictive of academic success‖ was, ―Different 

assignments and tests in secondary courses (e.g. no multiple choice questions, word 

banks for testing, oral tests, not writing assignments, etc. …).‖ Forty-two respondents 
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(7.4%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the question leaving the 

remaining responses as valid (n = 523).  Table 17 displays the t-Test data by employment 

setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.94, p = .33) assuring 

equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.61) and IHE (M = 2.28) employment 

setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that different assignments and 

tests in secondary courses were predictive of the postsecondary success of students with 

LD.  A significant difference was indicated between groups at the p < .001 level (t = 4.42, 

df 521, p < .001) with IHE respondents indicating greater levels of disagreement 

compared to SEC respondents that different assignments and tests at the secondary level 

were predictive of success for postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 17 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Different Assignments and Tests in Secondary Courses  

by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

       

Different assignments and tests in 

secondary courses Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 354 2.61 0.77 
   

 
IHE 169 2.28 0.85 4.42 521 <.001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis of different assignments and tests in the secondary setting as predictive 

of postsecondary success for students with LD was conducted by respondents‘ 

employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.61), IHE 2 (M = 2.33), and IHE 4 (M = 

2.25) employment setting sub-groups indicated levels of disagreement that different 

assignments and tests in secondary courses were predictive of postsecondary success for 
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students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.14, p = 

.12) assuring equal variance.  The ANOVA found a significant difference in the ratings of 

employment setting sub-groups (F = 9.97, df 3, p < .001).  Bonferroni post-hoc analysis 

found a significant difference at the p < .05 level between SEC (M = 2.61) and IHE 2 (M 

= 2.33) with a .28 mean difference.  The IHE 2 respondents had greater levels of 

disagreement.  A significant difference was found at the p < .001 level between SEC (M 

= 2.61) and IHE 4 (M = 2.25) with a .37 mean difference.  The IHE 4 respondents had 

greater levels of disagreement.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and 

indicated a statistically significant difference in mean ranks of SEC = 280.04, IHE 2 = 

233.91, and IHE 4 = 216.31 (χ
2 

= 18.57, df 2, p < .001).  The IHE respondents had greater 

levels of disagreement than SEC respondents by employment setting and employment 

setting sub-groups that different assignments and tests at the secondary level were 

predictive of academic success for students with LD. 

Table 18 displays the ANOVA data for different assignments and tests in 

secondary courses as predictive of postsecondary success by respondents‘ employment 

position.  The means were SE (M = 2.74), GE (M = 2.58), IHE AC (M = 2.39) with levels 

of disagreement and IHE DIS (M = 1.95) in strong disagreement by employment position 

that different assignments and tests at the secondary level were predictive of 

postsecondary success for students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (.67, p = .57) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated significant 

differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 10.62, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc 

analysis using Bonferroni found significant differences at the p < .001 level between SE 

respondents (M = 2.74) and IHE DIS respondents (M = 1.95) with a mean difference of 
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.79.  The IHE DIS respondents had stronger disagreement.  At the p < .05 level, a 

difference was found between SE (M = 2.74) respondents and IHE AC (M = 2.39) 

respondents with a mean difference of .35.  The IHE AC respondents had greater levels 

of disagreement.  Differences were also indicated between GE (M = 2.58) and IHE DIS 

(M = 1.95) with a mean difference of .63.  The IHE DIS respondents were stronger in 

disagreement.  A significant difference was indicated at the p < .05 level between IHE 

DIS (M = 1.95) and IHE AC (M = 2.39) respondents with a mean difference of .44.  The 

IHE DIS respondents were stronger in disagreement.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA results and indicated a significant difference in the mean ranks of SE = 300.49, 

GE = 274.35, IHE DIS = 169.96, and IHE AC = 241.05 (χ
2 

= 27.74, df 3, p < .001).  THE 

IHE DIS respondents‘ mean rank indicated stronger disagreement than the other 

employment position groups.  The IHE employment setting and position groups had 

greater levels of disagreement than were the SEC setting and position groups that 

different assignments and tests in secondary courses were predictive of success for 

students with LD.    
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Table 18 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Different Assignments and Tests in Secondary Courses  

by Respondents’ Employment Position 

          

Different assignments and tests 

in secondary courses Position n M SD df F p 

        

Students With LD SE 77 2.74 0.77 

   
 GE 277 2.58 0.77 

3 10.62 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 1.95 0.82 

 IHE AC 129 2.39 0.83 

           

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Points for collaboration and training were noted.  The IHE providers were 

stronger in disagreement that different assignments and tests at the secondary level were 

predictive of student success.  The disagreement of all provider groups indicated that 

these adjustments were not predictive of the success of students with LD.  Collaboration 

to prepare students for the change in accommodations between the SEC level (Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004) and the IHE level (Rehabilitation 

Act, 1973) would better prepare them for transition.  Training for the SEC providers 

would better equip them to understand the impact of secondary accommodations and the 

change at transition faced by students. 

 The third item examined for ―predictive of academic success‖ was, ―Academic 

accommodations for postsecondary courses (e.g. books in electronic format, note takers, 

audio recording of lectures, access to notes used by the professor, etc. …).‖ For this item, 

32 respondents (5.7%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not answer the 
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question leaving the remaining responses as valid (n = 531).  Table 19 displays the t-Test 

data by employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F 

= .07, p = .79) assuring equal variance for comparing SEC (M = 3.17) and IHE (M = 

3.53) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that academic accommodations 

for postsecondary courses were predictive of the success of students with LD.  A 

significant difference was indicated between groups at the p < .001 level (t = -6.03, df 

529, p < .001).  The IHE providers had higher levels of agreement that academic 

accommodations for postsecondary courses were predictive of success for students with 

LD.   

Table 19 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Academic Accommodations for Postsecondary Courses  

 

by Respondents Employment Setting 

  

      

Academic accommodations 

for postsecondary courses Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 349 3.17 0.70 
   

 
IHE 182 3.53 0.57 -6.03 529 <.001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis was conducted for academic accommodations for postsecondary courses 

as predictive of success for students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-

groups.  SEC (M = 3.17), IHE 2 (M= 3.41), and IHE 4 (M = 3.63) groups were all in 

agreement that academic accommodations for postsecondary courses were predictive of 

success for students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(.90.  p = .41) assuring equal variance.  A significant difference was found between 
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employment setting subgroups (F = 20.74, df 2, p < .001).  Bonferroni post-hoc analysis 

identified a significant difference at the p < .01 level between SEC (M = 3.17) and IHE 2 

(M = 3.41) respondent means with a .25 mean difference.  The IHE 2 respondents had 

higher levels of agreement.  A significant difference was indicated at the p < .001 level 

between SEC (M = 3.17) and IHE 4 (M = 3.63) with a .46 mean difference.  The IHE 4 

respondents had higher levels of agreement.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and 

indicated a significant difference in respondent mean ranks of SEC = 240.35, IHE 2 = 

289.05, and IHE 4 = 336.61 (χ
2 

= 40.44, df 2, p < .001).   The higher IHE 2 and IHE 4 

mean ranks indicated greater levels of agreement that the academic accommodations for 

postsecondary courses were predictive of success for students with LD.   

Table 20 displays ANOVA data concerning academic accommodations for 

postsecondary courses as predictive of success for students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment position.  All respondent position groups agreed that academic 

accommodations in postsecondary courses were predictive of success for students with 

LD with means ranging from 3.08 to 3.56 by employment position.  The GE respondents 

(M = 3.08) were in the lower levels of ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p < .05 level (.32, p = .81) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found significant 

differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 19.40, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc 

Bonferroni analysis identified significant differences at the p < .001 level between SE 

respondents (M = 3.46) with a higher level of agreement than GE respondents (M = 3.08) 

with a mean difference of .38.  At the p < .001 level, a difference was found between GE 

(M = 3.08) with a lower level of agreement and IHE DIS (M = 3.56) respondents with a 

mean difference of .48.  A mean difference of .44 was indicated between the lower 
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agreement of GE (M = 3.08) respondents and IHE AC (M = 3.52) respondents.  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between the group 

mean ranks of SE = 297.85, GE = 223.80, IHE DIS = 321.31, and IHE AC = 313.51 (χ
2 

= 

52.60, df 3, p<.001).  SE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC mean ranks indicated higher levels of 

agreement compared to GE that academic accommodations for postsecondary courses 

were predictive of success for students with LD.     

Table 20 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Academic Accommodations for Postsecondary Courses by  

 

Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Academic accommodations for 

postsecondary courses Position n M SD df F p 

        

Students With LD SE 78 3.46 0.57 
  

 
 GE 271 3.08 0.71 

3 19.40 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 39 3.56 0.55 

 IHE AC 143 3.52 0.58    
        

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

IHE respondents by employment setting and position groups were stronger in agreement 

that academic accommodations were predictive of success at the postsecondary level for 

students with LD.  GE providers had the lowest level of agreement.  There were no 

needed skills, collaboration, or training points indicated by this item. 

The final item examined for ―predictive of academic success‖ was, ―Testing 

accommodations at the postsecondary level (e.g. extended test taking time, distraction 

reduced testing, reading of tests, etc…).‖ Twenty-six respondents (4.6%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining responses 
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as valid (n = 539).  Table 21 displays the t-Test data by employment setting.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F =.12, p = .73) assuring equal variance 

for comparing SEC (M = 3.18) and IHE (M = 3.51) employment setting groups. Both 

groups agreed that testing accommodations at the postsecondary level were predictive of 

success for students with LD.  A significant difference was found between groups (t = -

5.48, df 537, p < .001) with the IHE respondents having higher levels of agreement that 

testing accommodations at the postsecondary level were predictive of success for 

students with LD.   

Table 21 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Testing Accommodations at the Postsecondary Level 

by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

         

Testing accommodations at the 

postsecondary level Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 353 3.18 0.70 
   

 
IHE 186 3.51 0.56 -5.48 537 <.001*** 

        
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis was conducted for testing accommodations at the postsecondary level as 

predictive of success for students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-

groups.  SEC (M = 3.18), IHE 2 (M = 3.40), and IHE 4 (M = 3.59) respondents agreed 

that testing accommodations at the postsecondary level were predictive of success for 

students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.65, p = .52) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant difference between groups (F = 

17.15, df 2, p < .001).  Bonferroni post-hoc analysis found a significant difference 
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between SEC (M = 3.18) and IHE 2 (M = 3.40) providers at the p < .05 level with a .22 

mean difference. The IHE 2 respondents had higher levels of agreement.  A significant 

difference at the p < .001was found between SEC (M = 3.18) and IHE 4 (M = 3.59) 

providers with a .41 mean difference.  The IHE 4 respondents had higher levels of 

agreement.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a significant 

difference in group mean ranks of SEC = 246.88, IHE 2 = 290.21, and IHE 4 = 332.94 (χ
2 

= 32.37, df 2, p<.001). IHE respondents by employment setting and setting sub-groups 

had higher levels of agreement that testing accommodations in postsecondary courses 

were predictive of success for students with LD.   

 Table 22 displays the ANOVA data for testing accommodations at the 

postsecondary levels as predictive of success for students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all position groups perceived 

testing accommodations in postsecondary courses as predictive of success for students 

with LD with means ranging from 3.10 to 3.58 by employment position.  GE providers 

(M = 3.10) were in the lower levels of ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p < .05 level (.72, p = .54) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between groups (F = 17.35, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis 

identified significant differences at the p < .001 level between SE respondents‘ (M = 

3.47) higher level of agreement and GE respondents (M = 3.10) with a mean difference of 

.37.  Also at the p < .001 level, a difference was found between GE (M = 3.10) 

respondents‘ lower level of agreement and IHE DIS (M = 3.58) respondents with a mean 

difference of .48.  Statistical differences at the p < .001 level were found between GE (M 

= 3.10) lower levels of agreement and IHE AC (M = 3.49) with a mean difference of .39.  
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Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences in group 

mean ranks of SE = 306.15, GE = 229.79, IHE DIS = 327.88, and IHE AC = 310.04 (χ
2 

= 

46.92, df 3, p<.001).  The SE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC mean ranks indicated greater levels 

of agreement than the GE mean rank that testing accommodations at the postsecondary 

level were predictive of success for students with LD.     

Table 22 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Testing Accommodations at the Postsecondary Level by 

Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Testing accommodations at the 

postsecondary level Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 79 3.47 0.60   
 

 GE 274 3.10 0.70 
3 17.35 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 3.58 0.50 

 IHE AC 146 3.49 0.58    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    All respondent means indicated agreement and the IHE respondents by primary 

setting and position groups agreed at higher levels that testing accommodations at the 

postsecondary level were predictive of success for students with LD.  There were no 

needed skills, collaboration, or training needs identified through the quantitative analysis 

of this item. 

The Following are Significant Challenges to Postsecondary Success 

The next question to address academic skills and services asked respondents to 

provide their perceptions for both general education students and students with LD.  The 

Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, 
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and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The question was, ―The following are significant 

challenges to student postsecondary success.‖ The first item presented was, ―Cognition – 

(critical thinking skills and being able to utilize learning strategies beyond fact 

memorization).‖  

Table 23 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to general 

education students and students with LD.  For general education students, three 

respondents (0.5%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and the remaining responses were 

considered valid (n = 563).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 

2.93, p = .09) assuring equal variance for comparison between SEC (M = 3.36) and IHE 

(M = 3.38) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that cognition was a 

significant challenge for general education students.  No significant difference was 

indicated between groups (t = -.295, df 561, p = .77).  For cognition as a significant 

challenge for postsecondary students with LD, nineteen respondents (3.4%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were valid for analysis (n = 546).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = .49, p = .48) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.58) 

and IHE (M = 3.58) setting employment groups.  Both groups agreed that cognition was a 

significant challenge for students with LD.  No significant differences were found 

between groups (t = -.058, df 544, p = .95).   
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Table 23 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Cognition by Respondents’ Employment  

 

Setting 

  

      

Cognition Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 366 3.36 0.68 
   

 
IHE 197 3.38 0.63 -0.30 561 0.77 

        
Students with LD SEC 360 3.58 0.56 

   

 
IHE 186 3.58 0.53 -0.06 544 0.95 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Providers by employment setting indicated that cognition was a challenge for general 

education students and students with LD.    

Analysis was conducted for cognition as a significant challenge for postsecondary 

students when referring to general education students and students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.36), IHE 2 (M = 3.32), and 

IHE 4 (M = 3.43) respondents agreed that cognition was a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (2.01, p = .14) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups (F = .72, df 2, p = .49).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 282.00, 

IHE 2 = 270.43, and IHE 4 = 290.78 (χ
2
 = .93, df 2, p = .63) when referring to 

postsecondary general education students.  For students with LD by employment setting 

sub-group, SEC (M = 3.58), IHE 2 (M = 3.59), and IHE 4 (M = 3.57) groups agreed that 

cognition was a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  Levene‘s 
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statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.57, p = .57) assuring equal variance.   

ANOVA did not detect significant differences by setting sub-groups (F = .03, df 2, p = 

.98).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean 

ranks of SEC = 274.22, IHE 2 = 277.91, and IHE 4 = 267.45 (χ
2
 = .31, df 2, p = .86) 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD. By setting sub-group, respondents 

agreed that cognition was a significant challenge for general education students and 

students with LD. 

 Table 24 displays the ANOVA data for cognition as a significant challenge for 

postsecondary students when referring to general education students and students with 

LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all 

position groups perceived cognition as a significant challenge for postsecondary general 

education students with means ranging from 3.21 to 3.41 by respondents‘ employment 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.93, p = .12) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences between groups (F = 

2.35, df 3, p = .07).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 252.43, GE = 290.01, IHE DIS = 257.46, 

and IHE AC = 288.25 (χ
2
 = 5.44, df 3, p = .14) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.   

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived 

cognition as a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD with means 

ranging from 3.53 to 3.68 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (1.70, p = .17) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant 

differences between groups (F = 1.31, df 3, p = .27).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 



132 

 

 

ANOVA with no differences between group mean ranks of SE = 303.37, GE = 266.15, 

IHE DIS = 254.68, and IHE AC = 276.89 (χ
2
 = 5.56, df 3, p = .14) when referring to 

postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 24 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Cognition by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Cognition Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 78 3.21 0.78   
 

 

GE 288 3.41 0.65 
3 2.35 0.07 

 

IHE DIS 40 3.28 0.64 

 

IHE AC 157 3.41 0.62    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.68 0.57    

 GE 282 3.55 0.56 
3 1.31 0.27 

 IHE DIS 40 3.53 0.51 

 IHE AC 146 3.60 0.53    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Cognition was indicated to be a challenge for general education students and 

students with LD.  A GLM including 359 SEC responses and 185 IHE responses (n = 

544) and assuming sphericity did not detect a significant difference between the mean for 

general education students (M = 3.38) and students with LD (M = 3.58) (Type III SQ = 

.05, df 1, F = .23, Partial Eta Squared = .00, p = .63).  Collaboration to teach cognition 

skills to students at both educational levels was indicated. 

 The next item presented as a possible significant challenge to student 

postsecondary success was, ―Time management (Ability to organize and follow a 

schedule for study, work, and social time).‖  Table 25 displays the t-Test data by 
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employment setting when referring to general education students and students with LD.  

Responding for general education students, four respondents (.7%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid 

(n = 561).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.07, p = .30) 

assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.55) and IHE (M = 3.49) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that time management skills were a 

significant challenge for postsecondary general education students.  There were no 

significant differences between groups (t = 1.10, df 559, p = .06).  When rating time 

management as a significant challenge for students with LD, 18 respondents (3.2%) 

answered ―Do Not Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the question leaving the 

remaining responses as valid (n = 547).  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 

level (F = 4.14, p = .04) and equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC 

(M = 3.71) and IHE (M = 3.64) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that time 

management skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  No 

significant differences were found between groups (t = 1.50, df 545, p=.13). 
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Table 25   

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Time Management by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

  

      

Time management Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 366 3.55 0.61 
   

 
IHE 195 3.49 0.62 1.10 559 0.27 

        
Students with LD SEC 360 3.71 0.51 

   

 
IHE 187 3.64 0.51 1.50 375.69 0.13 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    When providers were grouped by setting, time management was indicated to be a 

challenge for general education students and students with LD.     

Analysis was conducted on time management as a significant challenge for 

postsecondary students when referring to general education students and students with 

LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.55), IHE 2 (M = 3.38), 

and IHE 4 (M = 3.58) respondents agreed that time management was a significant 

challenge for general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (1.44, p = .24) assuring equal variance. ANOVA indicated significant 

differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = 3.07, df 2, p = .047).  Post-hoc 

Bonferroni analysis did not detect where the difference occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between the group mean 

ranks of SEC = 286.05, IHE 2 = 246.33, and IHE 4 = 290.59 (χ
2
 = 6.12, df 2, p = .047). 

The higher mean ranks of the SEC and IHE 4 providers indicated higher levels of 
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agreement than the IHE 2 respondents that time management was a significant challenge 

for postsecondary general education students.   

For time management as a significant challenge for postsecondary students with 

LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups, SEC (M = 3.71), IHE 2 (M = 3.59), 

and IHE 4 (M = 3.68) groups agreed that time management was a significant challenge.  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p ˂ .05 level (3.94, p = .02) and equal variance 

could not be assured.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by employment 

setting sub-groups (Welch F = 1.53, df 2, df2 169.99, p = .22).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed 

the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 280.93, IHE 2 = 

251.44, and IHE 4 = 267.72 (χ
2
 = 4.01, df 2, p = .13) for postsecondary students with LD. 

By setting sub-group, respondents agreed that time management was a significant 

challenge for general education students and students with LD. 

Table 26 displays the ANOVA data for time management as a significant 

challenge when referring to postsecondary general education students and students with 

LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all 

employment position groups perceived that time management was a significant challenge 

for postsecondary general education students with means ranging from 3.33 to 3.61 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (3.07, p = .03) and equal 

variance could not be assured.  ANOVA found a significant difference between 

respondent groups at the p < .01 level (Welch F = 4.75, df1 3, df2 132.82, p = .004).  

Post-hoc Tamhane analysis identified a significant difference at the p < .05 level between 

SE (M = 3.35) and GE (M = 3.61) providers with a mean difference of .26.  GE providers 

were stronger in agreement.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and found a 



136 

 

 

significant difference between the group mean ranks of SE = 241.42, GE = 298.13, IHE 

DIS = 230.95, and IHE AC = 281.67 (χ
2
 = 15.46, df 3, p = .001).  The SE mean rank was 

significantly lower indicating a lower level of agreement than the mean rank of the GE 

respondents that time management was a significant challenge for postsecondary general 

education students. 

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived 

time management as a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD with 

means ranging from 3.61 to 3.76 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < 

.01 level (3.96, p = .008) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA found no 

significant differences between groups (Welch F = 1.76, df1 3, df2 141.97, p = .16).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no differences between group mean ranks of 

SE = 297.46, GE = 276.28, IHE DIS = 286.75, and IHE AC = 253.57 (χ
2
 = 7.23, df 3, p = 

.07) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.    
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Table 26 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Time Management by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

         

       Welch  

Time management Position n M SD df df2 F p 

         

General Education Students SE 78 3.35 0.70 
    

 GE 288 3.61 0.57 
3 132.82 4.75 0.004** 

 IHE DIS 39 3.33 0.62 

 IHE AC 156 3.53 0.62 
    

         

Students With LD SE 79 3.76 0.54 
    

 
GE 281 3.70 0.51 

3 141.97 1.75 0.16 
 IHE DIS 40 3.75 0.44 

 
IHE AC 147 3.61 0.53 

    

         
Note. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001.        

Providers by employment position indicated that time management was a 

significant challenge for postsecondary general education students and students with LD.  

A GLM including 366 SEC and 195 IHE respondents (n = 561) assuming sphericity 

found no significant difference between general education students (M = 3.53) and 

students with LD (M = 3.69) (Type III SQ = .05, df 1, F = .27, Partial Eta Squared = .00, 

p = .60).  Collaboration to teach skills in time management at all educational levels was 

indicated.     

The third item under significant challenges was, ―Attention and being able to stay 

on task (Being able to start and focus on a task through completion).‖  Table 27 displays 

the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to general education students and 
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students with LD.  For general education students, three respondents (0.5%) indicated 

―Do Not Know‖ and the remaining responses were valid (n = 563).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.39, p = .07) assuring equal variance for 

comparison between SEC (M = 3.30) and IHE (M = 3.17) employment setting groups.  

Both employment setting groups agreed that skills in attention and being able to stay on 

task were significant challenges for postsecondary general education students.  There was 

a significant difference between groups at the p < .05 level (t = 2.14, df 561, p = .03), 

with SEC respondents having higher levels of agreement that attention and staying on 

task were significant challenges for general education students.   

When rating attention and staying on task as significant challenges for 

postsecondary students with LD, 17 respondents (3.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and 

three (0.5%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 546).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .64, p = .42) assuring equal 

variance for comparison between SEC (M = 3.62) and IHE (M = 3.54) employment 

setting groups.  Both groups agreed that skills in attention and staying on task were 

significant challenges for postsecondary students with LD.  No significant differences 

were found between groups (t = 1.64, df 544, p = 1.0).   
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Table 27 

t-Test Analysis Academic Skill Challenge Attention and Staying on Task by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Attention and staying on task Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 366 3.30 0.70 
   

 
IHE 197 3.17 0.68 2.14 561 0.03* 

        
Students with LD SEC 360 3.62 0.58 

   

 
IHE 186 3.54 0.55 1.64 544 0.10 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Providers by setting indicated that the ability to focus and stay on task was a significant 

challenge for general education students and students with LD.     

Analysis was conducted for attention and staying on task as significant challenges 

for postsecondary students when referring to general education students and students with 

LD by employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.30), IHE 2 (M = 3.18), and IHE 4 

(M = 3.17) respondents agreed that skills in attention and staying on task were significant 

challenges for postsecondary general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (1.70, p = .18) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not 

indicate significant differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = 2.29, df 2, p = 

.10).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the 

group mean ranks of SEC = 292.68, IHE 2 = 262.78, and IHE 4 = 261.70 (χ
2
 = 5.41, df 2, 

p = .07).  For attention and staying on task as significant challenges for postsecondary 

students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 3.62), IHE 2 (M = 3.54), 

and IHE 4 (M = 3.54) groups agreed that skills in attention and staying on task were 
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significant challenges.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.33, p = 

.72) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by 

employment setting sub-groups (F = 1.35, df 2, p = .26).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 282.24, IHE 2 = 

255.89, and IHE 4 = 257.12 (χ
2
 = 4.57, df 2, p = .10).  By employment setting sub-group, 

respondents agreed that skills in attention and staying on task were significant challenges 

for postsecondary general education students and students with LD. 

Table 28 displays the ANOVA data for attention and staying on task as significant 

challenges for postsecondary students when referring to general education students by 

employment position.  For postsecondary general education students the means were SE 

(M = 3.13), GE (M = 3.35) and IHE AC (M = 3.23) in agreement and IHE DIS (M = 2.95) 

in disagreement tending towards ―Agree‖ by employment position.  Levene‘s statistic 

was significant at the p < .01 level (4.51, p = .004) and equal variance could not be 

assured.  ANOVA found a significant difference between groups at the p < .01 level 

(Welch F = 6.17, df1 3, df2 141.52, p = .001).  Tamhane post-hoc analysis indicated a 

difference between the IHE DIS (M = 2.95) providers‘ disagreement and GE (M = 3.35) 

providers‘ agreement at the p < .01 level with a mean difference of .40.  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA results of a significant difference between group mean ranks of 

SE = 255.65, GE = 302.71, IHE DIS = 211.25, and IHE AC = 275.13 (χ
2
 = 17.46, df 3, p 

= .001).  IHE DIS providers had the lowest mean rank and GE respondents had the 

highest mean rank indicating the disagreement of the IHE DIS providers and the 

agreement of the GE providers that attention and staying on task were significant 

challenges for postsecondary general education students.   
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Table 28 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Attention and Staying on Task by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

          

Attention and staying on 

task Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

General Education 

Students SE 78 3.13 0.73   

  
 GE 288 3.35 0.68 

3 141.52 6.17 0.001** 

 IHE DIS 40 2.95 0.60 

 IHE AC 157 3.23 0.69    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 

Table 29 displays the ANOVA data for attention and staying on task as significant 

challenges for postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived attention 

and staying on task as significant challenges for postsecondary students with LD with 

means ranging from 3.51 to 3.71 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (2.61, p = .051) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant 

differences between groups (F = 1.71, df 3, p = .16).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed 

the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 304.65l, 

GE = 275.94, IHE DIS = 245.63, and IHE AC = 259.48 (χ
2
 = 7.78, df 3, p = .051) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.   
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Table 29 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Attention and Staying on Task by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Attention and staying on task Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 79 3.71 0.56   
 

 GE 281 3.60 0.58 
3 1.71 0.17 

 IHE DIS 39 3.51 0.51 

 IHE AC 147 3.54 0.56    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 By position (with the exception of IHE DIS = 2.95 when referring to general 

education students), providers perceived that skills in attention and staying on task were 

significant challenges for postsecondary general education students and students with 

LD.  The GLM created to include 359 SEC and 186 IHE responses (n = 545) assuming 

sphericity found no significant difference between the mean for general education 

students (3.26) and the mean for students with LD (3.59) (Type III SQ = .07, df 1, F = 

.28, Partial Eta Squared = .00, p = .60).  Collaboration to teach students skills in attention 

and staying on task was indicated. 

 The fourth item that addressed a potential significant challenge was, ―Motor skills 

(fine motor like handwriting and typing).‖  Table 30 displays the t-Test data by 

employment setting when referring to postsecondary general education students and 

students with LD.  For general education students, ten respondents (1.8%) indicated ―Do 

Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were valid (n = 555).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 
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(F = 2.43, p = .12) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.48) and IHE 

(M = 2.40) employment setting groups.  Both groups disagreed that motor skills were a 

significant challenge for postsecondary general education students.  There was no 

significant difference found between groups (t = 1.07, df 553, p = .29).  When rating 

motor skills as a challenge for students with LD, 35 respondents (6.2%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 531).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = 2.34, p = .13) assuring equal variance for comparison 

between SEC (M = 2.92) and IHE (M = 2.80).  Both groups had levels of disagreement 

with SEC respondents tending towards ―Agree‖ that motor skills were a significant 

challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  No significant difference was indicated 

between groups (t = 1.72, df 529, p=.09).   

Table 30 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Motor Skills by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

  

      

Motor skills Level n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 362 2.48 0.85 
   

 
IHE 193 2.40 0.79 1.07 553 0.29 

        
Students with LD SEC 349 2.92 0.75 

   

 
IHE 182 2.80 0.79 1.72 529 0.09 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Providers identified by employment setting did not perceive that motor skills were a 

challenge to the postsecondary success of general education students or students with LD.    
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Analysis for motor skills as a significant challenge when referring to 

postsecondary general education students and students with LD was conducted using 

employment setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary general education students, SEC (M 

= 2.48), IHE 2 (M = 2.49), and IHE 4 (M = 2.33) respondents had levels of disagreement 

that motor skills were a significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (2.08, p = .13) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = 1.38, df 2, p = .25).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 282.96, IHE 2 = 284.68, and IHE 4 = 256.90 (χ
2
 = 2.75, df 2, p = .25).  For  

students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 2.92), IHE 2 (M = 2.88), 

and IHE 4 (M = 2.74) groups had levels of disagreement with the SEC respondents 

tending towards ―Agree‖ that motor skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary 

students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.19, p = 

.31) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by 

employment setting sub-groups (F = 2.22, df 2, p = .11).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 272.79, IHE 2 = 

267.82, and IHE 4 = 241.36 (χ
2
 = 4.01, df 2, p = .14).  By employment setting sub-group, 

respondents disagreed that motor skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary 

general education students and students with LD. 

 Table 31 displays the ANOVA data for motor skills as a significant challenge 

when referring to postsecondary general education students by employment position.  

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group 

perceived motor skills to be a challenge for postsecondary general education students 
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with means ranging from 2.28 to 2.53 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at 

the p < .01 level (4.24, p = .006) and equal variance could not be assured.  The ANOVA 

indicated a significant difference between groups at the p < .05 level (Welch F = 2.75, 

df1 3, df2 143.93, p=.045).  Post-hoc Tamhane analysis did not determine where the 

difference occurred between groups.  The p = .045 finding indicated that the significant 

difference was not strong.  The difference between the SE (M = 2.28) and the GE (M = 

2.53) was close to statistically significant (p = .056).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis did not 

confirm the ANOVA results and did not indicate any significant differences between 

group mean ranks of SE = 248.05, GE = 292.54, IHE DIS = 252.18, and IHE AC = 

273.03 (χ
2
 = 7.11, df 3, p = .07) when referring to postsecondary general education 

students.    

Table 31 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Motor Skills by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

  

            

Motor skills Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

General Education 

Students SE 78 2.28 0.70   

  
 GE 284 2.53 0.88 

3 143.93 2.75 0.045* 

 IHE DIS 40 2.30 0.79 

 IHE AC 153 2.42 0.79    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 Table 32 displays the ANOVA data for motor skills as a significant challenge 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD by employment position.  Respondents 

had levels of disagreement indicating that no position group perceived motor skills to be 
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a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD with means ranging from 2.60 

to 2.94 by position.  All groups had levels of disagreement with GE tending towards 

―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.50, p = .06) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F 

= 2.52, df 3, p = .057).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 255.04, GE = 277.89, IHE DIS = 221.04, 

and IHE AC = 261.99 (χ
2
 = 6.70, df 3, p = .08) when referring to postsecondary students 

with LD.   

Table 32 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Motor Skills by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

        

Motor skills Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 78 2.83 0.75   
 

 GE 271 2.94 0.75 
3 2.52 0.06 

 IHE DIS 40 2.60 0.90 

 IHE AC 142 2.85 0.75    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Providers grouped by position did not perceive motor skills to be a significant challenge 

for general education students or students with LD.  The GLM included 347 SEC and 179 

IHE responses (n = 526) to compute the general education student (M = 2.47) and 

students with LD (M = 2.87) means.  Assuming sphericity, no significant difference was 

found between the ratings for the two student groups (Type III SQ = .24, df 1, F = .68, 

Partial Eta Squared = .00, p = .41).   
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 The fifth item presented as a significant challenge was, ―Working memory (ability 

to store information temporarily to then process into written notes or long-term 

memory).‖ Table 33 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to 

general education students and students with LD.  For general education students, six 

respondents (1.1%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 558).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.03, p = .082) assuring equal variance for 

comparison of SEC (M = 3.07) and IHE (M = 2.93) employment setting groups.  SEC 

respondents indicated agreement from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ and IHE providers 

disagreed tending towards ―Agree‖ that working memory was a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students.  There was a significant difference between 

groups at the p < .05 level (t = 2.13, df 556, p = .03).  The SEC providers were in 

agreement and the IHE providers‘ ratings were significantly lower and in disagreement 

that working memory was a significant challenge to the postsecondary success of general 

education students.  

 When rating working memory as a significant challenge for postsecondary 

students with LD, 22 respondents (3.9%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two (0.4%) did 

not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 531).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.91, p = .17) assuring equal variance 

for comparison of SEC (M = 3.46) and IHE (M = 3.40) employment setting groups.  Both 

employment setting groups agreed that working memory skills were a significant 

challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  No significant difference was indicated 

between groups (t = 1.01, df 540, p=.31).   
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Table 33 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Working Memory by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Working memory Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 362 3.07 0.78 
   

 
IHE 196 2.93 0.72 2.13 556 0.03* 

        
Students with LD SEC 356 3.46 0.65 

   

 
IHE 186 3.40 0.59 1.01 540 0.31 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Responses by employment setting indicated that working memory was a challenge for 

students with LD.  SEC providers agreed that working memory was a challenge for 

general education students and IHE providers indicated that it was not a challenge.   

Analysis on working memory as a significant challenge to postsecondary success 

was conducted using employment setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary general 

education students, SEC respondents (M = 3.07) agreed from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ 

that working memory skills were a significant challenge.  IHE 2 (M = 2.99) and IHE 4 (M 

= 2.88) respondents disagreed with IHE 2 respondents tending closely towards ―Agree‖ 

that working memory skills were significant challenges for postsecondary general 

education students.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (3.25, p = .04) 

and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not indicate significant differences 

between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (Welch F = 2.70, df 2, df2 189.91, p = .07).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean 

ranks of SEC = 290.13, IHE 2 = 269.61, and IHE 4 = 252.55 (χ
2
 = 5.84, df 2, p = .054) 
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when referring to postsecondary general education students.  For working memory as a 

significant challenge to postsecondary students with LD by employment setting sub-

groups, SEC (M = 3.46), IHE 2 (M = 3.40), and IHE 4 (M = 3.39) groups agreed that 

working memory skills were a significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.96, p = .38) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

detect significant differences by employment setting sub-groups (F = .51, df 2, p = .60).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks 

of SEC = 277.83, IHE 2 = 259.98, and IHE 4 = 258.92 (χ
2
 = 2.16, df 2, p = .34) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.  By setting sub-group, only the SEC 

respondents agreed that working memory skills were a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students. All setting subgroups agreed that working 

memory skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 34 displays the ANOVA data for working memory as a significant 

challenge when referring to postsecondary general education students and students with 

LD by respondents‘ employment position.  For working memory as a significant 

challenge to the postsecondary success of general education students, means were SE = 

2.88, IHE DIS = 2.83, and IHE AC = 2.96 in disagreement with IHE AC tending towards 

―Agree‖ and GE = 3.12 in the lower levels of agreement that working memory skills were 

a significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.00.  p 

= .11) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found significant differences between groups at 

the p < .01 level (F = 3.86, df 3, p=.009).  Although, ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between groups, the Bonferroni results did not identify where the difference 

occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA results and indicated a 
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significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 254.78, GE = 299.84, IHE DIS 

= 235.98 and IHE AC = 265.99 (χ
2
 = 12.05, df 3, p = .007).  GE providers had the highest 

mean rank and IHE DIS had the lowest rank.  The difference was found between the IHE 

DIS providers‘ level of disagreement and the GE providers‘ level of agreement that 

working memory was a significant challenge for postsecondary general education 

students.   

 Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived 

working memory as a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD with 

means ranging from 3.39 to 3.59.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (.95, p = .41) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant 

differences between groups (F = 1.91, df 3, p = .13).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed 

the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 309.95, 

GE = 268.82, IHE DIS = 265.93, and IHE AC = 257.60 (χ
2
 = 7.62, df 3, p = .054) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.   
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Table 34 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Working Memory by Respondents’ Employment  

Position 

        

Working memory Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 78 2.88 0.82   
 

 

GE 284 3.12 0.76 
3 3.86 0.009** 

 

IHE DIS 40 2.83 0.59 

 

IHE AC 156 2.96 0.75    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.59 0.61    

 GE 278 3.42 0.65 
3 1.91 0.13 

 IHE DIS 40 3.43 0.59 

 IHE AC 146 3.39 0.59    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     When respondents were grouped by position roles, GE respondents were the only 

group to agree that working memory was a challenge for general education students.  All 

position groups indicated that working memory was a challenge for students with LD.  

The GLM included 354 SEC and 184 IHE responses (n = 538) and assumed sphericity to 

determine that there was no significant difference between the ratings for general 

education students (M = 3.04) and students with LD (M = 3.43) (Type III SQ = .24, df 1, 

F = .68, Partial Eta Squared = .00, p = .41).  Collaboration to teach working memory 

skills to students with LD was indicated at both educational levels.       

The sixth item examined as a significant challenge to postsecondary success was, 

―Information processing (being able to connect incoming information into meaningful 

long-term memories).‖ Table 35 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when 
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referring general education students and students with LD.  For general education 

students, eight respondents (1.4%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) 

did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 557).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.37, p = .24) assuring equal variance 

for comparison of SEC (M = 3.20) and IHE (M = 3.16) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups agreed that information processing skills were a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students.  There was no significant difference between 

groups (t = .65, df 555, p = .52) when referring to general education students.  Rating 

information processing as a significant challenge for students with LD, 22 respondents 

(3.9%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 544).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .33, p = .56) assuring equal 

variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.56) and IHE (M = 3.50) employment setting 

groups.  Both groups agreed that information processing skills were a significant 

challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  No significant difference was found 

between groups (t = 1.07, df 542, p = .29) when referring to postsecondary students with 

LD.   
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Table 35 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Information Processing by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Information processing Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 362 3.20 0.75 
   

 
IHE 195 3.16 0.72 0.65 555 0.52 

        
Students with LD SEC 358 3.56 0.60 

   

 
IHE 186 3.40 0.59 1.07 542 0.29 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Provider employment setting groups indicated that information processing was a 

challenge for general education students and students with LD. 

Analysis for information processing as a significant challenge when referring to 

general education students and students with LD was conducted using the employment 

setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary general education students, SEC (M = 3.20), IHE 

2 (M = 3.14), and IHE 4 (M = 3.17) respondents agreed that information processing skills 

were a significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(.71, p = .49) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant differences 

between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .25, df 2, p = .78).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 282.87, 

IHE 2 = 267.83, and IHE 4 = 274.84 (χ
2
 = .81, df 2, p = .67) when referring to 

postsecondary general education students.  For information processing as a significant 

challenge for postsecondary students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M 

= 3.56), IHE 2 (M = 3.54), and IHE 4 (M = 3.47) groups agreed that information 
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processing skills were a significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p ˂ .05 level (.24, p = .79) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect 

significant differences between employment setting sub-groups (F = .87, df 2, p = .42).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks 

of SEC = 279.02, IHE 2 = 270.02, and IHE 4 = 252.01 (χ
2
 = 3.21, df 2, p = .20) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, 

respondents agreed that information processing skills were a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students and students with LD. 

Table 36 displays the ANOVA data for information processing as a significant 

challenge by employment position when referring to general education students and 

students with LD.  SE (M = 2.91) and IHE DIS (M = 2.90) respondents had levels of 

disagreement tending towards ―Agree‖ and GE (M = 3.28) and IHE AC (M = 3.22) 

respondents agreed by employment position that information processing skills were a 

significant challenge when referring to postsecondary general education students.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.83, p = .14) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA found significant differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F 

= 7.47, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated at the p < .01 level that SE 

respondents (M = 2.91) ―Disagreed‖ and GE respondents (M = 3.28) ―Agreed‖ with a 

mean difference of .37.  At the p < .05 level, SE respondents (M = 2.91) ―Disagreed‖ and 

IHE AC (M = 3.22) ―Agreed‖ with a mean difference of .32.  At the p < .05 level, IHE 

DIS providers (M = 2.90) ―Disagreed‖ and GE providers (M = 3.28) ―Agreed‖ with a 

mean difference of .38.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and found 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 227.54, GE = 297.57, IHE DIS 
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= 215.33 and IHE AC = 285.94 (χ
2
 = 21.10, df 3, p < .001).  SE providers had a lower 

rank than GE and IHE AC providers indicating lower item rating and disagreement.  IHE 

DIS providers were lower in rank than the IHE AC providers indicating lower item rating 

and disagreement that information processing was a significant challenge for 

postsecondary general education students.   

 Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived that 

information processing was a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD 

with means ranging from 3.45 and 3.61 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (.31, p = .82) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

find significant differences between groups (F = .78, df 3, p = .51).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of 

295.87, GE = 274.25, IHE DIS = 243.58 and IHE AC = 264.44 (χ
2
 = 4.70, df 3, p = .20) 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   
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Table 36 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Information Processing by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Information processing Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 2.91 0.82   
 

 

GE 286 3.28 0.72 
3 7.47 <.001*** 

 

IHE DIS 39 2.90 0.64 

 

IHE AC 156 3.22 0.72    

        
Students With LD SE 79 3.61 0.63    

 GE 279 3.54 0.59 
3 0.78 0.5 

 IHE DIS 40 3.45 0.50 

 IHE AC 146 3.51 0.55    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     General education support respondents (GE & IHE AC) indicated that 

information processing was a challenge for general education students.  Special education 

support respondents (SE & IHE DIS) indicated that information processing was not a 

challenge for general education students.  For students with LD, all position groups 

indicated that information processing was a challenge to postsecondary success.  A GLM 

was constructed with 362 SEC and 199 IHE responses (n = 561).  Assuming sphericity, 

there was no significant difference between the means for general education students (M 

= 3.19) and students with LD (M = 3.54) (Type III SQ = .02, df 1, F = .06, Partial Eta 

Squared = .00, p = .81).  Collaboration to teach students with LD information processing 

skills at both educational levels was indicated.   
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 The seventh item investigated as a possible significant challenge to student 

postsecondary success was ―Visual memory (remembering items by creating a visual 

image of them).‖ Table 37 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring 

to general education students and students with LD.  For general education students, 18 

respondents (3.2%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and three respondents (0.5%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 545).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .45, p = .50) assuring equal variance for 

comparison of SEC (M = 2.88) and IHE (M = 2.79) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement that visual memory skills were a significant challenge 

for postsecondary general education students.  There was no significant difference 

between groups (t = 1.45, df 543, p = .15) when referring to general education students.     

 Rating visual memory as a significant challenge for postsecondary students with 

LD, 34 respondents (6.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two (0.4%) did not answer the 

question, leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 530).  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = 6.26, p = .013) and equal variance could not be 

assured for comparison of SEC (M = 3.28) and IHE (M = 3.15) employment setting 

groups.  Both groups agreed that visual memory skills were a significant challenge for 

postsecondary students with LD.  A significant difference was found between groups at 

the p < .05 level (t = 2.10, df 390.92, p = .04) with SEC providers rating a higher level of 

agreement that visual memory was a significant challenge for students with LD.       
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Table 37 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Challenge Visual Memory by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Visual memory Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 354 2.88 0.75 
   

 
IHE 191 2.79 0.67 1.45 543 0.15 

        
Students with LD SEC 349 3.28 0.69 

   

 
IHE 181 3.15 0.64 2.10 391 0.04* 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Providers grouped by employment setting did not indicate that visual memory was a 

challenge for general education students.  Visual memory was indicated to be a challenge 

for students with LD.    

Analysis on visual memory as a significant challenge to postsecondary success 

was conducted using employment setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary general 

educations students, SEC (M = 2.88), IHE 2 (M = 2.83), and IHE 4 (M = 2.76) 

respondents had levels of disagreement that visual memory skills were a significant 

challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.53, p = .22) 

assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between groups 

at the p ˂ .05 level (F = 1.28, df 2, p = .28).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with 

no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 279.98, IHE 2 = 

267.89, and IHE 4 = 254.04 (χ
2
 = 2.82, df 2, p = .25) when referring to postsecondary 

general education students.  For visual memory as a significant challenge for 

postsecondary students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 3.28), IHE 
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2 (M = 3.15), and IHE 4 (M = 3.15) groups agreed that visual memory skills were a 

significant challenge.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p ˂ .05 level (3.13, p = .04) 

and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences 

by employment setting sub-groups (Welch F = 2.19, df 2, df2 171.96, p = .12).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC 

= 275.86, IHE 2 = 246.23, and IHE 4 = 244.97 (χ
2
 = 5.77, df 2, p = .056) when referring 

to postsecondary students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents 

disagreed that visual memory skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary 

general education students. Respondent employment setting sub-groups agreed that visual 

memory skills were a significant challenge for students with LD. 

Table 38 displays the ANOVA data for visual memory as a significant challenge 

to postsecondary success when referring to general education students by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no 

employment position group perceived visual memory as a significant challenge to the 

postsecondary success of general education students with means ranging from 2.67 and 

2.94 by position.  The GE providers (M = 2.94) level of disagreement tended towards 

agreement that visual memory skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary 

general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.32, 

p = .81) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found statistically significant differences 

between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 3.65, df 3, p = .013).  Post-hoc Bonferroni results 

identified at the p < .05 level that SE respondents (M = 2.69) were significantly stronger 

in disagreement than GE (M = 2.94) respondents with a mean difference of .25.  Kruskal-

Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA results with a significant difference between 
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group mean ranks of SE= 242.33, GE = 290.45, IHE DIS = 233.15 and IHE AC = 266.96 

(χ
2
 = 10.84, df 3, p=.013).  GE providers had the highest mean rank and SE respondents 

had the lowest rank indicating greater levels of disagreement in the SE group that visual 

memory skills were a significant challenge for postsecondary general education students.    

Table 38 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Visual Memory by Respondents’ Employment  

Position 

        

Visual memory Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 2.69 0.71   
 

 GE 277 2.94 0.75 
3 3.65 0.013* 

 IHE DIS 39 2.67 0.62 

 IHE AC 152 2.82 0.68    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Table 39 displays the ANOVA data for visual memory as a significant challenge 

to postsecondary success when referring to students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position 

groups perceived visual memory as a significant challenge to the postsecondary success 

of students with LD with means ranging from 3.00 to 3.28 by position.  The IHE DIS 

providers (M = 3.00) were in the lower levels of ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .05 level (2.91, p = .03) and equal variance could not be assured.  

ANOVA results did not indicate a significant difference between groups (Welch F = 

2.18, df1 3, df2 137.50, p = .09).  Kruskal-Wallis results indicated a difference between 

group mean ranks of SE = 280.06, GE = 274.64, IHE AC = 253.76, and IHE DIS = 
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216.46 (χ
2
 = 8.15, df 3, p = .04).  The IHE DIS mean rank was significantly lower 

indicating lower levels of agreement than the SE and GE groups that visual memory was 

a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 39 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Challenge Visual Memory by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

          

Visual memory Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 79 3.28 0.75   
  

 GE 270 3.27 0.67 
3 137.5 2.18 0.09 

 IHE DIS 40 3.00 0.68 

 IHE AC 141 3.19 0.62    
 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

  Providers by employment setting and position did not indicate that visual memory 

was a significant challenge to the success of postsecondary general education students.  

The providers identified by employment setting and position agreed that visual memory 

was a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  GLM analysis included 

344 SEC and 178 IHE responses (n = 522) and assuming sphericity did not indicate a 

significant difference between the means for general education students (M = 2.86) and 

students with LD (M = 3.23) (Type III SQ = .04, df 1, F = .17, Partial Eta Squared = .00, 

p = .68).  Collaboration to teach visual memory skills to students with LD at both 

educational levels was indicated.   
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Training in the Following Items is Necessary at the Secondary Level to Facilitate 

Success at the Postsecondary Level 

 The final academic skills question asked respondents to identify training needs in 

the items presented as challenges to facilitate success at the postsecondary level.  Items 

indicated as a significant challenge and a training need, were interpreted to be needed 

skills.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = 

Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The first item investigated as a 

potential training need was cognition.  Table 40 displays the t-Test data by employment 

setting when referring to general education students and students with LD.  For general 

education students, seven respondents (1.2%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and the 

remaining responses were considered valid (n = 559).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .25, p = .62) assuring equal variance for the 

comparison of SEC (M = 3.58) and IHE (M = 3.58) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups agreed that training was needed in cognition for general education students.  No 

significant difference was found between groups (t = -.08, df 557, p = .94) when referring 

to postsecondary general education students.  For cognition as a training need for students 

with LD, 17 respondents (3.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) 

did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid for analysis (n = 547).  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .01 level (F = 8.33, p = .004) and equal 

variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 3.63) and IHE (M = 3.70) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that training in cognition was needed for 

postsecondary students with LD.  No significant difference was identified between 

groups (t = -1.48, df 445.03, p = .14) when referring to students with LD.     
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Table 40 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Cognition by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Cognition Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 362 3.58 0.61 
   

 
IHE 197 3.58 0.56 0.08 557 0.94 

        
Students with LD SEC 358 3.63 0.56 

   

 
IHE 189 3.70 0.47 -1.48 445.03 0.14 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     The SEC and IHE provider employment setting groups indicated that training in 

cognition was needed for general education students and students with LD.  Cognition 

was indicated as a challenge for general education students and students with LD.  By 

setting, providers indicated that skills in cognition were needed by both student groups.    

Analysis was conducted for cognition as a training need when referring to general 

education students and students with LD using employment setting sub-groups.  For 

general education students, SEC (M = 3.58), IHE 2 (M = 3.62), and IHE 4 (M = 3.54) 

respondents agreed that training in cognition was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (1.25, p = .29) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not 

indicate significant differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .44, df 2, p = 

.65).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the 

group mean ranks of SEC = 281.67, IHE 2 = 285.46, and IHE 4 = 270.46 (χ
2
 = .73, df 2, p 

= .69) when referring to general education students.  For students with LD by 

employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 3.63), IHE 2 (M = 3.76), and IHE 4 (M = 3.65) 
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groups agreed that training in cognition at the secondary level was needed by students 

with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p ˂ .001 level (7.71, p ˂ .001) and 

equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences 

between employment setting sub-groups (Welch F = 2.48, df 2, df2 192.64, p = .09).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks 

of SEC = 269.78, IHE 2 = 296.51, and IHE 4 = 270.86 (χ
2
 = 2.97, df 2, p = .23) when 

referring to students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that 

training in cognition was needed by general education students and students with LD.   

Table 41 displays the ANOVA data for cognition as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to general education students by employment position.  

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived cognition 

as a training need at the secondary level for general education students with means 

ranging from 3.44 and 3.62 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (2.12, p = .10) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant 

differences between groups (F = 2.37, df 3, p = .65).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 251.63, GE 

= 289.65, IHE DIS = 248.10 and IHE AC = 284.51 (χ
2
 = 7.10, df 3, p = .07) when 

referring to general education students. 
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Table 41 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Cognition by Respondents’ Employment  

Position 

        

Cognition Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 3.46 0.64   
 

 GE 286 3.62 0.59 
3 2.37 0.07 

 IHE DIS 41 3.44 0.67 

 IHE AC 156 3.62 0.53    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

      

Table 42 displays the ANOVA data for cognition as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to students with LD by employment position.  

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived cognition 

as a training need at the secondary level for students with LD with means ranging from 

3.62 to 3.73 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (2.81, p = 

.04) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups (Welch F = 1.05, df1 3, df2 141.61, p = .37).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SE = 288.65, GE = 264.53, IHE DIS = 288.16 and IHE AC = 280.33 (χ
2
 = 3.39, df 3, p = 

.34) when referring to students with LD.   
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Table 42 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Cognition by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

        

 

Cognition Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 78 3.68 0.61   
  

 GE 280 3.62 0.55 
3 141.6 1.05 0.37 

 IHE DIS 40 3.73 0.45 

 IHE AC 149 3.69 0.48    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 Providers by employment position indicated that training at the secondary level 

was needed in cognition to facilitate postsecondary success for general education students 

and students with LD.  The same providers had indicated that cognition was a challenge 

for general education students and students with LD.  Cognition was indicated as a 

needed skill for general education students and students with LD when providers were 

identified by their employment setting and position roles.  A collaboration point from this 

analysis was for providers to work together and with the same goal of increasing student 

cognition skills throughout their educational process.   

 The next item presented as a possible training need at the secondary level was 

―Time management (Ability to organize and follow a schedule for study, work, and social 

time).‖  Table 43 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to 

general education students and students with LD.  Rating the item for general education 

students, four respondents (.7%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer 
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the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 561).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .05, p = .83) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.59) and IHE (M = 3.60) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in time management skills was needed by general education students.  There 

were no significant differences between groups (t = -.31, df 559, p = .76). Rating for time 

management as a training need at the secondary level for students with LD, 12 

respondents (2.1%) answered ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) did not answer the 

question leaving the remaining responses as valid (n = 550).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.64, p = .20) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.68) and IHE (M = 3.72) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in time management skills was needed by students with LD.  No significant 

differences were indicated between groups (t = -.75, df 548, p = .45). 

Table 43 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Time Management by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Time management Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 365 3.59 0.59 
   

 
IHE 196 3.60 0.58 -0.31 559 0.76 

        
Students with LD SEC 360 3.68 0.53 

   

 
IHE 190 3.72 0.50 -0.75 548 0.45 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Grouped by employment setting, respondents indicated that training was needed in time 

management to enhance the success of general education students and students with LD.  
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Time management was indicated as a challenge for general education students and 

students with LD.  Skills related to time management were needed for both student 

groups. 

Analysis was conducted for time management as a training need at the secondary 

level when referring to general education students and students with LD using 

employment setting sub-groups.  For general education students, SEC (M = 3.59), IHE 2 

(M = 3.58), and IHE 4 (M = 3.62) respondents agreed that training in time management 

skills at the secondary level was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (.04, p = .96) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .19, df 2, p = .83).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 279.55, IHE 2 = 273.32, and IHE 4 = 291.66 (χ
2
 = .97, df 2, p = .61) when 

referring to general education students.  For time management as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to students with LD by employment setting sub-group, 

SEC (M = 3.68), IHE 2 (M = 3.71), and IHE 4 (M = 3.72) groups agreed that training in 

time management skills was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 

level (.91, p = .41) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant 

differences between employment setting sub-groups (F = .30, df 2, p = .74).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC 

= 272.68, IHE 2 = 279.20, and IHE 4 = 282.08 (χ
2
 = .56, df 2, p = .76) when referring to 

students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that training in 

time management skills at the secondary level was needed by general education students 

and students with LD. 
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Table 44 displays the ANOVA data for time management as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to general education students by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position 

groups perceived time management to be a training need at the secondary level for 

general education students with means ranging from 3.44 to 3.65 by position.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.92, p = .43) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA found no significant differences between groups (F = 1.93, df 3, p = .12).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA results with no significant difference in the mean 

ranks of SE = 259.75, GE 284.93, IHE DIS = 242.51, and IHE AC = 294.60 (χ
2
 = 6.92, df 

3, p = .07) when referring to general education students. 

Table 44 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Time Management by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Time management Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 78 3.51 0.60   
 

 GE 287 3.61 0.58 
3 1.93 0.12 

 IHE DIS 41 3.44 0.63 

 IHE AC 155 3.65 0.56    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

      

 Table 45 displays the ANOVA data for time management as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to students with LD by respondents‘ employment 

position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all position groups perceived time 

management as a training need at the secondary level for students with LD with means 
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ranging from 3.65 to 3.77 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 

level (3.67, p = .012) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not indicate 

significant differences between groups (Welch F = 1.46, df1 3, df2 145.03, p = .23).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA results with no differences between the group 

mean ranks of SE = 297.78, GE = 265.63, IHE DIS = 261.30 and IHE AC = 286.21 (χ
2
 = 

5.94, df 3, p = .12) when referring to students with LD.   

Table 45 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Time Management by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

          

Time management Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 79 3.77 0.51   
  

 GE 281 3.65 0.54 
3 145.03 1.46 0.23 

 IHE DIS 41 3.66 0.48 

 IHE AC 149 3.73 0.50    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 

 Providers grouped by employment position indicated that training was needed in 

time management skills for general education students and students with LD.  The 

providers by position indicated that time management was a challenge for general 

education students and students with LD.  The skills related to time management were 

perceived to be needed by both student groups. 

 The third item presented as a possible training need at the secondary level was 

―Attention and being able to stay on task (Being able to start and focus on a task through 
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completion).‖ Table 46 displays the t-Test data by employment setting for general 

education students and students with LD.  For general education students, six respondents 

(1.1%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the 

question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 558).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .002, p = .97) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.43) and IHE (M = 3.43) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in skills related to attention and staying on task was needed by general 

education students.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = .10, df 556, 

p = .92).  Rating for attention and staying on task as a training need for students with LD 

by employment setting, 16 respondents (2.8%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) 

did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 546).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.11, p = .29) assuring equal variance 

for comparison of SEC (M = 3.63) and IHE (M = 3.60) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups agreed that training in skills related to attention and staying on task was needed by 

students with LD in the secondary setting.  No significant difference was indicated 

between groups (t = .67, df 544, p = .50). 
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Table 46 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Attention and Staying on Task by  

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Attention/staying on task Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 361 3.43 0.68 
   

 
IHE 197 3.43 0.68 0.10 556 0.92 

        
Students with LD SEC 358 3.63 0.54 

   

 
IHE 188 3.60 0.55 0.67 544 0.50 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Providers by employment setting indicated training in attention and staying on 

task as needed for general education students and students with LD.  Attention and 

staying on task skills were indicated as challenges for general education students and 

students with LD.  Skills in attention and staying on task were indicated as needed for 

both student groups. 

Analysis for attention and staying on task as a training need at the secondary level 

when referring to general education students and students with LD was conducted using 

employment setting sub-groups.  For general education students, SEC (M = 3.43), IHE 2 

(M = 3.45), and IHE 4 (M = 3.41) respondents agreed that training in skills related to 

attention and staying on task was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (2.23, p = .11) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .07, df 2, p = .93).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 280.07, IHE 2 = 276.43, and IHE 4 = 279.98 (χ
2
 = .05, df 2, p = .98) when 



173 

 

 

referring to general education students.  For attention and staying on task as a training 

need at the secondary level for students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC 

(M = 3.63), IHE 2 (M = 3.60), and IHE 4 (M = 3.60) groups agreed that training in skills 

related to attention and staying on task was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant 

at the p ˂ .05 level (.80, p = .45) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect 

significant differences between setting sub-groups (F = .23, df 2, p = .80).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC 

= 276.30, IHE 2 = 263.85, and IHE 4 = 271.52 (χ
2
 = .63, df 2, p = .73) when referring to 

students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that training in 

skills related to attention and staying on task were needed by general education students 

and students with LD. 

Table 47 displays the ANOVA data for attention and staying on task as a training 

need at the secondary level when referring to general education students by employment 

position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived 

attention and staying on task as a training need when referring to general education 

students with Means ranging from 3.20 to 3.49 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant (.06, p = .98) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated significant 

differences between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 3.57, df 3, p = .014).  Post-Hoc 

Bonferroni analysis did not identify where the difference occurred between groups.  

Kruskal-Wallis testing confirmed the ANOVA results and found a significant difference 

between the group mean ranks of SE = 247.08, GE = 289.02, IHE DIS = 230.33 and IHE 

AC 291.10 (χ
2
 = 10.97, df 3, p = .012).  The IHE DIS group had the lowest mean (3.20) 

and the lowest mean rank (230.33) indicating that IHE DIS providers rated lower levels 
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of agreement that training was needed in attention and staying on task for general 

education students.  The significant difference occurred between the IHE DIS and both 

the GE providers (M = 3.47/rank = 289.02) and IHE AC providers (M = 3.49/rank = 

291.10) with the IHE DIS providers rating lower levels of agreement that training was 

needed in attention and staying on task for postsecondary general education students.     

Table 47 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Attention and Staying on Task by  

Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Attention/staying on task Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 3.29 0.70   
 

 GE 284 3.47 0.67 
3 3.57 0.01* 

 IHE DIS 41 3.20 0.75 

 IHE AC 156 3.49 0.65    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Table 48 displays the ANOVA data for attention and staying on task as a training 

need at the secondary level when referring to students with LD by employment position.  

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived attention 

and staying on task as a training need at the secondary level for students with LD with 

means ranging from 3.53 to 3.72 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < 

.05 level (3.07, p = .03) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not 

indicate significant differences between groups (Welch F = 1.45, df1 3, df2 140.79, 

p=.23).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between 
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the group mean ranks of SE = 296.04, GE = 270.80, IHE DIS = 246.71 and IHE AC = 

273.97 (χ
2
 = 4.10, df 3, p = .25) when referring to students with LD.   

Table 48 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Attention and Staying on Task by 

Respondents’ Employment Position 

         

Attention and staying on 

task Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 78 3.72 0.48   
  

 GE 280 3.61 0.58 
3 140.79 1.45 0.23 

 IHE DIS 40 3.53 0.55 

 IHE AC 148 3.62 0.55    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 

 Training in attention and staying on task at the secondary level was indicated as 

needed for general education students and students with LD.  Skills in attention and 

staying on task were rated as a challenge for general education students by SE = 3.13, GE 

= 3.35, and IHE AC = 3.23.  IHE DIS = 2.95 respondents did not indicate that attention 

and staying on task were a challenge for general education students.  All groups indicated 

that attention and staying on task were challenges for students with LD.  The skills found 

in attention and staying on task were determined to be needed for both student groups.  

Collaboration to teach skills in attention and staying on task across educational levels and 

positions was indicated.   

 The fourth item presented as a possible training need at the secondary level was 

―Motor skills (fine motor like handwriting and typing)‖.  Table 49 displays the t-Test data 
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by employment setting when referring to general education students and students with 

LD.  For general education students, 11 respondents (1.9%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖.  

The remaining responses were valid (n = 555).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p < .05 level (F = .11, p = .75) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 

2.93) and IHE (M = 2.90) employment setting groups.  Both setting groups had levels of 

disagreement tending towards ―Agree‖ that training in motor skills was needed for 

postsecondary general education students.  There was no significant difference between 

groups (t = .39, df 553, p = .70).  For motor skills as a training need for students with LD, 

23 respondents (4.1%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) did not answer the 

question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 539).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .02, p = .89) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.17) and IHE (M = 3.10) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in motor skills was needed by postsecondary students with LD.  No 

significant difference was found between groups (t = 1.04, df 537, p = .30).   
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Table 49 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Motor Skills by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Motor skills Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 361 2.93 0.83 
   

 
IHE 194 2.90 0.82 0.39 553 0.70 

        
Students with LD SEC 355 3.17 0.74 

   

 
IHE 184 3.10 0.78 1.04 537 0.30 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Provider employment setting groups did not indicate that motor skills training was 

needed for general education students.  Respondents by setting indicated that training was 

needed in motor skills for students with LD.  Motor skills were not indicated to be a 

challenge for general education students or students with LD.   

Analysis for motor skills as a training need at the secondary level when referring 

to general education students and students with LD was conducted using employment 

setting sub-groups.  For general education students, SEC (M = 2.93), IHE 2 (M = 2.95), 

and IHE 4 (M = 2.86) respondents had levels of disagreement with the SEC and IHE 2 

respondents tending towards ―Agree‖ that training in motor skills was needed by general 

education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.07, p = 

.13) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between 

groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .35, df 2, p = .70).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 279.69, 

IHE 2 = 281.39, and IHE 4 = 269.85 (χ
2
 = .41, df 2, p = .81) when referring to general 
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education students.  For students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 

3.17), IHE 2 (M = 3.16), and IHE 4 (M = 3.06) groups agreed that training in motor skills 

was needed at the secondary level by students with LD.  IHE 4 respondents were in the 

lower levels of ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.75, p 

= .47) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by 

employment setting sub-groups (F = .98, df 2, p = .38).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 274.17, IHE 2 = 

273.68, and IHE 4 = 252.94 (χ
2
 = 1.83, df 2, p = .40) when referring to students with LD.  

By employment setting sub-group, respondents disagreed that training in motor skills at 

the secondary level was needed by general education students and agreed that the training 

was needed by students with LD. 

Table 50 displays the ANOVA data for motor skills as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to general education students and students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating 

that no employment position group perceived motor skills as a training need when 

referring to general education students with means ranging from 2.66 to 2.99 by position.  

GE (M = 2.99) and IHE AC (M = 2.97) respondents had limited disagreement in the 

upper levels of ―Disagree‖ and tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (1.10, p = .35) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found a 

significant difference between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 3.56, df 3, p = .014).  Post-

Hoc Bonferroni analysis did not detect where the difference occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis 

analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a significant difference between group 

mean ranks of SE = 242.85, GE = 289.85, IHE DIS = 240.79, and IHE AC = 283.97 (χ
2
 = 
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8.82, df 3, p = .03).  The SE and IHE DIS mean ranks were lower indicating greater 

levels of disagreement than the ratings of GE and IHE AC professionals.  The special 

education role professionals were stronger in disagreement that training in motor skills 

was needed for general education students.     

 When rating motor skills as a training need at the secondary level when referring 

to students with LD by respondents‘ employment position, IHE DIS (M = 2.85) 

respondents had a level of disagreement.  SE (M = 3.08), GE (M = 3.20), and IHE AC (M 

= 3.17) respondents agreed that training in motor skills was needed.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (.46, p = .71) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

found a significant difference between position groups at the p < .05 level (F = 2.87, df 3, 

p = .04).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated at the p < .05 level that the significant 

difference was between GE professionals (M = 3.20) who agreed that training was needed 

in motor skills and IHE DIS professionals (M = 2.85) who disagreed with a mean 

difference of .35.  Kruskal-Wallis testing did not provide confirmation for the ANOVA 

and did not detect a significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 257.71, GE 

= 278.80, IHE DIS = 220.58 and IHE AC = 273.45 (χ
2
 = 6.48, df 3, p = .09) when 

referring to students with LD.      
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Table 50 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Motor Skills by Respondents’ Employment  

Position 

        

Motor skills Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 78 2.73 0.82   
 

 

GE 283 2.99 0.83 
3 3.56 0.01* 

 

IHE DIS 41 2.66 0.91 

 

IHE AC 153 2.97 0.78    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.08 0.82    

 GE 277 3.20 0.72 
3 2.87 0.04* 

 IHE DIS 40 2.85 0.86 

 IHE AC 144 3.17 0.74    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 No employment position groups indicated motor skills as a training need or 

challenge for general education students.  SE = 3.08, GE = 3.20, and IHE AC= 3.17 

respondents indicated motor skills as a training need for students with LD.  IHE DIS = 

2.85 did not indicate the need for training.  No position groups indicated motor skills as a 

challenge for students with LD.  The postsecondary group (IHE DIS) working directly 

with students with LD did not indicate motor skills as a deficit.  Collaboration between 

provider groups would serve two purposes better determination of the motor skills of 

students with LD and creation of support for deficits if needed.    

 The fifth item presented as a possible training need at the secondary level was 

―Working memory (ability to store information temporarily to then process into written 

notes or long-term memory)‖.  Table 51 displays the t-Test data by employment setting 
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when referring to general education students and students with LD.  For general 

education students, seven respondents (1.2%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and three 

respondents (0.5%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n 

= 556).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .08, p = .78) 

assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.39) and IHE (M = 3.33) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed that training in skills related to working 

memory were needed at the secondary level by general education students.  No 

significant difference was found between groups (t = .92, df 554, p = .36).  For working 

memory as a training need at the secondary level when referring students with LD by 

employment setting, 17 respondents (3.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) did 

not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 545).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .001, p = .97) assuring equal variance 

for comparison of SEC (M = 3.52) and IHE (M = 3.53) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups agreed that training in skills related to working memory were needed by students 

with LD.  No significant difference was indicated between groups (t = -.15, df 543, 

p=.88). 
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Table 51 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Working Memory by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Working memory Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 361 3.39 0.66 
   

 
IHE 195 3.33 0.68 0.92 554 0.36 

        
Students with LD SEC 357 3.52 0.59 

   

 
IHE 188 3.53 0.58 -0.15 543 0.88 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Only the SEC respondents (M = 3.07) indicated that working memory was a 

challenge for general education students.  Both setting groups identified working memory 

as a challenge for students with LD.  All setting groups indicated that working memory 

was a training need for general education students and students with LD.  Provider setting 

groups indicated that working memory was a needed skill for both student groups. 

Analysis was conducted on working memory as a training need at the secondary 

level using the employment setting sub-groups.  For general education students, SEC (M 

= 3.39), IHE 2 (M = 3.34), and IHE 4 (M = 3.33) respondents agreed that training in skills 

related to working memory were needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (.70, p = .50) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .43, df 2, p = .65).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 282.70, IHE 2 = 268.69, and IHE 4 = 272.30 (χ
2
 = .90, df 2, p = .64) when 

referring to general education students.  For students with LD by employment setting 
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sub-group, SEC (M = 3.52), IHE 2 (M = 3.51), and IHE 4 (M = 3.55) groups agreed that 

training in skills related to working memory were needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.09, p = .91) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

detect significant differences by employment setting sub-groups (F = .09, df 2, p = .91).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks 

of SEC = 272.44, IHE 2 = 266.35, and IHE 4 = 280.03 (χ
2
 = .48, df 2, p = .79) when 

referring to students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that 

training in skills related to working memory was needed by postsecondary general 

education students and students with LD. 

Table 52 displays the ANOVA data for working memory as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to postsecondary general education students and students 

with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all 

employment position groups perceived working memory as a training need at the 

secondary level for general education students with means ranging from 3.10 to 3.44 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.29, p = .84) assuring 

equal variance.  ANOVA found significant differences between groups at the p < .01 

level (F = 5.56, df 3, p = .001).  Bonferroni post-hoc results identified at the p < .05 level 

that SE respondents (M = 3.18) had a lower level of agreement than GE respondents (M = 

3.44) with a mean difference of .26.  GE respondents (M = 3.44) were higher in 

agreement at the p < .05 level than were IHE DIS providers (M = 3.10) with a mean 

difference of .35.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 241.73, GE = 293.62, IHE DIS 

= 224.82 and IHE AC = 282.95 (χ
2
 = 13.91, df 3, p = .003).  GE providers had the highest 
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mean rank indicating greater levels of agreement than the IHE DIS and SE providers that 

training in motor skills at the secondary level was needed by general education students.   

Respondents agreed indicating that all position groups perceived motor skills as a 

training need at the secondary level for students with LD with means ranging from 3.49 

to 3.65 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.76, p = 

.15) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between 

groups (F = 1.66, df 3, p = .17).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between the group mean ranks of SE = 305.47, GE = 263.20, IHE 

DIS = 276.27 and IHE AC = 273.47 (χ
2
 = 5.87, df 3, p = .12) when referring to students 

with LD.   

Table 52 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Working Memory by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

        

Working memory Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 3.18 0.74   
 

 

GE 285 3.44 0.63 
3 5.56 <.001*** 

 

IHE DIS 41 3.10 0.77 

 

IHE AC 154 3.40 0.64    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.65 0.55    

 GE 279 3.49 0.59 
3 1.66 0.17 

 IHE DIS 40 3.53 0.64 

 IHE AC 148 3.53 0.56    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 
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 Providers in employment position groups indicated that training in working 

memory was needed at the secondary level by general education students and students 

with LD.  Only the GE (M = 3.12) respondents indicated that working memory was a 

challenge for general education students.  All position groups identified working memory 

as a challenge for students with LD.  Providers by position indicated that working 

memory was a needed skill for students with LD.  Collaboration to teach working 

memory skills across the educational levels and positions was indicated. 

 The sixth item presented as a possible training need at the secondary level was 

―Information processing (being able to connect incoming information into meaningful 

long-term memories).‖  Table 53 displays the t-Test data by employment setting for 

general education students and students with LD.  For general education students, four 

respondents (0.7%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) did not answer 

the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 561).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .15, p = .70) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.49) and IHE (M = 3.50) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in information processing skills was needed at the secondary level by 

general education students.  No significant difference was identified between groups (t = 

-.29, df 559, p = .78).  Rating information processing as a training need at the secondary 

level for students with LD, 15 respondents (2.7%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two 

(0.4%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 549).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .62, p = .43) assuring equal 

variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.60) and IHE (M = 3.63) employment setting 

groups.  Both groups agreed that training in information processing skills was needed at 



186 

 

 

the secondary level by students with LD.  No significant difference was found between 

groups (t = -.73, df 547, p = .47). 

Table 53 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Information Processing by  

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

     

Information processing Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 364 3.49 0.65 
   

 
IHE 197 3.50 0.65 -0.29 559 0.78 

        
Students with LD SEC 361 3.60 0.58 

   

 
IHE 188 3.63 0.56 -0.73 547 0.47 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Providers by employment setting indicated information processing as a training 

need at the secondary level for general education students and students with LD.  

Information processing skills were indicated as a challenge for general education students 

and students with LD.  Information processing skills were indicated as needed for both 

student groups. 

Analysis on information processing as a training need when referring to general 

education students and students with LD was conducted using employment setting sub-

groups.  For general education students, SEC (M = 3.49), IHE 2 (M = 3.52), and IHE 4 

(M = 3.49) respondents agreed that training in information processing skills was needed 

at the secondary level by general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (.45, p = .64) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not 

indicate significant differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .08, df 2, p = 
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.92).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the 

group mean ranks of SEC = 280.22, IHE 2 = 283.18, and IHE 4 = 281.88 (χ
2
 = .04, df 2, p 

= .98) when referring to general education students.  For information processing as a 

training need at the secondary level for students with LD by employment setting sub-

group, SEC (M = 3.60), IHE 2 (M = 3.59), and IHE 4 (M = 3.66) groups agreed that 

training in information processing skills was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.45, p = .24) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

detect significant differences by setting sub-groups (F = .62, df 2, p = .54).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC 

= 271.85, IHE 2 = 272.37, and IHE 4 = 287.63 (χ
2
 = 1.21, df 2, p = .55) when referring to 

students with LD.  By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that training in 

information processing skills was needed by general education students and students with 

LD. 

Table 54 displays the ANOVA data for information processing as a training need 

at the secondary level when referring to general education students by employment 

position.  Respondents agreed with means ranging from 3.29 to 3.56 indicating that all 

employment position groups perceived that information processing was a training need 

when referring to general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (1.88, p = .13) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found significant 

differences between groups at the p < .01 level (F = 5.13, df 3, p = .002).  Post-hoc 

analysis using Bonferroni, identified at the p < .05 level that SE respondents (M = 3.29) 

had lower levels of agreement than GE respondents (M = 3.54) with a mean difference of 

.25 and IHE AC respondents (M = 3.56) with a mean difference of .27.  Kruskal-Wallis 
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analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a significant difference between the group 

mean ranks of SE = 238.52, GE = 291.41, IHE DIS = 240.70 and IHE AC = 293.41 (χ
2
 = 

12.92, df 3, p=.005).  The Kruskal-Wallis analysis ranked the SE and IHE DIS providers 

similarly (238.52 and 240.70).  The GE (M = 3.54) and IHE AC (M = 3.56) professionals 

also had similar means and similar Kruskal-Wallis mean ranks (291.41 and 293.41).  This 

indicated that the SE professionals and the IHE DIS professionals had lower levels of 

agreement than the GE and IHE AC groups that training in information processing was 

needed at the secondary level to facilitate the postsecondary success of general education 

students.   

Table 54 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Information Processing by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

Information processing Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 3.29 0.74   
 

 GE 287 3.54 0.62 
3 5.13 0.002** 

 IHE DIS 41 3.29 0.75 

 IHE AC 156 3.56 0.58    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Table 55 displays the ANOVA data for information processing as a training need 

at the secondary level when referring to students with LD by respondents‘ employment 

position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all position groups perceived that 

information processing was a training need at the secondary level for students with LD 

with means ranging from 3.57 to 3.71 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at 
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the p < .05 level (3.16, p = .02) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did 

not indicate significant differences between groups (Welch F = 1.52, df1 3, df2 138.19, p 

= .21).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA findings with no significant 

differences between the group mean ranks of SE = 299.42, GE = 264.25, IHE DIS = 

278.73 and IHE AC 281.69 (χ
2
 = 4.93, df 3, p = .18) when referring to students with LD. 

Table 55 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Information Processing by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

          

Information processing Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 78 3.71 0.54   
  

 GE 283 3.57 0.59 
3 138.19 1.52 0.21 

 IHE DIS 40 3.60 0.63 

 IHE AC 148 3.64 0.54    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

Respondents by employment setting and position indicated information 

processing as a training need at the secondary level for general education students and 

students with LD.  SE = 2.91 and IHE DIS = 2.90 did not indicate information processing 

as a challenge for general education students.  GE = 3.28 and IHE AC = 3.22 respondents 

indicated that information processing was a challenge for general education students.  All 

respondent groups indicated that information processing was a challenge for students 

with LD.  Providers indicated that information processing skills were needed for students 
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with LD.  Collaboration across educational levels to teach information processing skills 

was indicated.   

The seventh item presented as a training need at the secondary level to facilitate 

student postsecondary success was ―Visual memory (remembering items by creating a 

visual image of them).‖  Table 56 displays the t-Test data by employment setting for 

general education students and students with LD.  For general education students, 17 

respondents (3.0%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and six respondents (1.1%) did not answer 

the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 543).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .42, p = .52) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 3.30) and IHE (M = 3.28) employment setting groups.  Both groups agreed 

that training in visual memory skills was needed at the secondary level by general 

education students.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = .29, df 

543541, p = .77).  Rating visual memory as a training need at the secondary level for 

students with LD, 28 respondents (5.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two (0.4%) did 

not answer the question, leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 536).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .30, p = .58) assuring equal variance 

for comparison between SEC (M = 3.48) and IHE (M = 3.43) employment setting groups.  

Both groups agreed that training in visual memory skills was needed at the secondary 

level by students with LD.  No significant difference was indicated between groups (t = 

.92, df 534, p = .36).   
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Table 56 

t-Test Analysis for Academic Skill Training Need Visual Memory by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Visual memory Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 352 3.30 0.69 
   

 
IHE 191 3.28 0.67 0.29 541 0.77 

        
Students with LD SEC 351 3.48 0.63 

   

 
IHE 185 3.43 0.60 0.92 534 0.36 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Respondents by employment setting indicated that visual memory was a training need at 

the secondary level for general education students and students with LD.  Visual memory 

was not indicated as a challenge for general education students.  Respondents indicated 

that visual memory was a challenge for students with LD.   

Analysis of visual memory as a training need at the secondary level when 

referring to general education students and students with LD was conducted by 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  For general education students, SEC (M = 

3.30), IHE 2 (M = 3.27), and IHE 4 (M = 3.28) respondents agreed that training in visual 

memory skills was needed at the secondary level.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant 

at the p < .05 level (2.73, p = .07) assuring equal variance. ANOVA did not indicate 

significant differences between groups at the p ˂ .05 level (F = .06, df 2, p = .95).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group 

mean ranks of SEC = 274.14, IHE 2 = 261.61, and IHE 4 = 272.90 (χ
2
 = .52, df 2, p = 

.77) when referring to general education students.  For visual memory as a training need 
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at the secondary level for students with LD by employment setting sub-group, SEC (M = 

3.48), IHE 2 (M = 3.40), and IHE 4 (M = 3.45) groups agreed that training in visual 

memory skills was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.81, 

p = .45) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences by 

employment setting sub-groups (F = .55, df 2, p = .58).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 273.85, IHE 2 = 

249.38, and IHE 4 = 265.20 (χ
2
 = 2.16, df 2, p = .34) when referring to students with LD.  

By employment setting sub-group, respondents agreed that training in visual memory 

skills was needed at the secondary level by general education students and students with 

LD. 

 Table 57 displays the ANOVA data for visual memory as a training need at the 

secondary level when referring to general education students and students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents agreed indicating that all employment 

position groups perceived visual memory as a training need at the secondary level for 

general education students with means ranging from 3.10 to 3.33 by position.  SE (M = 

3.16) and IHE DIS (M = 3.10) respondents agreed from the lower levels of ―Agree‖.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.05, p = .11) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = 2.43, df 3, p 

= .07).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference 

between group mean ranks of SE = 246.15, GE = 281.72, IHE DIS = 230.58 and IHE AC 

= 277.98 (χ
2
 = 7.46, df 3, p=.06) when referring to general education students.    

 Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived that 

visual memory was a training need at the secondary level for students with LD with 
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means ranging from 3.40 to 3.51 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (.39, p = .76) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between position groups (F = .41, df 3, p = .74).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed 

the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SE = 

287.58, GE = 269.92, IHE DIS = 250.98 and IHE AC = 260.39 (χ
2
 = 2.71, df 3, p = .44) 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 57 

ANOVA for Academic Skill Training Need Visual Memory by Respondents’ Employment  

Position 

        

Visual memory Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 75 3.16 0.72   
 

 

GE 277 3.33 0.69 
3 2.43 0.07 

 

IHE DIS 40 3.10 0.67 

 

IHE AC 151 3.52 0.66    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.51 0.70    

 GE 273 3.47 0.61 
3 0.41 0.74 

 IHE DIS 40 3.40 0.59 

 IHE AC 145 3.43 0.60    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Providers indicated that visual memory was a training need for general education 

students and students with LD.  Respondents did not indicate that visual memory was a 

challenge for general education students.  Respondents indicated that visual memory was 

a challenge for students with LD.  Visual memory was indicated to be a needed skill for 
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students with LD.  Collaboration to teach visual memory skills at all education levels by 

all position roles was indicated.   

Social Skills 

In Relation to One-on-one Social Skills  

 The first question assessing social skills asked respondents to rate six one-on-one 

social skills items.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The survey items in this 

section were directly related to one-on-one social skills concerning postsecondary 

students with LD.  The question itself was ―Postsecondary students with LD ____‖.  The 

first item was ―lack communication skills‖.  Table 58 displays the t-Test data by 

respondents‘ employment setting.  In response to this item, 70 providers (12.4%) selected 

―Do Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses 

were considered valid for analysis (n = 493).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (F = 2.79, p = 0.10) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 

2.43) and IHE (M = 2.23) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of 

disagreement that postsecondary students with LD lacked communication skills.  A 

significant difference was found between groups at the p < .01 level (t = 2.96, df 491, p = 

.003) with IHE professionals having greater levels of disagreement that postsecondary 

students with LD lacked communication skills.    
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Table 58 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Lack Communication Skills by Respondents’ Employment  

Setting 

      

Lack communication skills Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 315 2.43 0.70 
   

 
IHE 178 2.23 0.70 2.96 491 0.003** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Analysis on postsecondary students with LD lacking communication skills was 

conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.43), IHE 2 

(M = 2.36), and IHE 4 (M = 2.12) respondents had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD lacked communication skills.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .001 level (10.69, p < .001) and equal variance could not be assured.  

ANOVA found a significant difference between the groups at the p < .001 level (Welch F 

= 8.48, df1 2, df2 168.07, p < .001).  Post-hoc analysis using Tamhane indicated that the 

difference was found between the SEC providers (M = 2.43) and the IHE 4 providers (M 

= 2.12) where IHE 4 providers had greater levels of disagreement with a mean difference 

of .30.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA results and indicated a significant 

difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 259.90, IHE 2 = 247.78 and IHE 4 = 

204.91 (χ
2
 = 13.71, df 2, p=.001).  The IHE 4 mean rank was lower than the SEC mean 

rank indicating greater levels of disagreement.  Providers by employment setting did not 

indicate that postsecondary students with LD lacked communication skills.   

 Table 59 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students lack 

communication skills by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of 
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disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary 

students with LD lacked communication skills with means ranging from 2.21 to 2.47 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .01 level (4.49, p = .004) and equal 

variance could not be assured.  ANOVA indicated a significant difference between 

groups at the p < .05 level (Welch F = 3.09, df1 3, df2 137.56, p = .03) but post-hoc 

Tamhane analysis did not detect where the difference occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis results 

confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a significant difference between the group mean 

ranks of SE = 266.15, GE = 257.87, IHE DIS = 212.75, and IHE AC = 227.28 (χ
2
 = 9.43, 

df 3, p=.02).  The SE and GE mean ranks were similar and the IHE DIS and IHE AC 

mean ranks were similar.  The ranks of the IHE provider positions were lower indicating 

greater levels of disagreement than the SEC provider positions that postsecondary 

students with LD lacked communication skills.  It was not indicated by any employment 

position group that students with LD lacked communication skills.      
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Table 59 

ANOVA for Social Skill Lack Communication Skills by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

          

Lack 

communication 

skills Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 77 2.47 0.77   
  

 GE 238 2.41 0.68 
3 137.56 3.09 0.03* 

 IHE DIS 38 2.21 0.58 

 IHE AC 140 2.24 0.74    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

  A training need was indicated by the number of ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  

There were 563 total responses.  A total of 70 (12.4%) respondents selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ indicating that they did not have enough information to form an opinion on 

whether students with LD lacked communication skills.  By position, one SEC (0.2%), 50 

GE (8.9%), three IHE DIS (0.5%), and 16 IHE AC (2.8%) providers selected the ―Do Not 

Know‖ option.  The 50 GE responses were 17.4% of the total GE respondents and the 19 

IHE AC respondents were 10.3% of that group.  Training for the general education 

providers at each setting would better equip them to understand the communication skills 

of their students with LD and to determine whether these students lacked communication 

skills.    

 The second item presented for postsecondary students with LD in relation to one-

on-one social skills was, ―have less social time than their peers due to increased study 

demands.‖ Table 60 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting.  For 
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this item, 85 respondents (15.1%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) did not 

answer the question leaving the remaining responses as valid (n = 477).  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .14, p = .72) assuring equal variance 

for comparison of SEC (M = 2.32) and IHE (M = 2.65) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary students with LD had less social 

time than their peers.  A significant difference was found between groups at the p < .001 

level (t = -4.71, df 475, p < .001).  SEC respondents had greater levels of disagreement 

than IHE respondents that postsecondary students with LD had less social time than their 

peers.     

Table 60 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Have Less Social Time by Respondents’ Employment 

Setting 

      

Have less social time Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 313 2.32 0.75 
   

 
IHE 164 2.65 0.71 -4.71 475 <.001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis for postsecondary students with LD had less social time was conducted 

using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.32), IHE 2 (M = 2.58), 

and IHE 4 (M = 2.71) respondents had levels of disagreement that postsecondary students 

with LD had less social time than their peers.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p ˂ .05 level (1.07, p = 0.34) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 11.75, df 2, p < .001).  Post-hoc 

analysis using Bonferroni indicated differences between SEC (M = 2.32) with greater 
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levels of disagreement compared to IHE 2 (M = 2.58) providers with a mean difference of 

.26 (p < .05) and IHE 4 (M = 2.71) providers with a mean difference of .39 (p < .001).  

Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences 

between the group mean ranks of SEC = 218.18, IHE 2 = 264.86 and IHE 4 = 290.15 (χ
2
 

= 26.32, df 2, p < .001).  The SEC mean rank indicated greater levels of disagreement 

than the mean ranks of IHE 2 and IHE 4 that postsecondary students with LD had less 

social time than their peers.  Respondents by employment setting sub-group did not 

indicate that postsecondary students with LD had less social time than their peers because 

of study demands.  

 Table 61 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD having 

less social time because of study demands by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group 

perceived that postsecondary students had less social time than their peers due to study 

demands with means ranging from 2.25 to 2.76 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (.87, p = .46) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found 

significant differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 10.98, df 3, p < .001).  

Bonferroni post-hoc analysis revealed that GE (M = 2.25) providers indicated greater 

disagreement (p < .05) than SE providers (M = 2.54) with a mean difference of .29.  GE 

providers (M = 2.25) had greater disagreement (p < .001) than IHE DIS (M = 2.76) and 

IHE AC (M = 2.62) providers with mean differences of .51 and .37.  Kruskal-Wallis 

results confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between the group 

mean ranks of SE = 253.23, GE = 206.94, IHE DIS = 294.26 and IHE AC = 274.06 (χ
2
 = 

33.16, df 3, p<.001).  The mean rank for GE providers indicated greater levels of 
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disagreement than the mean ranks of the other position groups.  Having less social time 

due to study demands was not indicated as a factor for postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 61 

ANOVA for Social Skill Have Less Social Time by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Have less social time Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 76 2.54 0.76   
 

 GE 237 2.25 0.73 
3 10.98 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 38 2.76 0.68 

 IHE AC 126 2.62 0.71    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     A training need was indicated by ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  Out of 562 

responses, 85 respondents (15.1%) selected the option on this item.  Responses by 

position were SE = two (0.4%), GE = 49 (8.7%), IHE DIS = three (0.5%), and IHE AC = 

31 (5.5%).  The 49 GE providers represented 17.1% of the total number of GE 

respondents and the 31 IHE AC providers were 19.7% of that respondent group.  The 

general education type providers were uncertain of their perception whether students with 

LD had less social time than their peers due to study demands.  Training for these groups 

on social time availability at the IHE level would enable them to develop their own 

opinion, identify any deficits in their students and to support them in this non-academic 

area. 

 The third item concerning postsecondary students with LD and one-on-one social 

skills was ―have difficulty making friends.‖  Table 62 displays the t-Test data by 

respondents‘ employment setting.  Ninety respondents (16%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ 
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and two (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were analyzed as 

valid (n = 474).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.57, p = 

.06) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.28) and IHE (M = 2.22) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups disagreed that postsecondary students with LD 

had difficulty making friends.  No significant difference was indicated between groups (t 

= .96, df 472, p =.  34).    

Table 62 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Have Difficulty Making Friends by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

      

Have difficulty making friends Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 307 2.28 0.72 
   

 
IHE 167 2.22 0.65 0.96 472 0.34 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis for postsecondary students with LD having difficulty making friends 

was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.28), IHE 

2 (M = 2.29), and IHE 4 (M = 2.16) respondents had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD had difficulty making friends.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.17, p = 0.12) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

indicate significant differences between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 1.18, df 2, p = 

.31).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences 

between the group mean ranks of SEC = 240.66, IHE 2 = 246.93 and IHE 4 = 218.67 (χ
2
 

= 2.90, df 2, p = .23).   
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Table 63 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students having difficulty 

making friends by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of 

disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary 

students with LD had difficulty making friends with means ranging from 2.06 to 2.33 by 

position.  The IHE DIS providers (M = 2.06) disagreed in the greater levels of ―Disagree‖ 

tending towards ―Strongly Disagree‖ and the other respondent groups by employment 

position disagreed that postsecondary students with LD had difficulty making friends.  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .001 level (7.05, p < .001) and equal variance 

could not be assured.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups 

(Welch F = 2.25, df1 3, df2 139.19, p = .09).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA 

with no significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 246.29, GE = 238.74, 

IHE DIS = 202.81 and IHE AC = 239.64 (χ
2
 = 3.49, df 3, p = .32).  Respondents by 

setting and position did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD had difficulty 

making friends. 
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Table 63 

ANOVA for Social Skill Have Difficulty Making Friends by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

          

Have difficulty making 

friends Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 78 2.33 0.80   
  

 GE 229 2.26 0.70 
3 139.19 2.25 0.09 

 IHE DIS 36 2.06 0.48 

 IHE AC 131 2.26 0.69    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 A training need was indicated when 90 (16.0%) out of 564 respondents selected 

―Do Not Know‖.  By position group, zero (0%) SE, 59 (10.5%) GE, five (0.9%) IHE 

DIS, and 26 (4.6%) IHE AC respondents selected the option.  The 59 GE responses were 

20.5% of the total GE responses and the 26 IHE AC responses were 16.6%.  Training on 

the social skills deficits could enable providers to form their own perceptions of whether 

their students needed support in making friends. 

 The fourth item concerning postsecondary students with LD and one-on-one 

social skills was ―have difficulty keeping friends.‖  Table 64 displays the t-Test data by 

respondents‘ employment setting.   For this item, 111 respondents (19.7%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid 

responses (n = 452).  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 6.19, p = 

.013) and equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.25) and IHE 

(M = 2.14) employment setting groups.  Both groups disagreed that postsecondary 
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students with LD had difficulty keeping friends.  No significant difference was found 

between groups (t = 1.75, df 347.30, p = .08).   

Table 64 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Have Difficulty Keeping Friends by Respondents‘  

Employment Setting 

      

Have difficulty keeping friends Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 297 2.25 0.71 
   

 
IHE 155 2.14 0.63 1.75 347.3 0.08 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis of postsecondary students with LD have difficulty keeping friends was 

conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.25), IHE 2 

(M = 2.16), and IHE 4 (M = 2.11) respondents had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD had difficulty keeping friends.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (3.18, p = 0.04) and equal variance could not be assured.  

ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between groups at the p < .05 level 

(Welch F = 1.58, df 2, p = .21).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 232.12, IHE 2 = 220.63 

and IHE 4 = 211.90 (χ
2
 = 2.39, df 2, p = .30). 

Table 65 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD have 

difficulty keeping friends by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels 

of disagreement indicating that no position group perceived that postsecondary students 

with LD had difficulty keeping friends with means ranging from 2.11 to 2.34 by position.  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .01 level (4.68, p = .003) and equal variance 
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could not be assured.  ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between the 

position groups (Welch F = 1.42, df1 3, df2 129.74, p = .24).  Kruskal-Wallis testing 

confirmed the ANOVA with no differences between group mean ranks of SE = 243.19, 

GE = 228.25, IHE DIS = 213.36 and IHE AC = 216.42 (χ
2
 = 3.19, df 3, p = .36).  

Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that postsecondary 

students with LD had difficulty keeping friends. 

Table 65 

ANOVA for Social Skill Have Difficulty Keeping Friends by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

          

Have difficulty keeping 

friends Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 77 2.34 0.81   
  

 GE 220 2.22 0.67 
3 129.74 1.42 0.24 

 IHE DIS 35 2.11 0.53 

 IHE AC 120 2.14 0.65    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 A training need was indicated, 111 (19.7%) respondents out of 563 chose ―Do 

Not Know‖.  The responses by position group were, SE = one (0.2%), GE = 67 (11.9%), 

IHE DIS = six (1.1%), and IHE AC = 37 (6.6%).  The six IHE DIS respondents were 

14.6% of the IHE DIS responses on the item.  The 37 IHE AC respondents were 23.6% 

of the IHE AC responses and the 67 GE providers were 23.3% of the total GE response.  

Training on social skills and challenges facing students would better equip providers to 



206 

 

 

develop their own perceptions on whether their students with LD had difficulty keeping 

friends. 

The next item under one-on-one social skills was related to postsecondary 

students reporting less satisfaction with social relationships than their peers.  Table 66 

displays the t-Test data for report less satisfaction with social relationships by 

respondents‘ employment setting.  For this item, 208 respondents (36.9%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining responses 

as valid (n = 355).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .11, p = 

.74) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.36) and IHE (M = 2.31) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups disagreed that postsecondary students with LD 

reported less satisfaction with their social relationships than their peers.  No significant 

difference was found between groups (t = .62, df 353, p=.54). 

Table 66 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Report Less Satisfaction with Their Social Relationships 

by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

  

      

Report less satisfaction with social 

relationships Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 239 2.36 0.71 
   

 
IHE 116 2.31 0.70 0.62 353 0.54 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p <.001 

    Analysis on postsecondary students with LD reporting less satisfaction with social 

relationships was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M 

= 2.36), IHE 2 (M = 2.33), and IHE 4 (M = 2.29) respondents had levels of disagreement 
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that postsecondary students with LD reported less satisfaction with their social 

relationships than their peers.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p ˂ .05 level (3.18, 

p = 0.04) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not indicate significant 

differences between groups at the p < .05 level (Welch F = .23, df 2, p = .79).  Kruskal-

Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between the group 

mean ranks of SEC = 179.47, IHE 2 = 177.14 and IHE 4 = 173.43 (χ
2
 = .24, df 2, p = 

.89). 

Table 67 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD reporting 

less satisfaction with social relationships by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group 

perceived that postsecondary students with LD reported less satisfaction than their peers 

with means ranging from 2.30 to 2.37 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant 

at the p < .05 level (.87, p = .46) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not indicate 

significant differences between groups (F = 7.31, df 3, p = .91).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between mean ranks of SE = 

174.44, GE = 181.60, IHE DIS = 178.59 and IHE AC = 173.75 (χ
2
 = .56, df 3, p = .91).  

Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that students with LD 

reported less satisfaction with their social relationships. 
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Table 67 

ANOVA for Social Skill Report Less Satisfaction with Social Relationships by  

Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Report less satisfaction with 

social relationships Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 71 2.34 0.79   
 

 GE 168 2.37 0.68 
3 0.19 0.9 

 IHE DIS 29 2.34 0.61 

 IHE AC 87 2.30 0.73    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Training was indicated by the 208 respondents who selected ―Do Not Know‖ 

representing 36.9% of the total 563 responses.  Six (1.1%) SE, 120 (21.3%) GE, 12 

(2.1%) IHE DIS, and 70 (12.4%) IHE AC respondents selected the option.  The 120 GE 

respondents were 41.7% of the total GE response.  The 12 IHE DIS responses were 

29.3% of the IHE DIS respondents and the 157 IHE AC participants who selected the 

―Do Not Know‖ option were 44.6% of the total IHE AC response.  Training on 

relationship satisfaction would enable providers to form their own perception.  

The sixth item under one-on-one social skills was postsecondary students with LD 

need secure attachments with parents in order to succeed.  Table 68 displays the t-Test 

data by respondents‘ employment setting.  For the item, 136 respondents (24.2%) 

indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and five respondents (0.9%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were considered valid (n = 425).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .91, p = .34) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 2.92) and IHE (M = 2.58) employment setting groups.  Both groups had 
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levels of disagreement that postsecondary students with LD needed secure attachments 

with parents in order to succeed.  The SEC respondents tended towards ―Agree‖.  A 

significant difference was found between groups at the p < .001 level (t = 4.17, df 423, p 

< .001).  IHE had greater disagreement than SEC respondents that postsecondary students 

with LD needed secure attachment with parents in order to succeed.     

Table 68 

t-Tests Analysis for Social Skill Need Secure Attachments by Respondents’ Employment 

Setting 

      

Need secure attachments with 

parents Setting n M SD T df p 

        Students with LD SEC 281 2.92 0.80 
   

 
IHE 144 2.58 0.75 4.17 423 <.001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis for postsecondary students with LD need secure attachments with 

parents in order to succeed was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting      

sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.92), IHE 2 (M = 2.61), and IHE 4 (M = 2.56) respondents had 

levels of disagreement that postsecondary students with LD needed secure attachments 

with parents to succeed.  The SEC respondents tended towards ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.48, p = 0.62) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA indicated a significant difference between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 

8.74, df 2, p < .001).  Post-hoc analysis using Bonferroni indicated differences between 

SEC (M = 2.92) with lesser levels of disagreement compared to IHE 2 (M = 2.61) 

providers with a mean difference of .31 (p < .05) and IHE 4 (M = 2.56) providers with a 
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mean difference of .36 (p = .001).  Kruskal-Wallis results confirmed the ANOVA and 

indicated significant differences between the group mean ranks of SEC = 229.87, IHE 2 

= 181.99 and IHE 4 = 178.63 (χ
2
 = 17.89, df 2, p < .001).  The SEC mean rank indicated 

less disagreement than the mean ranks of IHE 2 and IHE 4 that postsecondary students 

with LD needed secure attachments with parents in order to succeed.  Respondents by 

employment setting and setting sub-group did not indicate that postsecondary students 

with LD needed secure attachments with their parents in order to succeed.  

 Table 69 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD need 

secure attachment with parents in order to succeed by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group 

perceived that postsecondary students with LD need secure attachments with parents to 

succeed with means ranging from 2.39 to 2.95 by position.  The GE respondents (M = 

2.95) tended towards ―Agree‖.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(1.59, p = .19) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found significant differences between 

groups at the p < .001 level (F = 7.31, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis 

indicated at the p < .05 level that IHE DIS providers (M = 2.39) had greater levels of 

disagreement than SE providers (M = 2.82) with a mean difference of .43.  IHE DIS 

respondents (M = 2.39) and IHE AC respondents (M = 2.65) had greater levels of 

disagreement than GE respondents (M = 2.95) with mean differences of .56 (p < .05) and 

.30 (p < .001).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant 

differences between the group mean ranks of SE = 214.37, GE = 235.31, IHE DIS = 

149.17 and IHE AC = 190.38 (χ
2
 = 23.13, df 3, p < .001).  IHE position mean ranks 

indicated greater levels of disagreement than SEC position mean ranks that 
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postsecondary students with LD needed secure attachments with parents in order to 

succeed.  Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that 

postsecondary students with LD needed secure attachments with parents to succeed.   

Table 69 

ANOVA for Social Skill Need Secure Attachments by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Need secure attachments with 

Parents Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 73 2.82 0.82   
 

 GE 208 2.95 0.79 
3 7.30 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 36 2.39 0.65 

 IHE AC 108 2.65 0.78    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    A training need was indicated by the ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  There were 136 

(24.2%) out of 561 responses where this option was selected.  Four (0.7%) SE, 79 

(14.1%) GE, five (0.9%) IHE DIS, and 48 (8.6%) IHE AC respondents indicated that 

they did not have enough information to form an opinion.  The 79 GE responses were 

27.5% of the total GE position responses and the 48 IHE AC were 30.8% of the 

responses.  Training on the effects of parental attachment would enable providers who 

selected ―Do Not Know‖ to form their own perception. 

In Regard to Social Skills and Relationships in General 

The next social skills question related to skills and relationships in general.  It 

stated, ―In regard to social skills and relationships; in general, postsecondary students 

with learning disabilities _____.‖ Respondents were presented with five items for rating.  
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The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly 

agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.   

For the first item, ―develop passivity in learning situations if they do not have 

secure attachments outside of the classroom‖, 173 respondents (30.6%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were 

analyzed as valid (n = 392).  Table 70 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ 

employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 4.55, p = 

.03) and equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.97) and IHE 

(M = 2.84).  Both groups had levels of disagreement, with SEC tending towards 

agreement that postsecondary students with LD developed passivity in learning situations 

if they did not have secure attachments outside of the classroom.  No significant 

difference was indicated between groups (t = 1.77, df 390, p = .08). 

Table 70 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Develop Passivity by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

  

      

Develop passivity Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 260 2.97 0.63 
   

 
IHE 132 2.84 0.68 1.77 247.90 0.08 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis for postsecondary students with LD develop passivity in learning 

situations if they do not have secure attachments outside of the classroom was conducted 

using respondents‘ employment setting subgroups.  SEC (M = 2.97), IHE 2 (M = 2.89), 

and IHE 4 (M = 2.80) respondent groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary 

students with LD developed passivity in learning situations without secure attachments 
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outside of the classroom.  SEC respondents tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.80, p = .06) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

did not indicate a significant difference between groups (F = 1.90, df 2, p = .15).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group 

mean ranks of SEC = 202.72, IHE 2 = 189.64, and IHE 4 = 179.63 (χ
2
 = 3.36, df 3, p = 

.19). 

Table 71 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD develop 

passivity in learning situations if they do not have secure attachments outside of the 

classroom by respondents‘ employment position.  SE providers (M = 3.03) agreed in the 

lower levels of ―Agree‖ that students with LD developed passivity in learning situations 

without secure attachments.  GE (M = 2.94) and IHE AC (M = 2.90) respondents had 

levels of disagreement tending towards agreement.  IHE DIS respondents (M = 2.67) 

disagreed that postsecondary students with LD developed passivity without secure 

attachments.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.70, p = .17) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant difference between groups (F = 

2.48, df 3, p = .06).   

Although ANOVA did not indicate a significant difference between employment 

position groups (F = 2.48, df 3, p = .06), post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated that SE 

providers (M = 3.03) were significantly stronger in agreement that students develop 

passivity without secure attachments than were IHE DIS providers (M = 2.67), who 

disagreed, with a mean difference of .36.  The p value (.048) was minimally significant.  

Kruskal-Wallis analysis contradicted the ANOVA and found a significant difference 

between group mean ranks of SE = 213.71, GE = 198.66, IHE DIS  = 154.55, and IHE 
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AC = 190.38 (χ
2
 = 8.14, df 3, p=.04).  The SE providers‘ mean rank in agreement was 

significantly higher than the IHE DIS providers in disagreement that postsecondary 

students with LD developed passivity in learning situations without secure attachments 

outside of the classroom.  SE providers indicated that postsecondary students with LD 

developed passivity in learning situations if they did not have secure attachments outside 

of the classroom.  All other employment position groups did not indicate that students 

developed passivity.    

Table 71 

ANOVA for Social Skill Develop Passivity by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Develop passivity Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 70 3.03 0.66   
 

 GE 190 2.94 0.62 
3 2.48 0.06 

 IHE DIS 33 2.67 0.69 

 IHE AC 99 2.90 0.66    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Training was indicated by the 173 (30.6%) out of 565 respondents who selected 

―Do Not Know‖.  There were nine (1.6%) SE, 98 (17.3%) GE, eight (1.4%) IHE DIS, 

and 58 (10.3%) IHE AC respondents who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The 98 GE 

responses were 34% of the GE respondents.  The eight IHE DIS responses were 19.5% of 

the responders and the 58 IHE AC providers were 36.9% of the IHE AC professionals 

who answered the question.  Training on the identification and indications of passivity in 

students would enable providers to form their own perception whether students with LD 

develop passivity in the postsecondary setting without secure attachments.      
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 The second item concerning postsecondary students with LD and social skills in 

general was ―develop lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack of secure social 

relationships‖. On this item, 190 respondents (33.6%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ leaving 

the remaining responses as valid (n = 376).  Table 72 displays the t-Test data by 

respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (F = .01, p = .91) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.67) and 

IHE (M = 2.51) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD developed lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack 

of secure social relationships.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = 

1.93, df 374, p = .054).   

Table 72 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Develop Lower Frustration Tolerance by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Develop lower frustration tolerance Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 261 2.67 0.72 
   

 
IHE 115 2.51 0.69 1.93 374.00 0.05 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis for postsecondary students with LD develop lower frustration tolerance 

levels due to a lack of secure social relationships was conducted using respondents‘ 

employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.67), IHE 2 (M = 2.58), and IHE 4 (M = 

2.45) respondent groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary students with LD 

developed lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack of secure social relationships.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.22, p = .80) assuring equal 
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variance.  ANOVA did not indicate a significant difference between groups (F = 2.37, df 

2, p = .10).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference 

between groups mean ranks of SEC = 195.37, IHE 2 = 181.27, and IHE 4 = 165.76 (χ
2
 = 

4.77, df 3, p = .09). 

Table 73 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD develop 

lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack of secure social relationships by 

respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating 

that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary students with LD 

developed lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack of secure social relationships 

with means ranging from 2.43 to 2.71 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant 

at the p < .05 level (1.44, p = .23) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not identify 

significant differences between groups (F = 1.53, df 3, p = .21).  Kruskal-Wallis testing 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between the group mean ranks of 

SE = 200.78, GE = 193.42, IHE DIS = 159.93 and IHE AC = 177.49 (χ
2
 = 5.04, df 3, 

p=.17).  Providers by employment setting and position did not indicate that students with 

LD developed lower frustration tolerance levels due to a lack of secure social 

relationships. 
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Table 73 

ANOVA for Social Skill Develop Lower Frustration Tolerance by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

        

Develop lower frustration 

tolerance Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 69 2.71 0.79   
 

 GE 192 2.65 0.69 
3 1.53 0.21 

 IHE DIS 30 2.43 0.57 

 IHE AC 85 2.54 0.73    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    A training need was found when 190 (33.6%) out of 566 respondents selected 

―Do Not Know‖.  This group was, 10 (1.8%) SE, 97 (17.1%) GE, 11 (1.9%) IHE DIS, 

and 72 (12.7%) IHE AC providers.  The 97 GE providers were 33.6% of the total GE 

responses.  The 11 IHE DIS respondents were 26.8% and the 72 IHE AC responses were 

45.9% of the respective respondent groups.  Training in social skills and social skills 

awareness would allow these respondent groups to be more confident in developing a 

perception and might lead to agreement with their peers‘ perceptions that students with 

LD did not develop a lower frustration tolerance. 

 The third item concerning postsecondary students with LD and social skills in 

general was, ―need the same social and communication skills training as students with 

communication disorders (i.e. skills in: word selection, body language, voice tone, and 

other basic conversational elements)‖.  When answering, 136 respondents (24.1%) 

selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were considered valid (n = 428).  Table 74 displays the t-Test data 
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by respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (F = 2.22, p = .14) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.88) and 

IHE (M = 2.75).  Both groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary students 

with LD needed the same communication skills training as students with communication 

disorders.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = 1.79, df 426, p = .07).   

Table 74 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Need Communication Skills Training by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Need communication skills training Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 281 2.88 0.74 
   

 
IHE 147 2.75 0.74 1.79 426.00 0.07 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis was conducted for postsecondary students with LD need the same social 

and communication skills training as students with communication disorders using 

respondents‘ employment setting subgroups.  SEC (M = 2.88), IHE 2 (M = 2.82), and 

IHE 4 (M = 2.70) respondent groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary 

students with LD needed the same communication skills training as students with 

communication disorders.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.22, 

p = .30) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not indicate a significant difference 

between groups (F = 2.09, df 2, p = .13).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between groups mean ranks of SEC = 222.27, IHE 2 = 210.55, and 

IHE 4 = 190.99 (χ
2
 = 4.83, df 3, p = .09). 
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Table 75 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD need the 

same social and communication skills training as students with communication disorders 

by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement 

indicating that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary students with 

LD needed the same social and communication skills training as students with 

communication disorders with means ranging from 2.50 to 2.93 by position.  GE 

respondents (M = 2.93) tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at 

the p < .01 level (5.13, p = .002) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA 

indicated a significant difference between groups at the p < .01 level (Welch F = 5.03, 

df1 3, df2 121.71, p = .003).  Tamhane post-hoc analysis indicated a difference (p < .01) 

between IHE DIS (M = 2.50) respondents with greater levels of disagreement and GE 

respondents (M = 2.93) with a mean difference of .43.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis 

confirmed the ANOVA with a significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 

201.77, GE = 229.47, IHE DIS = 159.99 and IHE AC = 211.58 (χ
2
 = 12.25, df 3, p=.007).  

IHE DIS respondents received the lowest rank indicating greater levels of disagreement 

than the highest ranking GE respondents that postsecondary students with LD need the 

same communication skills training as individuals with a communication disorder.  

Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that students with LD 

needed the same communication skills training as individuals with communication 

disorders.   
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Table 75 

ANOVA for Social Skill Need Communication Skills Training by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

          

Need communication 

skills training Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students With LD SE 73 2.74 0.85   
  

 GE 208 2.93 0.69 
3 121.71 5.03 0.003** 

 IHE DIS 34 2.50 0.62 

 IHE AC 113 2.82 0.76    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 Training was indicated by ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  For this item, 136 (24.1%) 

out of 564 respondents selected the option.  Six (1.1%) SE, 81 (14.4%) GE, seven (1.2%) 

IHE DIS, and 42 (7.4%) IHE AC respondents selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The 81 GE 

providers were 28% of the GE responses.  The seven IHE DIS providers were 17.1% of 

the total IHE DIS responses and the 42 IHE AC responses were 27.1% of the IHE AC 

respondents.  Training in communication skills would equip providers with the 

information needed to form their own perception on whether students with LD needed 

communication skills training.   

 The fourth item concerning postsecondary students with LD and social skills in 

general was, ―face stigmatization from their peers.‖ For this item, 94 respondents (16.7%) 

indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not answer the question leaving the 

remaining responses as valid (n = 469).  Table 76 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ 

employment setting.   Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .05, p 
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= .82) assuring equal variance for comparison between SEC (M = 2.79) and IHE (M = 

2.76) employment settings.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary 

students with LD faced stigmatization from their peers.  No significant difference was 

found between groups (t = .53, df 467, p = .60).  

Table 76 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Face Stigmatization by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

  

      

Face stigmatization Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 300 2.79 0.70 
   

 
IHE 169 2.76 0.71 0.53 467.00 0.60 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis of postsecondary students with LD facing stigmatization from their peers 

was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting subgroups.  SEC (M = 2.79), IHE 

2 (M = 2.84), and IHE 4 (M = 2.69) respondent groups had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD faced stigmatization from their peers.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.18, p = .83) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

did not indicate a significant difference between groups (F = 1.01, df 2, p = .37).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between groups 

mean ranks of SEC = 236.42, IHE 2 = 246.64, and IHE 4 = 221.45 (χ
2
 = 1.85, df 3, p = 

.40). 

Table 77 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD facing 

stigmatization from their peers by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had 

levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that 

postsecondary students with LD faced stigmatization from their peers with means ranging 
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from 2.59 to 2.80 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(.26, p = .86) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA detected no significant differences 

between groups (F = .97, df 3, p = .41).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 232.43, GE = 237.75, IHE DIS 

= 199.11 and IHE AC = 241.83 (χ
2
 = 3.69, df 3, p = .30).    

Table 77 

ANOVA for Social Skill Face Stigmatization by Respondents’ Employment Position 

  

         

Face stigmatization Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 75 2.77 0.72   
 

 GE 225 2.80 0.69 
3 0.97 0.41 

 IHE DIS 37 2.59 0.64 

 IHE AC 132 2.80 0.73    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that 

postsecondary students with LD faced stigmatization from their peers.  Training was 

indicated by ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  There were 94 (16.7%) out of 563 total 

responses where ―Do Not Know‖ was selected.  By position the respondents were: SE = 

4 (0.7%), GE = 62 (11%), IHE DIS = four (9.8%), and IHE AC = 24 (4.3%).  The 62 GE 

providers were 21.6% of the GE providers answering the question and the 24 IHE AC 

providers were 15.4% of that group.  Training for these providers would enable them to 

recognize the potential of stigmatization to determine their own perceptions.   

 The final item under postsecondary students with LD and social skills in general 

was, ―feel personally responsible for failed social interactions and generalize this feeling 
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into an overall sense of failure.‖ This item resulted in 221 respondents (39%) selecting 

―Do Not Know‖ and the remaining responses were valid (n = 345).  Table 78 displays the 

t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at 

the p < .05 level (F = .55, p = .46) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 

2.62) and IHE (M = 2.62) employment setting groups.  Both groups disagreed that 

postsecondary students with LD felt personally responsible for failed social interactions 

and generalized this feeling into an overall sense of failure.  No statistically significant 

difference was found between groups (t = .05, df 343, p = .96).     

Table 78 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill Feel Responsible for Failed Social Interactions by  

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Feel responsible for failed social 

interactions  Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 229 2.62 0.73 
   

 
IHE 116 2.62 0.77 0.05 343 0.96 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analyses was conducted on postsecondary students with LD feel personally 

responsible for failed social interactions and generalize this feeling into an overall sense 

of failure by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.62), IHE 2 (M = 

2.72), and IHE 4 (M = 2.53) respondent groups had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD felt personally responsible for failed social interactions 

and generalized this feeling into an overall sense of failure.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.94, p = .39) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 
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indicate a significant difference between groups (F = .96, df 2, p = .38).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC 

= 173.19, IHE 2 = 185.32, and IHE 4 = 161.58 (χ
2
 = 1.94, df 3, p = .38). 

Table 79 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students with LD feel 

personally responsible for failed social interactions and generalize this into an overall 

sense of failure by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of 

disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary 

students with LD felt personally responsible for failed social interactions and generalized 

this into an overall sense of failure with means ranging from 2.48 to 2.67 by position.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.10, p = .35) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .55, df 3, p = 

.65).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences 

between group mean ranks of SE = 178.33, GE = 171.06, IHE DIS = 153.23 and IHE AC 

= 179.71 (χ
2
 = 2.19, df 3, p=.53).    
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Table 79 

ANOVA for Social Skill Feel Personally Responsible for Failure by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

        

Feel personally responsible for 

failure Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students With LD SE 67 2.66 0.71   
 

 GE 162 2.61 0.73 
3 0.55 0.65 

 IHE DIS 31 2.48 0.63 

 IHE AC 85 2.67 0.81    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that 

postsecondary students with LD felt personally responsible for failed social interactions 

and generalized this feeling into an overall sense of failure.  Training was indicated by 

―Do Not Know‖ responses.  There were 221 (39%) out of 566 total respondents who 

selected ―Do Not Know‖.  These respondents were 12 (2.1%) SE, 127 (22.4%) GE, 10 

(1.8%) IHE DIS, and 72 (12.7%) IHE AC responses.  The 12 SE respondents were 15.2% 

of the total responses for the SE group, the 127 GE respondents were 43.9%, the 10 IHE 

DIS were 24.4%, and the 72 IHE AC providers were 45.9% of the IHE AC responses.  

Training on student self-identification and efficacy would enable providers to form their 

own perception of whether students felt responsible for and generalized failure. 

Postsecondary Institutions Have One-on-One Resources and Services 

The last question in the social skills section of the survey addressed all four of the 

main survey sections (a) academic, (b) social, (c) self-determination, and (d) emotional.  

Participants were asked to rate the availability and continuation of one-on-one supports 
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beyond the secondary setting.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The 

question was, ―Postsecondary institutions, that I am aware of, have one-on-one (one 

professional and one student in a face-to-face interaction) resources and services to teach 

academic, social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills to students.‖  Table 80 

displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting.  In total, 155 respondents 

(27.6%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and four (0.7%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were analyzed as valid (n = 407).  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.00, p = .32) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 2.42) and IHE (M = 2.64) employment setting groups.  Both groups had 

levels of disagreement that IHE had one-on-one supports to teach academic, social, self-

determination, and emotional coping skills to students.  A significant difference was 

found at the p < .05 level between groups with the SEC providers indicating greater 

levels of disagreement compared to IHE respondents (t = -2.50, df 405, p = .013). 

Table 80 

t-Test Analysis for Social Skill One-on-One Supports to Teach Academic, Social, Self-

determination, and Emotional Skills at Postsecondary Level by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Postsecondary institutions have 

one-on-one supports to teach skills Setting n M SD t df p 

         SEC 234 2.42 0.82 
   

 IHE 173 2.64 0.89 -2.50 405 0.013* 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 
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 Analysis on postsecondary institutions have one-on-one supports to teach 

academic, social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills was conducted using 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.42), IHE 2 (M = 2.64) and 

IHE 4 (M = 2.64) respondents had levels of disagreement that IHE had one-on-one 

supports to teach academic, social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills to 

students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.94, p = .15) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant difference at the p < .05 level 

between setting subgroups (F = 3.12, df 2, p = .045).  However, Bonferroni post-hoc 

analysis did not detect where the difference occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA results and indicated a significant difference between the group mean ranks of 

SEC = 191.84, IHE 2 = 222.64, and IHE 4 = 218.80 (χ
2
 = 6.71, df 2, p=.04).  The SEC 

mean rank indicated greater levels of disagreement than those reported by the IHE 2 and 

IHE 4 subgroups that IHE had one-on-one supports to teach skills.  Neither employment 

setting groups nor sub-groups indicated that postsecondary institutions had one-on-one 

supports to teach academic, social, self-determination, or emotional coping skills. 

Table 81 displays the ANOVA data for IHE have one-on-one supports to teach 

academic, social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no 

employment position group perceived that IHE had one-on-one supports to teach coping 

skills with means ranging from 2.07 to 2.77 by position.  SE respondents (M = 2.07) 

tended towards strong disagreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found a significant difference between groups at 

the p < .001 level (F = 11.74, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis identified that 
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SE (M = 2.07) providers had greater levels of disagreement that colleges and universities 

provided one-on-one supports than GE (M = 2.54) and IHE AC (M = 2.77) respondents 

with mean differences of .47 (p < .01) and .70 (p < .001).  IHE DIS (M = 2.20) 

professionals had greater levels of disagreement (p < .01) than IHE AC (M = 2.77) 

providers with a mean difference of .57.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and 

indicated a significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 147.93, GE = 

205.99, IHE DIS = 164.35, IHE AC = 237.31 (χ
2
 = 31.96, df 3, p<.001).  The SE and IHE 

DIS mean ranks were lower and indicated greater levels of disagreement than GE and 

IHE AC that IHE have one-on-one supports to teach academic, social, self-determination, 

and emotional coping skills. 

Table 81 

ANOVA for Social Skill One-on-One Supports to Teach Academic, Social, Self-

determination, and Emotional Skills at Postsecondary Level by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Postsecondary institutions 

have one-on-one supports to 

teach skills Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

 SE 57 2.07 0.84   
 

 GE 177 2.54 0.78 
3 11.74 < .001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 2.20 0.91 

 IHE AC 133 2.77 0.84    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents did not indicate that colleges and universities had one-on-one 

supports to teach skills indicating that students needed to be self-reliant to learn 
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academic, social, self-determination, and emotional skills at the postsecondary level.  

Collaboration to work with students while still in the SEC setting to prepare them for 

self-reliance was indicated.  Training to teach providers what services were available at 

the IHE was warranted because 155 (27.6%) out of 562 respondents indicated that they 

did not have enough information to form an opinion and selected ―Do Not Know‖.  By 

position the responses were made by: 21 (3.7%) SE, 110 (19.6%) GE, one (0.2%) IHE 

DIS, and 23 (4.1%) IHE AC respondents.  The 21 SE respondents were 26.9% of the total 

SE responses, the 110 GE responses were 38.2% of the total, and the 23 IHE AC 

responses were 14.7% of the total IHE AC respondents. 

 Table 82 displays the results of IHE have one-on-one supports to teach academic, 

social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills using the logistic regression 

model.  To create the dichotomy for analysis, ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ were 

combined into ―Disagree‖.  ―Agree‖ and ―Strongly Agree‖ were combined into ―Agree‖.  

The two categories for comparison were then whether providers agreed or disagreed.  The 

model for this question accounted for 8% of the variance (Cox & Snell R
2
 = .084) and 

accurately predicted 63.1% of the respondent perceptions concerning one-on-one 

resources and services being available.  The model was significant at the p < .01 level (-2 

log likelihood = 527.13, df 17, χ
2
 = 35.56, p = .005).  The model indicated specific 

significant differences between demographic groups.   

 Wald statistic was used for determining the specific differences between 

demographic groups.  The Wald statistic was based on a Z statistic and assumes normal 

distribution with a mean score of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 which is used to indicate 

statistically significant differences (StatSoft, 2011).  Significant differences were found at 
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the p < .01 level between both the IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents and the reference 

category of SEC providers.  The IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents had a higher probability of 

agreeing that one-on-one resources and services were available to teach the skills 

presented.  This finding supported the significant differences indicated by t-test and 

ANOVA.   

There were no significant differences in the probability of females agreeing that 

IHE had one-on-one supports to teach academic, social, self-determination, and 

emotional coping skills to students compared to males, the reference category.  No age 

category had a higher or lower probability of answering differently than the 51+ 

reference category.  Highest degree completed also provided no predictive value as no 

group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently than those with a 

bachelor‘s degree, the reference category.  There were no significant differences in the 

probability of general education providers answering differently than special education 

providers.  The reference category for years in current position was 21+ years and none 

of the comparison groups had a higher or lower probability of answering differently than 

this group.  The final demographic category of years in education did not provide 

predictive information as no group had a higher or lower probability of answering 

differently than the 26+ year reference category.   
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Table 82 

Logistic Regression Analysis for Social Skill One-on-One Supports to Teach Academic, 

Social, Self-determination, and Emotional Skills at Postsecondary Level 

                           

Variables B   SE   Wald   Exp(B)   P 

Gender -0.209 

 

0.230 

 

0.829 

 

0.811 0.36 

Age2030 0.827 

 

0.479 

 

2.986 

 

2.287 0.08 

Age3140 0.078 

 

0.379 

 

0.042 

 

1.081 0.84 

Age4150 0.162 

 

0.317 

 

0.261 

 

1.176 0.61 

EducLevMA 0.062 

 

0.306 

 

0.041 

 

1.064 0.84 

EducLevMAcredits 0.192 

 

0.285 

 

0.452 

 

1.211 0.50 

EducLevDoc -0.460 

 

0.562 

 

0.670 

 

0.631 0.41 

Set2Year 1.274 

 

0.393 

 

10.504 

 

3.577 0.001** 

Set4Year 0.989 

 

0.373 

 

7.038 

 

2.689 0.008** 

PosGenEd 0.656 

 

0.347 

 

3.564 

 

1.927 0.06 

YrCurJob05 -0.198 

 

0.411 

 

0.231 

 

0.821 0.63 

YrCurJob610 -0.310 

 

0.426 

 

0.530 

 

0.734 0.47 

YrCurJob1120 -0.375 

 

0.403 

 

0.869 

 

0.687 0.35 

YrEduc05 0.452 

 

0.571 

 

0.628 

 

1.572 0.43 

YrEduc610 0.934 

 

0.486 

 

3.692 

 

2.545 0.06 

YrEduc1115 0.631 

 

0.473 

 

1.778 

 

1.880 0.18 

YrEduc1625 0.564   0.371   2.306   1.757 0.13 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

   Self-determination/Advocacy Skills 

The next section of questions was designed to collect providers‘ ratings on self-

determination/advocacy skills.  There were four questions for students with LD only, and 

two questions where the special education and general education student comparison was 

employed. 

How Much Effort and Resources do IHE Use to Identify Students with LD 

 For the first question, ―How much effort and resources do colleges and 

universities, that I am aware of, use to identify students with learning disabilities‖, a 
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different Likert-type scale was used.  The choices available to respondents were: 1 = 

None (No direction on accessing support is given), 2 = Little (Perhaps a syllabus 

statement gives directions on how to seek support and accommodations), 3 = Some 

(Faculty may be aware of resources and can make referrals and office information is 

provided with course scheduling or in printed materials given to students), 4 = High 

(Disabilities offices are advertised in a variety of campus media, information is given to 

all incoming freshman, disability office sponsors campus events), and 5 = Do Not Know 

(Unable to answer due to a lack of perception or understanding of the item.) 

 Table 83 displays the t-Test data for how much effort and resources IHE use to 

identify students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting.  On this question, 116 

respondents (20.5%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ which left the remaining responses as 

valid (n = 450).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.25, p = 

0.72) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.40) and IHE (M = 2.99) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups had rating levels indicating little effort and 

resources were used by IHE to identify students with disabilities.  The IHE rating tended 

closely towards some effort and resources being used.  A significant difference was 

detected between groups at the p < .001 level (t = -8.82, df 448, p < .001) with the IHE 

rating the item significantly higher.  
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Table 83 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill How Much Effort and Resources do  

IHE Use to Identify Students with LD by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Effort and resources used to 

identify students with LD Setting n M SD t df p 

         SEC 260 2.40 0.66 
   

 IHE 190 2.99 0.77 -8.82 448 < .001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Analysis for how much effort and resources IHE used to identify students with 

LD was conducted using the respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  The SEC 

providers (M = 2.40) indicated that little effort and resources were used by IHE to 

identify students with disabilities.  IHE 2 respondents (M = 3.06) indicated that some 

effort and resources were used.  IHE 4 respondents (M = 2.94) indicated little, but tended 

towards some effort and resources being used by IHE to identify students with 

disabilities.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.93, p = .15) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found significant differences between employment 

setting sub-groups (F = 39.59, df 2, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated 

that SEC (M = 2.40) had greater ratings of ―Little‖ (p < .001) than IHE 2 (M = 3.06) and 

IHE 4 (M = 2.94) with mean differences of .66 and .54 respectively.  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between group mean ranks 

of SEC = 185.70, IHE 2 = 289.01 and IHE 4 = 272.94 (χ
2
 = 68.77, df 2, p < .001).  The 

SEC mean rank indicated a lower rating than the IHE 2 and IHE 4.    
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 Table 84 displays the ANOVA data for how much effort and resources IHE use to 

identify students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Means were SE (M = 

2.30), GE (M = 2.43), IHE DIS (M = 2.90), and IHE AC (M = 3.02) by position.  The SE 

and GE providers indicated that little effort and resources were used by IHE to identify 

students with disabilities.  The IHE DIS position group indicated little, but tended 

towards some effort and resources being used by IHE to identify students with 

disabilities.  Only the IHE AC group indicated that some effort and resources were used 

by IHE to identify students with disabilities.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (.72, p = .54) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found a significant 

difference between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 26.85, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc 

Bonferroni analysis found that SE (M = 2.30) providers had significantly lower ratings in 

―Little‖ (p < .001) compared to IHE DIS (M = 2.90) and IHE AC (M = 3.02) with mean 

differences of .60 and .72 respectively.  GE providers (M = 2.43) were significantly lower 

in rating ―Little‖ than were IHE DIS (M = 2.90) and IHE AC (M = 3.02) providers with 

mean differences of .47 (p < .01) and .59 (p < .001).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA and indicated a significant difference between group mean ranks of SE = 

171.48, GE = 190.54, IHE DIS = 266.38 and IHE AC = 283.58 (χ
2
 = 69.83, df 3, p < 

.001).  The IHE DIS and IHE AC had higher mean ranks than SE and GE providers 

indicating that the SEC position groups were lower in the ―Little‖ categorization for how 

much effort and resources IHE use to identify students with LD. 
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Table 84 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill How Much Effort and Resources do  

IHE Use to Identify Students with LD by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Effort and resources used to 

identify students with LD Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

 SE 66 2.30 0.66   
 

 GE 194 2.43 0.66 
3 26.85 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 2.90 0.78 

 IHE AC 150 3.02 0.76    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     A training need was indicated by ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  Out of 566 

responses, 116 (20.5%) selected ―Do Not Know‖.  By position group the responses were: 

SE = 13 (2.3%), GE = 95 (16.8%), IHE DIS = one (0.1%), and IHE AC = seven (1.2%).  

The 13 SE responses were 16.5% of the total SE respondents and the 95 GE providers 

were 32.9% of the total GE responses.  A higher percentage of IHE providers were able 

to provide a perception.  Training for SEC providers would increase awareness of what 

effort and resources were used by the IHE where their students are transitioning so that 

SEC professionals could assist their students in identifying themselves to the IHE and 

accessing services. 

 Table 85 displays the results of how much effort and resources do IHE use to 

identify students with LD from logistic regression model analysis.  For this model, the 

dichotomy was created by re-coding ―None‖ and ―Little‖ into ―Little‖ and ―Some‖ and 

―High‖ into ―Some‖.  ―None‖ and ―Little‖ represented minimal identification efforts.  

The maximum effort extended under these categories was a written syllabus statement 



236 

 

 

identifying that support and accommodations were available.  ―Some‖ and ―High‖ either 

involved the direct intervention or action of a university official in-person or through 

intentionally designed print material.  The Likert-type criteria were recoded based on the 

direct intervention of a professional to aid in identification.  The dichotomy created for 

the linear regression model was created based on the presence or absence of individual 

and personal contact/communication with students in the identification process.  The 

model accounted for 15% of the variance (Cox & Snell R
2
 = .145) and accurately 

predicted 67.3% of the respondent ratings concerning the efforts and resources that IHE 

put forth to identify students with LD.  The model was significant at the p < .001 level (-2 

log likelihood = 537.433, df 17, χ
2
 = 70.627, p < .001).  The model indicated that there 

were specific significant differences between demographic groups.   

 Analysis using the Wald statistic identified that respondents with a Master‘s 

degree plus credits had a lower probability, at the p < .05 level, to perceive that some 

effort and resources were being offered than the respondents with a Bachelor‘s degree 

who were the reference group.  No other degree category had a higher or lower 

probability of answering differently than the Bachelor‘s degree group.  There was a 

significant difference by employment setting at the p < .001 level.  The IHE 2 and IHE 4 

providers had a higher probability of indicating that some effort and resources were used 

as compared to the SEC reference group.  By years in education categories, it was found 

that providers with six to ten years of experience in education had a lower probability of 

perceiving that some effort and resources were used compared to providers with 26+ 

years of experience who were the respondent reference group.  No other years in 

education group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently.    
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 The model found that gender was not predictive in how a respondent would 

answer.  Females did not have a higher or lower probability of answering differently than 

the male reference group.  None of the age categories demonstrated the probability of 

answering differently than the 51+ age group reference category.  General education 

providers did not demonstrate a higher or lower probability of answering differently than 

the Special education reference group.  Years in current position did not have predictive 

value with no significant differences reported by any comparison groups compared to the 

21+ years reference group in the logistic regression model.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



238 

 

 

Table 85 

Logistic Regression Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill How Much Effort and 

Resources do IHE Use to Identify Students with LD 

                 

Variables B   SE   Wald  Exp(B)    p 

Gender -0.150 

 

0.230 

 

0.428 0.861   0.51 

Age2030 0.275 

 

0.477 

 

0.334 1.317   0.26 

Age3140 -0.291 

 

0.382 

 

0.584 0.747   0.45 

Age4150 -0.366 

 

0.323 

 

1.281 0.694   0.26 

EducLevMA -0.178 

 

0.315 

 

0.318 0.837   0.57 

EducLevMAcredits -0.599 

 

0.292 

 

4.202 0.550   0.04* 

EducLevDoc -0.937 

 

0.539 

 

3.030 0.392   0.08 

Set2Year 1.701 

 

0.390 

 

19.035 5.482  < .001*** 

Set4Year 1.571 

 

0.364 

 

18.587 4.809  < .001*** 

PosGenEd 0.132 

 

0.316 

 

0.175 1.141   0.68 

YrCurJob05 0.445 

 

0.418 

 

1.134 1.560   0.29 

YrCurJob610 0.456 

 

0.427 

 

1.140 1.578   0.29 

YrCurJob1120 0.282 

 

0.402 

 

0.494 1.326   0.48 

YrEduc05 -0.777 

 

0.581 

 

1.786 0.460   0.18 

YrEduc610 -1.061 

 

0.507 

 

4.390 0.346   0.04* 

YrEduc1115 -0.480 

 

0.467 

 

1.057 0.618   0.30 

YrEduc1625 -0.741   0.379   3.822 0.477   0.50 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

How Much Support Specifically for Students with LD do IHE Offer 

For the next question in the self-determination section, ―Overall, how much 

support specifically designed for students with LD do colleges and universities, that I am 

aware of, offer?‖, the Likert-type scale definitions were altered.  The definitions for this 

question were: 1 = None (No Support), 2 = Little (Basic accommodations only), 3 = 

Some (Basic accommodations and additional supports such as tutoring, academic 

counseling, personal counseling that is available to all students), 4 = Intensive (Programs 

designed specifically for students with learning disabilities), 5 = Do Not Know (Unable 
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to answer due to lack of perception or understanding of the item).  The purpose of this 

question was to determine if specific supports for students with disabilities were 

perceived to be in place in the postsecondary setting.  If high levels of supports were 

available, students would be able to access them and not have to rely totally on their own 

means to succeed.   

 On this question, 101 respondents (17.8%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ leaving the 

remaining valid responses (n = 465).  Table 86 displays the t-Test data for how much 

support IHE offer specifically for students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.87, p = .05) assuring 

equal variance for comparison of SEC respondents (M = 2.74) who indicated that little 

and IHE respondents (M = 3.15) who indicated some support specifically designed for 

students with LD was offered by colleges and universities.  A significant difference was 

found between groups at the p < .001 level (t = -7.50, df 463, p < .001).  

Table 86 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination Skill How Much Support Specifically for Students 

with LD do IHE Offer by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Support specifically designed 

for students with LD Setting n M SD t df p 

         SEC 271 2.74 0.60 
   

 IHE 194 3.15 0.55 -7.50 463 < .001*** 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Analysis for how much support specifically designed for student with LD that 

IHE offer was conducted using the respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC 
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respondents (M = 2.74) indicated that little support specifically designed for students with 

LD was offered by colleges and universities.  IHE 2 respondents (M = 3.14), and IHE 4 

respondents (M = 3.15) indicated that some supports specifically designed for students 

with LD was available.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.94, p 

= .14) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA identified a significant difference between sub-

groups at the p < .001 level (F = 28.11, df 2, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis 

identified a significant difference (p < .001) between SEC (M = 2.74) (―Little‖) and IHE 

2 (M = 3.14) and IHE 4 (M = 3.15) (―Some‖ respectively‖) with mean differences of .40 

and .41.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and found significant 

differences between the SEC and IHE 2 and IHE 4 group mean ranks of: SEC = 202.26, 

IHE 2 = 274.62 and IHE 4 = 276.96 (χ
2
 = 49.90, df 2, p < .001).  IHE 2 and IHE 4 

indicated that ―Some‖ support specifically designed for student with LD was available at 

the postsecondary level, whereas SEC respondents indicated ―Little‖ support specifically 

designed for students with LD was available. 

Table 87 displays the ANOVA data for how much support specifically designed 

for students with LD do IHE offer by respondents‘ employment position.  The means 

were SE (M = 2.76), GE (M = 2.73) and IHE DIS (M = 2.95) with levels of rating 

indicating that little supports specifically designed for students with LD were offered by 

colleges and universities.  The IHE DIS ratings tended towards some specific supports 

being offered.  The IHE AC (M = 3.20) respondents were the only group to indicate that 

some supports were available.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .01 level 

(4.99, p = .002) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA found significant 

differences between position groups at the p < .001 level (Welch F = 20.86, df1 3, df2 
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144.31, p < .001).  Post-hoc Tamhane analysis found differences between IHE AC (M = 

3.20) and SE (M = 2.76), GE (M = 2.73) and IHE DIS (M = 2.95) groups with mean 

differences of .44 (p < .001), .47 (p < .001), and .25 (p < .05) respectively.  IHE AC 

respondents had higher ratings and responded in the ―Some‖ category.  Findings 

indicated that IHE AC providers perceived that individual supports such as tutoring and 

counseling were offered in the postsecondary setting for all students.  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between group mean ranks 

of SE = 207.71, GE = 200.28, IHE DIS = 238.21 and IHE AC = 285.75 (χ
2
 = 55.95, df 3, 

p < .001).  The IHE AC mean rank was significantly higher than the ranks of the other 

three groups indicating stronger rating in the ―Some‖ category that IHE offer some 

supports specifically designed for students with LD.   

Table 87 

ANOVA for Self-determination Skill How Much Support Specifically for Students with 

LD do IHE Offer by Respondents’ Employment Position 

          

Supports specifically 

designed for students 

with LD Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

 SE 72 2.76 0.64   
  

 GE 199 2.73 0.58 
3 144.31 20.86 < .001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 2.95 0.45 

 IHE AC 154 3.20 0.57    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

          Training was indicated by the 101 (17.8%) of 566 respondents who selected ―Do 

Not Know‖.  Seven (1.2%) SE, 90 (15.9%) GE, one (0.2%) IHE DIS, and three (0.5%) 
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IHE AC providers selected this option.  The 90 GE respondents represented 31.1% of the 

GE providers who responded.  Training for SEC providers (particularly the GE 

respondents) and IHE DIS providers on what services and supports were available at the 

IHE would prepare them to teach their students needed self-determination skills in 

advance of, and immediately after, transition. 

 Table 88 displays the results of how much support specifically designed for 

students with LD do IHE offer from the Logistic Regression Model.  For this model, 

―No‖ and ―Little‖ were combined into ―Little‖.  ―Some‖ and ―Intensive‖ were combined 

into ―Some‖.  ―No‖ and ―Little‖ represented the minimal level of support offered by basic 

accommodations such as extended test taking time and distraction reduced testing.  

―Some‖ and ―Intensive‖ represented support offered directly by interactions with 

university professionals.  The dichotomy created for the logistic regression model was 

based on the absence or presence of support received directly from a university 

professional.  The model for this question accounted for 10% of the variance (Cox & 

Snell R
2
 = .101) and accurately predicted 80.9% of the respondent ratings concerning the 

support specifically provided for students with LD.  The model was significant at the p < 

.001 level (-2 log likelihood = 410.330, df 17, χ
2
 = 49.445 p < .001).  The model indicated 

specific significant differences between demographic groups.   

 The Wald indicated at the p < .05 level, that females had a higher probability of 

falling in the ―Some‖ categorization than did the male reference group.  At the p < .001 

level, IHE 2 year and IHE 4 year providers had a higher probability of falling within the 

―Some‖ categorization than did the SEC reference group.  Age did not provide predictive 

value as no age group category had a higher or lower probability of answering the 
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question differently than the 51+ age reference category.  There was no difference in the 

probability of response based on highest degree completed compared to the Bachelor‘s 

degree reference category.  General education providers did not have a higher or lower 

probability of answering the question differently than special education providers.  Years 

in current position and years in education groups also did not have a higher or lower 

probability of answering differently than the 21+ or 26+ year reference categories 

respectively. 
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Table 88 

Logistic Regression Analysis for Self-determination Skill How Much Support Specifically  

for Students with LD do IHE Offer 

                    

Variables     B       SE       Wald      Exp(B) 

 

  p 

Gender 0.599 

 

0.267 

 

5.055 

 

1.821 

 

0.03* 

Age2030 0.782 

 

0.600 

 

1.696 

 

2.185 

 

0.19 

Age3140 -0.175 

 

0.457 

 

0.146 

 

0.840 

 

0.7 

Age4150 -0.312 

 

0.389 

 

0.646 

 

0.732 

 

0.42 

EducLevMA -0.290 

 

0.381 

 

0.580 

 

0.748 

 

0.45 

EducLevMAcredits -0.207 

 

0.342 

 

0.365 

 

0.813 

 

0.55 

EducLevDoc -0.894 

 

0.644 

 

1.925 

 

0.409 

 

0.17 

Set2Year 1.432 

 

0.485 

 

8.733 

 

4.189 

 

0.003** 

Set4Year 1.617 

 

0.474 

 

11.642 

 

5.037 

 

0.001** 

PosGenEd 0.100 

 

0.343 

 

0.085 

 

1.105 

 

0.77 

YrCurJob05 0.276 

 

0.475 

 

0.336 

 

1.317 

 

0.56 

YrCurJob610 0.681 

 

0.504 

 

1.827 

 

1.975 

 

0.18 

YrCurJob1120 0.703 

 

0.472 

 

2.224 

 

2.021 

 

0.14 

YrEduc05 -0.572 

 

0.721 

 

0.630 

 

0.564 

 

0.43 

YrEduc610 -1.121 

 

0.605 

 

3.428 

 

0.326 

 

0.06 

YrEduc1115 -1.050 

 

0.570 

 

3.399 

 

0.350 

 

0.07 

YrEduc1625 -0.646   0.461   1.968   0.524 

 

0.16 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001.   

Direct Parental Involvement is Necessary for Student Success at the IHE Level 

 The next question under the self-determination section used the comparison of 

general education students and students with LD.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was 

utilized.  Respondents rated, ―Direct parental involvement is necessary for student 

success at the postsecondary level.‖ The question was designed to identify professionals‘ 

perceptions on whether students needed their parents to be directly involved in their lives 

or if the students would be able to succeed functioning on their own.   



245 

 

 

 Table 89 displays the t-Test data for direct parental involvement is necessary for 

postsecondary success by respondents‘ employment setting when referring to general 

education students and students with LD.  When answering this question for general 

education students, 13 respondents (2.4%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and 30 respondents 

(5.3%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 523).  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 17.69, p < .001) and equal 

variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.60) and IHE (M = 2.27) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that direct parental 

involvement was necessary for the postsecondary success of general education students.  

A significant difference was reported between groups (t = 4.27, df 438.37, p < .001).  The 

IHE respondents had greater levels of disagreement that direct parental involvement was 

needed for postsecondary general education students to succeed.     

 For rating direct parental involvement as necessary for the postsecondary success 

of students with LD, 39 respondents (7.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and 10 respondents 

(1.8%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid response (n = 517).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .47, p = 0.50) assuring 

equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.06) and IHE (M = 2.60) employment 

setting groups.  SEC providers agreed that direct parental involvement was necessary for 

the postsecondary success of students with LD.  IHE respondents disagreed that direct 

parental involvement was necessary.  A significant difference was found between groups 

at the p < .001 level (t =5.68, df 515, p < .001) with SEC providers having a significantly 

higher level of rating and agreeing compared to IHE providers that students with LD 

needed direct parental involvement to succeed at the postsecondary level.  
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Table 89 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Direct Parental Involvement is  

Necessary for Success by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Direct parental involvement 

is necessary Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 339 2.60 0.93 
   

 
IHE 184 2.27 0.77 4.27 428.37 <.001*** 

        
Students with LD SEC 338 3.06 0.89 

   

 
IHE 179 2.60 0.86 5.68 515 <.001*** 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

By setting, SEC indicated that students with LD needed direct parental involvement to 

succeed at the postsecondary level.  IHE indicated that students with LD did not need 

direct parental involvement and needed self-determination skills to succeed on their own.  

 Analysis of whether direct parental involvement was necessary for postsecondary 

success of general education students was conducted using the respondents‘ employment 

setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.60), IHE 2 (M = 2.26), and IHE 4 (M = 2.28) setting 

sub-groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary general education students 

needed direct parental involvement in order to succeed.  Levene‘s statistic was significant 

at the p < .001 level (9.85, p < .001) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA 

indicated a significant difference between groups at the p < .001 level (Welch F = 9.11, 

df1 2, df2 184.35, p < .001).  Post-hoc Tamhane analysis found that at the p < .01 level, 

IHE 2 providers (M = 2.26) and IHE 4 providers (M = 2.28) had greater levels of 

disagreement than SEC providers (M = 2.60) with mean differences of .33 and .32 
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respectively.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and found a difference in the group 

mean ranks of SEC = 280.00, IHE 2 = 227.35 and IHE 4 = 229.97 (χ
2
 = 15.32, df 2, p < 

.001).  The IHE 2 and IHE 4 mean ranks were lower indicating greater levels of 

disagreement that postsecondary general education students needed direct parental 

involvement in order to succeed. 

 Analysis of whether direct parental involvement was necessary for postsecondary 

success of students with LD was conducted using the respondents‘ employment setting 

sub-groups.  SEC respondents (M = 3.06) indicated agreement in the lower levels of 

―Agree‖ that direct parental involvement was necessary for the postsecondary success of 

students with LD.  IHE 2 (M = 2.75) and IHE 4 (M = 2.48) setting sub-group respondents 

had levels of disagreement that direct parental involvement was needed for the 

postsecondary success of students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (1.86, p = .16) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant 

difference between sub-groups at the p < .001 level (F = 18.35, df 2, p < .001).  

Bonferroni analysis identified the significant difference was between the SEC providers 

and both the IHE 2 and IHE 4 professionals with mean differences of .31 (p < .05) and 

.58 (p < .001).  Kruskal-Wallis analysis indicated a significant difference between group 

mean ranks of SEC = 284.78, IHE 2 = 237.22, and IHE 4 = 190.03 (χ
2
 = 36.94, df 2, p < 

.001).   With the significantly higher SEC rank indicating agreement and the IHE 2 and 

IHE 4 respondents lower in disagreement that direct parental involvement was needed for 

the postsecondary success of students with LD. 

Table 90 displays the ANOVA data for direct parental involvement as necessary 

for postsecondary success of general education students by respondents‘ employment 
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position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that direct parental involvement was needed for the postsecondary 

success of general education students with means ranging from 2.14 to 2.60 by position.  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .001 level (6.53, p < .001) and equal variance 

could not be assured.  ANOVA found significant differences between groups at the p < 

.001 level (Welch F= 6.43, df1 3, df2 133.08, p < .001).  Post-hoc Tamhane analysis 

indicated differences between groups.  At the p < .05 level, IHE DIS providers (M = 

2.14) had significantly greater levels of disagreement than SE providers (M = 2.59) with a 

mean difference of .46.  IHE DIS (M = 2.14) and IHE AC (M = 2.31) groups had greater 

levels of disagreement than GE providers (M = 2.60) with mean differences of .46 (p < 

.05) and .29 (p < .01) respectively.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and found 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 280.62, GE = 279.83, IHE DIS 

= 208.46 and IHE AC = 233.96 (χ
2
 = 16.25, df 3, p = .001).  IHE DIS and IHE AC 

providers had lower mean ranks indicating greater levels of disagreement that general 

education students needed direct parental involvement. 
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Table 90 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Direct Parental Involvement is Necessary 

for Success by Respondents’ Employment Position 

          

Direct parental 

involvement is 

necessary Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

General Education 

Students SE 74 2.59 0.88   

  
 GE 265 2.60 0.95 

3 133.08 0.00 < .001*** 

 IHE DIS 37 2.14 0.79 

 IHE AC 147 2.31 0.76    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 Table 91 displays the ANOVA data for direct parental involvement as predictive 

of postsecondary success for students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  SE 

(M = 3.14) and GE (M = 3.03) respondents indicated agreement from the lower levels of 

agree that direct parental involvement was needed for the success of postsecondary 

students with LD.  IHE DIS (M = 2.38) and IHE AC (M = 2.66) respondents had levels of 

disagreement that direct parental involvement was needed.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (1.25, p = .29) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found 

significant differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 12.22, df 3, p < .001).  

Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated that the differences were between SE (M = 3.14) 

providers and IHE DIS providers (M = 2.38) and IHE AC providers (M = 2.66) with 

mean differences of .77 (p < .001) and .48 (p < .01).  Significant differences (p < .001) 

were also found between GE providers (M = 3.03) and IHE DIS (M = 2.38) and IHE AC 

(M = 2.66) providers with differences of .66 and .37.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 
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ANOVA and reported significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 298.43, 

GE = 280.81, IHE DIS = 172.98 and IHE AC = 221.08 (χ
2
 = 36.56, df 3, p < .001).  SE 

and GE respondent mean ranks were significantly higher indicating their agreement and 

the IHE DIS and IHE AC disagreement that direct parental involvement was needed for 

the postsecondary success of students with LD. 

Table 91 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Direct Parental Involvement is Necessary 

for Success by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Direct parental involvement is 

necessary for success Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 76 3.14 0.88   
 

 GE 262 3.03 0.89 
3 21.21 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 40 2.38 0.71 

 IHE AC 139 2.66 0.89    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Table 92 displays the logistic regression model analysis of direct parental 

involvement as predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD.  Ratings for 

general education students were excluded from analysis.  To create the dichotomy for 

analysis, ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ were combined into ―Disagree‖.  ―Agree‖ 

and ―Strongly Agree‖ were combined into ―Agree‖.  The two categories for comparison 

were then whether providers agreed or disagreed.  The model for this question accounted 

for 11% of the variance (Cox & Snell R
2
 = .109) and accurately predicted 69.6% of the 

respondent ratings for direct parental involvement as a need.  The model was significant 
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at the p < .001 level (-2 log likelihood = 608.406, df 17, χ
2
 = 59.87, p < .001).  The model 

indicated significant differences between demographic groups. 

 Analysis using the Wald statistic indicated that the first significant difference was 

in the gender comparison at the p < .01 level.  Females had a lower probability of 

agreeing with the statement than the male reference group.  When examining 

employment setting, the IHE 2 (p < .01) and IHE 4 (p < .001) year respondents had a 

lower probability of agreeing with the statement than did the SEC setting reference 

group.  The final difference was that professionals with 5 years or less of experience in 

education had a higher probability of agreeing with the statement than did the 

professionals with 25+ years of experience reference category.  No other years of 

experience in education group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently 

than the 25+ years of experience reference category. 

 Age did not provide predictive value as no age group category had a higher or 

lower probability of answering the question differently than the 51+ age group reference 

category.  There was no difference in the probability of response based on highest degree 

completed compared to the Bachelor‘s degree reference category.  General education 

providers did not have a higher or lower probability of answering the question differently 

than special education providers‘ reference category.  Years in current position did not 

have a higher or lower probability of answering differently than the 21+ year reference 

category. 
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Table 92 

Logistic Regression Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Direct Parental 

Involvement is Necessary for Success 

                    

Variables     B       SE   

      

Wald   

   

Exp(B)        p 

Gender -0.625 

 

0.217 

 

8.284 

 

0.535 

 

 0.004** 

Age2030 -0.449 

 

0.452 

 

0.989 

 

0.638 

 

 0.32 

Age3140 -0.359 

 

0.352 

 

1.042 

 

0.698 

 

 0.31 

Age4150 0.448 

 

0.300 

 

2.229 

 

1.565 

 

 0.14 

EducLevMA 0.300 

 

0.293 

 

1.049 

 

1.350 

 

 0.31 

EducLevMAcredits -0.239 

 

0.265 

 

0.809 

 

0.788 

 

 0.37 

EducLevDoc -0.235 

 

0.511 

 

0.212 

 

0.790 

 

 0.65 

Set2Year -1.147 

 

0.380 

 

9.104 

 

0.318 

 

 0.003** 

Set4Year -1.680 

 

0.366 

 

21.078 

 

0.186 

 

< .001*** 

PosGenEd -0.577 

 

0.331 

 

3.045 

 

0.562 

 

 0.08 

YrCurJob05 -0.229 

 

0.377 

 

0.369 

 

0.795 

 

 0.54 

YrCurJob610 -0.361 

 

0.390 

 

0.857 

 

0.697 

 

 0.36 

YrCurJob1120 -0.348 

 

0.373 

 

0.870 

 

0.706 

 

 0.35 

YrEduc05 1.443 

 

0.557 

 

6.699 

 

4.232 

 

 0.01* 

YrEduc610 0.360 

 

0.449 

 

0.644 

 

1.433 

 

 0.42 

YrEduc1115 0.563 

 

0.435 

 

1.676 

 

1.756 

 

 0.20 

YrEduc1625 0.245   0.339   0.524   1.278 

 

 0.47 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

Learned Helplessness is Intensified by the One-on-One Supports at the Secondary 

Level 

 For the question, ―Learned helplessness (A tendency to be a passive learner who 

depends on others for decisions and guidance (Lokerson, 1992) is intensified by the one-

on-one supports offered to students with learning disabilities at the secondary level‖, the 

Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, 

and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  This question referred to students with LD only and 

did not involve the general education student comparison.  In answering, 102 respondents 
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(18.1%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the 

question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 462).  Table 93 displays 

the t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = .50, p = .48) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 2.73) and IHE (M = 2.41) employment setting groups.  Both groups had 

levels of disagreement that learned helplessness was increased by the one-on-one 

supports at the secondary level.  A significant difference was found between groups at the 

p < .001 level (t = 4.01, df 460, p < .001) with IHE respondents rating greater levels of 

disagreement that the one-on-one supports at the secondary level increased learned 

helplessness compared to SEC respondents. 

Table 93 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Learned Helplessness by 

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Learned helplessness is 

intensified by one-on-one 

supports at the SEC level Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 302 2.73 0.79 
   

 
IHE 160 2.41 0.81 4.01 460 < .001*** 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Analysis for learned helplessness being intensified by the one-on-one supports at 

the SEC level was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC = 

2.73, IHE 2 = 2.57, and IHE 4 = 2.30 respondents had levels of disagreement that the 

learned helplessness was intensified by the one-on-one supports at the secondary level.  
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Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.29, p =.28) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant difference at the p < .001 level between groups 

(F = 10.27, df 2, p < .001).  Bonferroni analysis reported a difference (p < .001) between 

SEC respondents (M = 2.73) and the greater level of disagreement in the IHE 4 

respondents (M = 2.30) with a mean difference of .42.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA and found a significant difference between the sub-group mean ranks of SEC = 

249.70, IHE 2 = 224.63 and IHE 4 = 177.34 (χ
2
 = 24.15, df 2, p < .001).  The lower IHE 4 

mean rank indicated greater levels of disagreement than the SEC mean rank.  By setting 

and setting sub-group it was not indicated that learned helplessness was intensified by the 

one-on-one supports that students with LD received at the secondary level. 

 Table 94 displays the ANOVA data for learned helplessness being intensified by 

the one-on-one supports of the secondary level by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position groups 

perceived that learned helplessness was intensified by the one-on-one supports at the 

secondary level with means ranging from 2.36 to 2.74 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was 

not significant at the p < .05 level (1.89, p = .13) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

found a significant difference between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 6.10, df 3, p < 

.001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated at the p < .01 level, that IHE AC providers 

(M = 2.36) had greater levels of disagreement than SE providers (M = 2.74) with a mean 

difference of .38.  At the p < .001 level, IHE AC providers (M = 2.36) had greater levels 

of disagreement than GE providers (M = 2.72) with a difference of .36.  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA and found significant differences between group mean ranks of 

SE= 252.04, GE = 248.89, IHE DIS = 222.61 and IHE AC = 189.22 (χ
2
 = 20.66, df 3, p < 
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.001).  The IHE AC mean rank indicated greater levels of disagreement than the mean 

ranks of the SE and GE respondents.  Providers by employment position did not indicate 

that learned helpless was intensified by the one-on-one supports at the secondary level for 

students with LD.      

Table 94 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Learned Helplessness by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Learned helplessness is 

intensified by one-on-one 

supports at the SEC level Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 78 2.74 0.90   
 

 GE 224 2.72 0.75 
3 6.10 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 38 2.58 0.83 

 IHE AC 122 2.36 0.80    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     A training need was indicated by the 102 (18.1%) out of 564 respondents who 

selected ―Do Not Know‖.  By position group, one (0.2%) SE, 64 (11.3%) GE, three 

(0.5%) IHE DIS, and 34 (6.0%) IHE AC providers selected the option.  The 64 GE 

responses were 22.2% of the total GE responses and the 34 IHE AC respondents were 

21.8% of the IHE AC total.  Training on identification of learned helplessness and the 

perception that it is not fostered by the one-on-one supports at the secondary level would 

enable providers selecting ―Do Not Know‖ to form their own perceptions. 

 Table 95 displays the results of logistic regression model analysis for learned 

helpless being created by the one-on-one supports at the SEC level.  To create the 
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dichotomy for analysis, ―Strongly Disagree‖ and ―Disagree‖ were combined into 

―Disagree‖.  ―Agree‖ and ―Strongly Agree‖ were combined into ―Agree‖.  The two 

categories for comparison were then whether providers agreed or disagreed.  The model 

for this question accounted for 10% of the variance (Cox & Snell R
2
 = .095) and 

accurately predicted 64.7% of the respondent perceptions concerning the effect of one-

on-one supports on learned helplessness.  The model was significant at the p < .001 level 

(-2 log likelihood = 591.232, df 17, χ
2
 = 46.107, p < .001).  The model indicated a 

specific significant difference between demographic groups.  The Wald statistic 

indicated, at the p < .001 level, IHE 4 providers had a lower probability of agreeing with 

the statement than did the SEC reference group.  There was no difference between IHE 2 

providers and the SEC reference category. 

Females did not have a higher or lower probability of agreeing than did the male 

reference category.  No age category had a higher or lower probability of answering 

differently than the 51+ reference category.  Highest degree completed also provided no 

predictive value as no group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently 

than the bachelor degree reference category.  General education providers did not have a 

higher or lower probability of answering differently than the special education reference 

category.  The reference category for years in current position was 21+ years.  No other 

group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently than this group.  The 

final demographic category of years in education did not provide predictive information 

as no group had a higher or lower probability of answering differently than the 26+ year 

reference category.   
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Table 95 

Logistic Regression Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Learned Helplessness 

                    

Variables     B       SE         Wald    Exp(B) 

 

    p 

Gender -0.021 

 

0.215 

 

0.009 

 

0.980 

 

 0.92 

Age2030 0.847 

 

0.465 

 

3.325 

 

2.333 

 

 0.68 

Age3140 0.406 

 

0.362 

 

1.254 

 

1.501 

 

 0.26 

Age4150 -0.106 

 

0.305 

 

0.122 

 

0.899 

 

 0.73 

EducLevMA -0.099 

 

0.293 

 

0.114 

 

0.906 

 

 0.74 

EducLevMAcredits 0.025 

 

0.270 

 

0.008 

 

1.025 

 

 0.93 

EducLevDoc -0.422 

 

0.573 

 

0.542 

 

0.656 

 

 0.46 

Set2Year -0.258 

 

0.353 

 

0.534 

 

0.773 

 

 0.47 

Set4Year -1.337 

 

0.347 

 

14.829 

 

0.263 

 

< .001*** 

PosGenEd 0.023 

 

0.291 

 

0.006 

 

1.024 

 

 0.94 

YrCurJob05 -0.356 

 

0.389 

 

0.837 

 

0.701 

 

 0.36 

YrCurJob610 -0.437 

 

0.399 

 

1.200 

 

0.646 

 

 0.27 

YrCurJob1120 -0.121 

 

0.376 

 

0.103 

 

0.886 

 

 0.75 

YrEduc05 -0.915 

 

0.568 

 

2.596 

 

0.401 

 

 0.11 

YrEduc610 -0.137 

 

0.466 

 

0.087 

 

0.872 

 

 0.77 

YrEduc1115 -0.245 

 

0.443 

 

0.306 

 

0.783 

 

 0.58 

YrEduc1625 -0.173   0.348   0.247   0.841    0.62 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

Students with LD are Educated on the Characteristics of Their Diagnosis 

 The next self-determination question was, ―Students with learning disabilities are 

educated on the individual characteristics and personal impact of their diagnosis‖.  The 

Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, 

and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  For this question, 149 respondents (26.3%) 

answered with ―Do Not Know‖ leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 417).  Table 

96 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .01 level (F = 6.94, p = .009) and equal variance could not be 

assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.69) and IHE (M = 2.43) employment setting 
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groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that students with LD were educated on 

the individual characteristics and impact of their diagnosis.  A significant difference was 

reported between groups at the p < .01 level with IHE providers being stronger in 

disagreement that students with LD are educated on the individual characteristics and 

impact of their diagnosis (t = 3.30, df 233.18, p = .001). 

Table 96 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Students with LD are Educated on 

the Characteristics of Their Diagnosis by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Students with LD are 

educated on the individual 

characteristics of their 

diagnosis Setting n M SD t df p 

        Students with LD SEC 283 2.69 0.69 
   

 
IHE 134 2.43 0.78 3.30 233.18 < .001*** 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Analysis was conducted for students with LD being educated on the individual 

characteristics and impact of their diagnosis by respondents‘ employment setting        

sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.69), IHE 2 (M = 2.51), and IHE 4 (M = 2.38) respondents all 

had levels of disagreement that students with LD were educated on the individual 

characteristics and impact of their diagnosis.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < 

.05 level (4.49, p = .01) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA found a 

significant difference between setting sub-groups at the p < .01 level (Welch F = 6.39, 

df1 2, df2 110.38, p = .002).  Tamhane post-hoc results indicated a significant difference 

(p < .01) between the SEC (M = 2.69) and IHE 4 respondents (M = 2.38) with a mean 
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difference of .31.  The IHE 4 providers had greater levels of disagreement.  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA results and indicated a difference between group mean 

ranks of SEC = 220.81, IHE 2 = 195.65 and IHE 4 = 175.97 at the p < .01 level (χ
2
 = 

11.29, df 2, p = .004).  The lower IHE 4 mean rank indicated greater levels of 

disagreement.  By setting and setting sub-group providers indicated that students with LD 

were not educated on the individual characteristics and impact of their diagnosis. 

 Table 97 displays the ANOVA data for students with LD being educated on the 

individual characteristics and impact of their diagnosis by respondents‘ employment 

position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that students with LD were educated on the individual characteristics 

and impact of their diagnosis with means ranging from 2.03 to 2.73 by position.  The IHE 

DIS respondents‘ disagreement tended towards strongly disagreeing.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.06, p = .11) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

found significant differences between groups at the p < .001 level (F = 10.15.  df 3, p < 

.001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis indicated differences between groups.  IHE DIS (M 

= 2.03) professionals rated the item with greater levels of disagreement (p < .001) than 

the SE (M = 2.73), GE (M = 2.68), and IHE AC (M = 2.59) providers with mean 

differences of .70, .65, and .57.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 227.58, GE = 218.24, IHE DIS 

= 125.72 and IHE AC = 207.14 (χ
2
 = 25.70, df 3, p < .001).  The IHE DIS group had a 

significantly lower mean rank than other groups indicating greater levels of disagreement.  

Providers did not indicate that students with LD were educated on the characteristics and 

individual impact of their diagnosis. 
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Table 97 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Students with LD are Educated on the 

Characteristics of Their Diagnosis by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Students with LD are educated 

on the individual characteristics 

of their diagnosis Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 78 2.73 0.78   
 

 GE 205 2.68 0.65 
3 10.15 <.001*** 

 IHE DIS 38 2.03 0.72 

 IHE AC 96 2.59 0.75    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Training was indicated by 149 (26.3%) respondents out of 566 total responses 

who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The position groups ―Do Not Know‖ responses were: SE 

= one (0.2%), GE = 84 (14.8%), IHE DIS = three (0.5%), and IHE AC = 61 (10.8%).  

The 84 GE respondents were 29.1% of the total GE responses and the 61 IHE AC 

respondents were 38.9% of the total IHE AC responses.  Training was indicated for the 

general education type provider positions.  Training to teach professionals that students 

were not aware of the characteristics and impact of their diagnosis was indicated.  

Training to teach providers the characteristics of LD and the impact it has for students 

would enable these professionals to then educate their own students. 

Postsecondary Students 

 The final question addressing self-determination/advocacy presented respondents 

with two items for rating.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 

3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The main question 
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stated, ―Postsecondary students ___.‖  The first item presented was ―know their full legal 

rights when entering the institution.‖  Table 98 displays the t-Test data for postsecondary 

students knowing their full legal rights by respondents‘ employment setting when 

referring to general education students and students with LD.  When answering for 

general education students, 44 respondents (7.8%) indicated ―Do Not ―Know‖ and two 

respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n 

= 520).  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 4.14, p = .04) and 

equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.13) and IHE (M = 

2.00) employment setting groups.  Both setting groups had levels of disagreement with 

IHE respondents tending towards strong disagreement that general education students 

knew their full legal rights when entering higher education.  A significant difference was 

found between groups at the p < .05 level (t = 2.32, df 409.84, p = .02) with the IHE 

respondents rating greater levels of disagreement.     

 Rating ―know their full legal rights when entering the institution‖ for students 

with LD, 59 respondents (10.5%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and three (0.5%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 504).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .02, p = .90) assuring equal variance for 

comparison of SEC (M = 2.08) and IHE (M = 2.07) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement tending towards strong disagreement that students with 

LD knew their full legal rights when entering higher education.  No significant difference 

was found between groups (t = .12, df 502, p = .91).   
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Table 98 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Know Their Legal Rights by  

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Know their full legal rights Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 329 2.13 0.65 
   

 
IHE 191 2.00 0.62 2.32 409.84 0.02* 

        
Students with LD SEC 328 2.08 0.74 

   

 
IHE 176 2.07 0.73 0.12 502 0.91 

                
Note.  *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

    Respondents by setting indicated that general education students and students with LD 

did not know their full legal rights. 

Analysis was conducted for postsecondary students knowing their full legal rights 

by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  For general education students, the 

means were SEC = 2.13, IHE 2 = 2.07, and IHE 4 = 1.94 by setting sub-group.  The SEC 

and IHE 2 respondents had levels of disagreement that tended towards strong 

disagreement that postsecondary general education students knew their full legal rights 

when entering the institution.  The IHE 4 respondents indicated a level of strong 

disagreement tending towards disagreement that postsecondary general education 

students knew their full legal rights.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 

level (1.44, p = .24) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA indicated a significant difference 

between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 3.58, df 2, p = .03).  Bonferroni post-hoc analysis 

found the significant difference (p < .05) occurred between the SEC (M = 2.13) and IHE 

4 (M = 1.94) providers with a mean difference of .19.  SEC respondents disagreed and 
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IHE 4 respondents strongly disagreed that postsecondary general education students 

knew their full legal rights.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and identified a 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 269.89, IHE 2 = 260.98 and 

IHE 4 = 231.52 (χ
2
 = 7.34, df 2, p = .03).  The IHE 4 mean rank was significantly lower 

indicating greater levels of disagreement than the higher mean rank of the SEC 

respondents that postsecondary general education students knew their full legal rights. 

 For postsecondary students knowing their full legal rights when referring to 

students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups, the means were SEC = 

2.08, IHE 2 = 2.14, and IHE 4 = 2.01.  All respondent groups had levels of disagreement 

with IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents tending towards strong disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD knew their full legal rights when entering postsecondary 

education.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.93, p = .39) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F 

= 1.62, df 2, p = .20).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SEC = 252.66, IHE 2 = 265.15, and IHE 4 = 

242.12 (χ
2
 = 1.34, df 2, p = .51) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 99 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students know their full 

legal rights when entering the institution when referring to general education students by 

respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating 

that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary general education 

students knew their full legal rights when entering the institution with means ranging 

from 2.00 to 2.20 by position.  The GE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC ratings tended towards 

strong disagreement.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (3.47, p = .02) 
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and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA did not find a significant difference 

between groups (Welch F = 1.95, df1 3, df2 131.31, p = .13).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed 

the ANOVA with no significant difference between position groups with the mean ranks 

of SE = 282.95, GE = 266.10, IHE DIS = 246.03 and IHE AC = 243.90 (χ
2
 = 5.85, df 3, p 

= .12) when referring to postsecondary general education students.   

Table 99 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Know Their Legal Rights by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

          

Know their full legal 

rights Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

General Education 

Students SE 74 2.20 0.74   

  
 GE 255 2.11 0.62 

3 131.31 1.95 0.13 

 IHE DIS 38 2.00 0.62 

 IHE AC 153 2.00 0.63    
                 

 
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 

 Table 100 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students knowing their 

full legal rights when referring to students with LD by respondents‘ employment 

position.  The means were SE (M = 2.05), GE (M = 2.08), IHE DIS (M = 1.85), and IHE 

AC (M = 2.13) by position when referring to students with LD.  SE, GE, and IHE AC 

respondent groups had levels of disagreement tending towards strong disagreement and 

IHE DIS providers indicated strong disagreement that postsecondary students with LD 

knew their full legal rights when entering the institution.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p < .05 level (.83, p = .77) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 
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find significant differences between groups (F = 1.56, df 3, p = .17).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE 

= 244.36, GE = 255.12, IHE DIS = 211.56 and IHE AC = 264.54 (χ
2
 = 5.52, df 3, p = .14) 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 100  

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Know Their Legal Rights by Respondents’ 

Employment Position 

        

Know their full legal rights Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

Students with LD SE 75 2.05 0.82   
 

 GE 253 2.08 0.72 
3 1.56 0.20 

 IHE DIS 41 1.85 0.69 

 IHE AC 135 2.13 0.73    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Respondents by employment position indicated that postsecondary general 

education students and students with LD did not know their full legal rights.  The IHE 

DIS respondents strongly disagreed for students with LD.  The GLM used 321 SEC 

responses and 173 IHE responses (n = 494) to determine means for general education 

students (M = 2.08) and students with LD (M = 2.06).  Assuming sphericity, there was a 

statistically significant difference with respondents indicating greater levels of 

disagreement that students with LD had knowledge concerning their full legal rights 

(Type III SQ = 1.16, df 1, F = 4.45, Partial Eta Squared = .009, p = .04).  Students from 

both groups needed to learn their full legal rights to achieve self-determination.  Provider 

groups could collaborate at all levels of education to teach students their full legal rights 
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and to aid students with issues regarding those rights.  Training in student rights and lack 

of student rights awareness was indicated for GE and IHE AC providers in analysis of the 

―Do Not Know‖ responses.  Out of 563 responses, 59 (10.5%) selected the option.  By 

position, three (0.5%) SE, 34 (6%) GE, zero (0%) IHE DIS, and 22 (3.9%) IHE AC 

respondents chose ―Do Not Know‖.  The 34 GE respondents were 11.8% of the GE 

responses and the 22 IHE AC respondents were 14% of the total IHE AC responses. 

  The second item asked providers to rate ―lack skills in reality testing (accurately 

knowing what they can and cannot do) when judging their own academic abilities and 

weaknesses.‖  Table 101 displays the t-Test data by employment setting when referring to 

postsecondary general education students and students with LD. For postsecondary 

general education students, 42 respondents (7.5%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and six 

respondents (1.1%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n 

= 518).  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 4.55, p = .03) and 

equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.68) and IHE (M = 

2.91) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary general education students lacked skills in reality testing.  The IHE 

group‘s ratings tended towards agreement.  A significant difference was reported between 

groups at the p < .001 level (t = -3.73, df 365.85, p < .001) with IHE providers tending 

towards agree and SEC respondents with greater levels of disagreement.     

 Answering if postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality testing, 66 

respondents (11.7%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid (n = 498).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.39, p = .07) assuring equal variance for 
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comparison of SEC (M = 2.91) and IHE (M = 2.94) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement tending towards agreement that postsecondary students 

with LD lacked skills in reality testing.  No significant differences were found between 

groups (t = -.40, df 496, p = .69).   

Table 101 

t-Test Analysis for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Lack Skills in Reality Testing by 

Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Lack skills in reality testing Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 352 2.68 0.64 
   

 
IHE 186 2.91 0.67 -3.73 365.85 <.001*** 

        
Students with LD SEC 325 2.91 0.79 

   

 
IHE 173 2.94 0.67 -0.40 496 0.69 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Respondents by employment setting did not indicate that general education students or 

students with LD lacked skills in reality testing.   

Analysis was conducted for postsecondary general education students lacking 

skills in reality testing by the respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  The means 

were SEC = 2.68, IHE 2 = 2.90, and IHE 4 = 2.91.  All groups had levels of disagreement 

with the IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents tending towards agreement that postsecondary 

general education students lacked skills in reality testing.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .05 level (3.03, p = .049) and equal variance could not be assured 

for comparison of employment setting sub-groups.  A significant difference was found 

between setting sub-groups at the p < .01 level (Welch F = 6.97, df1 2, df2 171.54, p = 
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.001).  Post-hoc Tamhane analysis indicated that SEC (M = 2.68) providers had greater 

levels of disagreement (p < .05) with the statement than IHE 2 (M = 2.90) and IHE 4 (M 

= 2.91) providers with mean differences of .22 and .23 respectively.  Kruskal-Wallis 

results confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a significant difference between group mean 

ranks of SEC = 243.14, IHE 2 = 285.11 and IHE 4 = 291.46 (χ
2
 = 14.42, df 2, p = .001).  

The lower mean rank for SEC respondents indicated greater levels of disagreement than 

the IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents. 

Analysis was conducted for postsecondary students with LD lacking skills in 

reality testing by the respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  The means were SEC 

= 2.91, IHE 2 = 3.05, and IHE 4 = 2.85 by setting sub-group. SEC and IHE 4 respondents 

had levels of disagreement with the SEC group tending towards agreement that 

postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality testing. The IHE 2 group 

indicated agreement in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that postsecondary students with LD 

lacked skills in reality testing.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level 

(1.93, p = .15) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not detect significant differences 

between groups (F = 1.61, df 2, p = .20). Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SEC = 249.84, IHE 2 = 268.52, and 

IHE 4 = 232.35 (χ
2
 = 3.23, df 2, p = .19) when referring to postsecondary students with 

LD. 

Table 102 displays the ANOVA data for lacking skills in reality testing by 

respondents‘ employment position when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that 

no position groups perceived that postsecondary general education students lacked skills 
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in reality testing with means ranging from 2.54 to 2.92 by position.  The IHE AC group 

respondents tended towards agreement that postsecondary general education students 

lacked skills in reality testing.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(2.15, p = .09) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found a significant difference at the p < 

.001 level between groups (F = 6.58, df 3, p < .001).  Post-hoc Bonferroni analysis 

indicated differences between IHE AC (M =2.92) providers and SE (M = 2.54) providers 

and GE (M = 2.73) providers with mean differences of .39 (p < .001) and .20 (p < .05).  

The SE and GE providers had greater levels of disagreement.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed 

the ANOVA and indicated significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 

213.56, GE = 251.93, IHE DIS = 280.08 and IHE AC = 291.06 (χ
2
 = 19.52, df 3, p < 

.001).  The SE and GE mean ranks were significantly lower than the IHE AC provider 

mean rank indicating greater levels of disagreement that postsecondary general education 

students lacked skills in reality testing. 

 For postsecondary students with LD lacking skills in reality testing by 

respondents‘ employment position, the means were SE M = 3.08, GE M = 2.86, IHE DIS 

M = 3.51 and IHE AC M = 2.88.  SE and IHE DIS respondents agreed with SE in the 

lower levels of ―Agree‖ that postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality 

testing whereas GE and IHE AC respondents had levels of disagreement.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.93, p = .43) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA found a significant difference between groups at the p < .05 level (F = 3.05, df 

3, p = .03) but post-hoc Bonferroni analysis did not indicate where the difference 

occurred.  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA and found significant differences 

between the group mean ranks of SE = 246.21, GE = 247.25, IHE DIS = 208.04, and IHE 
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AC = 245.69 at the p < .05 level (χ
2
 = 10.05, df 3, p = .02).  The IHE DIS group had a 

lower mean rank compared to the other groups indicating a higher level of agreement that 

postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality testing.   

Table 102 

ANOVA for Self-determination/Advocacy Skill Lack Skills in Reality Testing by 

Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Lack skills in reality testing Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 2.54 0.64   
 

 

GE 256 2.73 0.63 
3 6.58 <.001*** 

 

IHE DIS 40 2.85 0.58 

 

IHE AC 146 2.92 0.70    

        
Students With LD SE 78 3.08 0.80    

 GE 247 2.86 0.78 
3 3.05 0.03* 

 IHE DIS 39 3.15 0.67 

 IHE AC 134 2.88 0.66    
                

Note.  *p<.05.  **p<.01.  ***p<.001. 

    Respondents by employment setting did not indicate that general education 

students or students with LD lacked skills in reality testing.  Respondents by employment 

position did not indicate that general education students lacked skills in reality testing.  

Only SE and IHE DIS providers indicated that students with LD lacked skills in reality 

testing.  The GLM used 320 SEC responses and 170 IHE responses (n = 490) to identify 

the mean for general education students (M = 2.76) and students with LD (M = 2.92).  

Assuming sphericity, a significant difference was found between the ratings for general 

education students and students with LD (Type III SQ = 1.48, df 1, F = 6.14, Partial Eta 
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Squared = .012, p = .01).  Providers rated greater levels of disagreement that general 

education students lacked skills in reality testing to judge their own academic abilities 

and weaknesses.   

 Collaboration to teach students the skills to accurately test their own abilities was 

indicated as providers who worked directly with students with LD indicated a lack of 

reality skills testing.  Training was indicated by the number of ―Do Not Know‖ 

responses.  Out of 564 total responses, 66 (11.7%) selected ―Do Not Know‖.  By position 

group this number comprised: one (0.2%) SE, 40 (7.1%) GE, two (0.4%) IHE DIS, and 

23 (4.1%) IHE AC respondents.  The 40 GE respondents were 13.9% of the total GE 

responses and the 23 IHE AC responses were 14.6% of the total IHE AC respondents.  

Training to increase the awareness that SE and IHE DIS providers perceived a lack of 

reality testing skills was indicated to better prepare general education type providers to 

work with students with LD on reality testing skills development.   

Emotion Skills 

Postsecondary Students 

The final group of questions was related to student emotional skills.  Each 

question utilized the general education student and student with LD comparison.  The 

first question was ―Postsecondary students _____.‖ The respondents were presented with 

three different items for rating.  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  The first 

item was, ―experience emotional instability.‖  Table 103 displays the t-Test data by 

employment setting when referring to postsecondary general education students and 

students with LD.  For general education students, 51 respondents (9.0%) selected ―Do 
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Not Know‖ and two (0.4%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining responses 

as valid (n = 513).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.57, p 

= .21) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.78) and IHE (M = 2.89) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that general 

education students experienced emotional instability at the postsecondary level.  A 

significant difference was found between groups at the p < .05 level (t = -2.08, df 511, p 

= .04).  SEC providers had greater levels of disagreement than IHE providers.   

 For postsecondary students with LD experiencing emotional instability, 79 

respondents (14%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and one (0.2%) did not answer the 

question.  The remaining responses were analyzed as valid (n = 486).  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.04, p = .31) assuring equal variance for 

comparison of SEC (M = 3.08) and IHE (M = 3.04) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of agreement in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that postsecondary 

students with LD experienced emotional instability.  No significant difference was found 

between groups (t = .84, df 484, p = .40).   
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Table 103 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Experience Emotional Instability by Respondents’  

Employment Setting 

  

      

Experience emotional instability Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 330 2.78 0.53 
   

 
IHE 183 2.89 0.56 -2.08 511 0.04* 

        
Students with LD SEC 311 3.08 0.56 

   

 
IHE 175 3.04 0.54 0.84 484 0.40 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, providers did not indicate that general education students 

experienced emotional instability.  Providers indicated that students with LD experienced 

emotional instability. 

 Analysis of postsecondary students experiencing emotional instability when 

referring to general education students and students with LD was conducted by 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary general education 

students, SEC (M = 2.78), IHE 2 (M = 2.85), and IHE 4 (M = 2.91) setting sub-groups 

had levels of disagreement that postsecondary students experienced emotional instability.  

The IHE 4 respondents‘ level of disagreement tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.87, p = .42) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA did not find a significant difference between groups (F = 2.49, df 2, p = .08).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no difference between group mean ranks of 

SEC = 249.03, IHE 2 = 262.54 and IHE 4 = 278.08 (χ
2
 = 4.83, df 2, p = .09) when 

referring to postsecondary general education students.  For analysis of postsecondary 
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students experiencing emotional instability when referring to students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-group, the means were SEC = 3.08, IHE 2 = 3.09, 

and IHE 4 = 3.00.  All setting sub-groups were in agreement from the lower levels of 

―Agree‖ that postsecondary students with LD experienced emotional instability.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.55, p = .58) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not find a significant difference between groups (F = .95, df 2, p 

= .39).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between 

the group mean ranks of SEC = 246.99, IHE 2 = 247.68, and IHE 4 = 229.33 (χ
2
 = 1.95, 

df 2, p = .38) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 104 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students experiencing 

emotional instability when referring to general education students and students with LD 

by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had levels of disagreement 

indicating that no employment position groups perceived that postsecondary general 

education students experienced emotional instability with means ranging from 2.73 to 

2.91 by position.  The IHE AC respondents‘ level of disagreement (M = 2.91) tended 

towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.34, p = 

.26) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between 

groups (F = 2.38, df 3, p = .07).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 234.83, GE = 253.35, IHE DIS = 247.90, 

and IHE AC = 277.12 (χ
2
 = 7.20, df 3, p = .07) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.    

When referring to postsecondary students with LD experiencing emotional 

instability the means were SE = 3.08, GE = 3.09, IHE DIS = 2.90, and IHE AC = 3.08 by 
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respondents‘ employment position.  SE, GE, and IHE AC respondents were in agreement 

from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that postsecondary students with LD experienced 

emotional instability.  IHE DIS respondents were in disagreement tending towards 

agreement that postsecondary students with LD experienced emotional instability.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.89, p = .26) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = 1.37, df 3, p 

= .25).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no differences between group mean 

ranks of SE = 246.21, GE = 247.25, IHE DIS = 208.04, and IHE AC = 245.69 (χ
2
 = 4.18, 

df 3, p = .24) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.    

Table 104 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Experience Emotional Instability by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

        

Experience emotional instability  Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 2.73 0.55   
 

 

GE 253 2.80 0.52 
3 2.38 0.07 

 

IHE DIS 36 2.78 0.49 

 

IHE AC 147 2.91 0.57    

        
Students With LD SE 77 3.08 0.64    

 GE 234 3.09 0.53 
3 1.37 0.25 

 IHE DIS 39 2.90 0.55 

 IHE AC 136 3.08 0.53    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Respondents by employment position did not indicate that postsecondary general 

education students experienced emotional instability.  IHE DIS (M = 2.90) respondents 
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did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD experienced emotional instability.  

All other employment position groups indicated levels of agreement that students with 

LD experienced emotional instability.  The GLM was constructed using 309 SEC 

respondents and 170 IHE respondents (n = 479).  Assuming sphericity, a statistically 

significant difference was found between the ratings for general education students (M = 

2.84) and students with LD (M = 3.06) (Type III SQ = .90, df 1, F = 7.46, Partial Eta 

Squared = .02, p = .007).  Providers indicated that students with LD experienced 

emotional instability and general education students did not.    

 Skills to cope with emotional instability were indicated for postsecondary students 

with LD.  Collaboration to teach emotional coping skills, identify students experiencing 

emotional instability, and to refer to the proper support personnel was indicated for 

students with LD.  A training need was also indicated by the ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  

A total of 79 (14%) out of 565 respondents selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The position 

groups selecting ―Do Not Know‖ were: SE = two (0.4%), GE = 55 (9.7%), IHE DIS = 

two (0.4%), and IHE AC = 20 (3.5%).  The 55 GE responses were 19% of the total GE 

respondents and the 20 IHE AC responses were 12.8% of the IHE AC total.  Training to 

recognize and techniques for addressing, emotional instability was indicated particularly 

for general education type providers. 

 For the second item, ―experience low self-esteem‖, when responding for general 

education students, 58 respondents (10.3%) chose ―Do Not Know‖ and one respondent 

(0.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 

507).  Table 105 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ employment setting when 

referring to general education students and students with LD.  Levene‘s statistic was not 
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significant at the p < .05 level (F = .40, p = .53) assuring equal variance for comparison 

of SEC (M = 2.72) and IHE (M = 2.82) employment setting groups.  Both groups had 

levels of disagreement that postsecondary general education students experienced low 

self-esteem.  No significant differences were found between groups (t = -1.71, df 505, p = 

.09).  For students with LD experiencing low self-esteem, 83 respondents (14.7%) 

indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and one respondent (0.2%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were valid (n = 482).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = 2.92, p = .09) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.13) 

and IHE (M = 3.15) employment setting groups.  Both groups were in agreement that 

postsecondary students with LD experienced low self-esteem.  No significant differences 

were indicated between groups (t = -.47, df 480, p = .64).   

Table 105 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Experience Low Self-Esteem by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Experience low self-esteem Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 323 2.72 0.56 
   

 
IHE 184 2.82 0.60 -1.72 505 0.09 

        
Students with LD SEC 305 3.13 0.59 

   

 
IHE 177 3.15 0.49 -0.47 480 0.64 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Respondents by employment setting indicated that postsecondary students with LD 

experienced low self-esteem and that general education students did not.   
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 Analysis was conducted on postsecondary students experience low self-esteem 

when referring to general education students by respondents‘ employment setting sub-

groups.  SEC (M = 2.72), IHE 2 (M = 2.85), and IHE 4 (M = 2.79) respondents had levels 

of disagreement that postsecondary general education students experienced low self-

esteem.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.43, p = .65) assuring 

equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = 1.69, 

df 2, p = .19).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences 

between group mean ranks of SEC = 246.89, IHE 2 = 270.78, and IHE 4 = 263.24 (χ
2
 = 

3.16, df 2, p = .21) when referring to postsecondary general education students.  Analysis 

was conducted on postsecondary students experience low self-esteem when referring to 

postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC 

(M = 3.13), IHE 2 (M = 3.18), and IHE 4 (M = 3.13) respondents were in agreement that 

postsecondary students with LD experienced low self-esteem.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.71, p = .07) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

find significant differences between groups (F = .30, df 2, p = .74).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of 

SEC = 240.61, IHE 2 = 249.77, and IHE 4 = 237.85 (χ
2
 = .53, df 2, p = .77) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.    

 Table 106 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students experience low 

self-esteem by respondents‘ employment position when referring to general education 

students.  Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment 

position group perceived that postsecondary general education students experienced low 

self-esteem with means ranging from 2.69 to 2.84 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not 
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significant at the p < .05 level (1.35, p = .26) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

find significant differences between groups (F = 1.69, df 3, p = .18).   Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE 

= 243.18, GE = 248.05, IHE DIS = 241.67, and IHE AC = 272.51 (χ
2
 = 4.91, df 3, p = 

.18) when referring to postsecondary general education students.     

Table 106 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Experience Low Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

Experience low self-esteem Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 2.70 0.61   
 

 GE 246 2.73 0.54 
3 1.70 0.17 

 IHE DIS 36 2.69 0.62 

 IHE AC 148 2.84 0.59    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

 Table 107 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students experience low 

self-esteem when referring to students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  

Respondents agreed indicating that all employment position groups perceived that 

postsecondary students with LD experienced low self-esteem with means ranging from 

3.08 to 3.26 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (3.58, p = 

.01) and equal variance could not be assured.  ANOVA found no significant differences 

between groups (Welch F = 1.84, df1 3, df2 146.99, p = .14).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed 

the ANOVA results with no significant differences between the group mean ranks of SE 
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= 268.16, GE = 231.47, IHE DIS = 242.24 and IHE AC = 243.26 (χ
2
 = 5.99, df 3, p = .11) 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD.     

Table 107 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Experience Low Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment 

Position 

          

Experience low 

self-esteem Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 76 3.26 0.60   
  

 GE 229 3.08 0.58 
3 146.99 1.84 0.14 

 IHE DIS 38 3.16 0.37 

 IHE AC 139 3.15 0.52    
                 
 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    

  

 Respondents by employment position indicated that postsecondary students with 

LD experienced low self-esteem and that postsecondary general education students did 

not.  The GLM constructed using 299 SEC respondents and 173 IHE respondents (n = 

472) assumed sphericity and did not find a significant difference between the means for 

general education students (M = 2.78) and students with LD (M = 3.13) (Type III SQ = 

.02, df , F = .13, Partial Eta Squared = .00, p = .72).   

 Skills needed to cope with low self-esteem were needed by students with LD.  

Collaboration to identify LD students with low self-esteem, refer them to the proper 

support, and teach students coping skills for low-esteem were indicated.  Training in 

identification of low-esteem and how to correct it was indicated.  There were 565 total 

responses and 83 (14.7%) selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The position groups selecting the 



281 

 

 

option were: SE = three (0.5%), GE = 60 (10.6%), IHE DIS = three (0.5%), and IHE AC 

= 17 (3%).  The 60 GE respondents were 20.8% of the GE responses and the 17 IHE AC 

respondents were 10.9% of the total IHE AC responses.  Training the general education 

type providers that low self-esteem is experienced by postsecondary students with LD 

would better enable them to recognize low self-esteem in their students and offer them 

support.   

 Rating the third item, ―experience depression and anxiety‖, for postsecondary 

general education students, 62 respondents (11.0%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two 

respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were 

considered valid (n = 502).  Table 108 displays the t-Test data when referring to general 

education students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting.  Levene‘s 

statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 5.40, p = .02) and equal variance could 

not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.82) and IHE (M = 2.94) employment 

setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that postsecondary general 

education students experienced depression and anxiety.  The IHE respondent ratings 

tended towards agreement.  A significant difference was found between groups at the p < 

.05 level (t = -2.38, df 368.34, p = .02).  SEC providers had greater levels of 

disagreement.     

 For postsecondary students with LD experience depression and anxiety, 95 

respondents (16.8%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 469).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 2.11, p = .15) assuring 

equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 3.16) and IHE (M = 3.15) employment 
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setting groups.  Both groups were in agreement that postsecondary students with LD 

experienced depression and anxiety.  No significant difference was found between groups 

(t = .28, df 467, p = .78).   

Table 108 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Experience Depression and Anxiety by Respondents’ 

Employment Setting 

      

Experience depression and 

anxiety Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 325 2.82 0.54 
   

 
IHE 177 2.94 0.53 -2.38 368.34 0.02* 

        
Students with LD SEC 298 3.16 0.58 

   

 
IHE 171 3.15 0.52 0.28 467 0.78 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, providers indicated that depression and anxiety were experienced 

by students with LD but not general education students. 

Analysis was conducted on postsecondary general education students experience 

depression and anxiety using the respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  The 

means were SEC = 2.82, IHE 2 = 2.88, and IHE 4 = 2.99 by setting sub-group when 

referring to general education students.  All groups had levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary general education students experienced depression and anxiety.  The IHE 

4 group had levels of disagreement tending towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .01 level (6.60, p = .001) and equal variance could not be assured.  

ANOVA identified a significant difference between groups at the p < .05 level (Welch F 

= 4.17, df1 2, df2 161.76, p = .02).  Tamhane post-hoc analysis found that SEC (M = 
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2.82) providers had significantly (p < .05) greater levels of disagreement than the IHE 4 

(M = 2.99) respondents.  Kruskal-Wallis analysis confirmed the ANOVA and indicated a 

significant difference between the group mean ranks of SEC = 242.78, IHE 2 = 252.74, 

and IHE 4 = 278.11 (χ
2
 = 7.23, df 2, p = .03).  The SEC mean rank was significantly 

lower than the IHE 4 respondents indicating greater levels of disagreement that 

postsecondary general education students experienced depression and anxiety.      

 Analysis was conducted on postsecondary students with LD experience anxiety 

and depression using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 3.16), IHE 

2 (M = 3.16), and IHE 4 (M = 3.13) respondents were in agreement that postsecondary 

students with LD experienced depression and anxiety.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.76, p = .17) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

find significant differences between groups (F = .09, df 2, p = .91).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of 

SEC = 236.85, IHE 2 = 235.65, and IHE 4 = 228.83 (χ
2
 = .39, df 2, p = .82) when 

referring to postsecondary students with LD.    

Table 109 displays the ANOVA data for postsecondary students experience 

depression and anxiety by respondents‘ employment position when referring to general 

education students and students with LD.  Respondents had levels of disagreement 

indicating that no employment position group perceived that postsecondary general 

education students experienced depression and anxiety with means ranging from 2.80 to 

2.96 by position.  The IHE AC respondents (M = 2.96) had levels of disagreement 

tending towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(1.91, p = .13) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences 
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between groups (F = 2.09, df 3, p = .10).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 238.86, GE = 243.96, IHE DIS = 255.93, 

and IHE AC = 270.46 (χ
2
 = 5.74, df 3, p = .13) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.       

 All groups agreed indicating that all respondent employment position groups 

perceived that postsecondary students with LD experienced depression and anxiety with 

means ranging from 3.12 to 3.30 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the 

p < .05 level (1.85, p = .14) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant 

differences between groups (F = 2.03, df 3, p = .11).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no difference between group mean ranks of SE = 263.28, GE = 228.12, 

IHE DIS = 231.72 and IHE AC = 231.80 (χ
2
 = 5.83, df 3, p = .12) when referring to 

postsecondary students with LD.     
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Table 109 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Experience Depression and Anxiety by Respondents’  

Employment Position 

        

Experience depression and 

anxiety Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 75 2.80 0.55   
 

 

GE 250 2.83 0.54 
3 2.09 0.10 

 

IHE DIS 36 2.89 0.52 

 

IHE AC 141 2.96 0.53    

        
Students With LD SE 74 3.30 0.54    

 GE 224 3.12 0.58 
3 2.03 0.11 

 IHE DIS 39 3.15 0.43 

 IHE AC 132 3.14 0.54    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents by employment position indicated that general education students 

did not experience depression and anxiety.  Respondents indicated that postsecondary 

students with LD experienced depression and anxiety.  The GLM determined a mean of 

2.89 for general education students and a mean of 3.15 for students with LD using 295 

SEC responses and 165 IHE responses (n = 460).  Assuming sphericity, a statistical 

difference was found between the ratings for general education students and students with 

LD (Type III SQ = .65, df 1, F = 4.52, Partial Eta Squared = .01, p = .03).  Providers 

indicated with agreement that students with LD experienced depression and anxiety and 

general education students did not.  Providers indicated that skills to cope with depression 

and anxiety were needed. 
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 Collaboration to identify, treat and teach coping skills was indicated.  Training in 

awareness, identification, and support for depression and anxiety was indicated.  Training 

in awareness and identification of depression and anxiety was indicated by the large 

number of ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  These providers needed training to understand 

that postsecondary students with LD experienced depression and anxiety.  Out of 564 

responses, 95 (16.8%) selected do not know.  The position groups selecting the option 

were SE = five (0.9%), GE = 64 (11.3%), IHE DIS = two (0.4%), and IHE AC = 24 

(4.3%).  The 64 GE responses were 22.2% of the total GE response and the 24 IHE AC 

respondents were 15.4% of the total IHE AC response.    

Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow 

 The next question asked providers to rate, ―Good academic performance can 

overshadow _______.‖  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = 

Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  Table 110 displays the t-

Test data for good academic performance can overshadow emotional instability by 

respondents‘ employment setting when referring to general education students and 

students with LD.  For general education students, 45 respondents (8%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ and four respondents (0.7%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were analyzed as valid (n = 517).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = .12, p = .73) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.85) 

and IHE (M = 2.86) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement 

that good academic performance could overshadow emotional instability for 

postsecondary general education students.  No significant differences were found 

between groups (t = -.19, df 515, p = .85).  For students with LD concerning good 
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academic performance overshadowing emotional instability, 62 respondents (11.1%) 

indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and five respondents (0.9%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were valid (n = 499).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = .07, p = .79) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.83) 

and IHE (M = 2.88) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement 

that good academic performance could overshadow emotional instability for 

postsecondary students with LD.  No significant differences were found between groups 

(t = -.76, df 497, p = .45).   

Table 110 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow 

Emotional Instability by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

  

      

Good academic performance can 

overshadow emotional instability  Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 343 2.85 0.61 
   

 
IHE 174 2.86 0.63 -0.19 515 0.85 

        
Students with LD SEC 330 2.83 0.66 

   

 
IHE 169 2.88 0.70 -0.76 497 0.45 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, respondents disagreed that good academic performance could 

overshadow emotional instability in postsecondary general education students or students 

with LD.  

Analysis of good academic performance overshadowing emotional instability in 

postsecondary students when referring to general education students and students with 
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LD was conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.85), 

IHE 2 (M = 2.87), and IHE 4 (M = 2.86) respondents had levels of disagreement that 

good academic performance could overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary 

general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (.36, 

p = .70) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between 

groups (F = .03, df 2, p = .98).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 258.36, IHE 2 = 263.51, and 

IHE 4 = 257.75 (χ
2
 = .11, df 2, p = .95) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.  For good academic performance overshadowing emotional instability 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting 

sub-groups, SEC (M = 2.83), IHE 2 (M = 2.84), and IHE 4 (M = 2.91) respondents had 

levels of disagreement that good academic performance could overshadow emotional 

instability.  The IHE 4 levels of disagreement tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.73, p = .18) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .50, df 2, p = .61).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group 

mean ranks of SEC = 246.68, IHE 2 = 252.53, and IHE 4 = 259.57 (χ
2
 = .79, df 2, p = 

.67) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 111 displays the ANOVA data for good academic performance can 

overshadow emotional instability when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had 

levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that good 

academic performance could overshadow emotional instability in postsecondary general 
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education students with means ranging from 2.77 to 2.88 by position.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (.73, p = .54) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

found no significant differences between groups (F = .81, df 3, p = .49).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks of SE 

= 242.10, GE = 262.93, IHE DIS = 242.51 and IHE AC = 264.89 (χ
2
 = 2.48, df 3, p = .48) 

when referring to postsecondary general education students. 

 Respondents disagreed indicating that no employment position groups perceived 

that good academic performance could overshadow emotional instability in 

postsecondary students with LD with means ranging from 2.76 to 2.83 by position.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.54, p = .66) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences between groups (F = .65, df 3, p = 

.58).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between 

group mean ranks of SE = 246.20, GE = 246.81, IHE DIS = 231.33, and IHE AC = 

263.79 (χ
2
 = 2.57, df 3, p = .46) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



290 

 

 

Table 111 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow Emotional  

Instability by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Good academic performance can 

overshadow emotional instability  Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 75 2.77 0.61   
 

 

GE 268 2.87 0.61 
3 0.81 0.50 

 

IHE DIS 36 2.78 0.49 

 

IHE AC 138 2.88 0.66    

        
Students With LD SE 72 2.83 0.71    

 GE 258 2.83 0.65 
3 0.65 0.58 

 IHE DIS 38 2.76 0.63 

 IHE AC 131 2.91 0.72    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that good 

academic performance could overshadow emotional instability in postsecondary general 

education students or students with LD.  A training need was indicated by the 62 (11.1%) 

out of 561 respondents who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  There were five (0.9%) SE, 30 

(5.3%) GE, two (0.4%) IHE DIS, and 25 (4.5%) IHE AC respondents who selected ―Do 

Not Know‖.  The 30 GE respondents were 10.4% of the total GE response and the 25 

IHE AC responses were 16% of the total IHE AC response.  Training in factors related to 

emotional instability would enable these providers to form their own perceptions.   

 The second item presented as possibly being overshadowed by good academic 

performance was ―low self-esteem.‖  Table 112 displays the t-Test data for good 
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academic performance can overshadow low self-esteem when referring to general 

education students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting.  When 

referring to general education students, 33 respondents (5.9%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ 

and four respondents (0.7%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid 

responses (n = 529).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = 1.22, 

p = .27) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.93) and IHE (M = 3.02) 

employment setting groups.  SEC providers disagreed tending towards agreement, while 

IHE providers agreed in the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that good academic performance 

could overshadow low self-esteem for postsecondary general education students.  No 

significant difference was indicated between groups (t = -1.67, df 527, p = .10).  For good 

academic performance can overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary students with 

LD, 54 respondents (9.6%) answered ―Do Not Know‖ and five respondents (0.9%) did 

not answer the question.  The remaining responses were considered valid (n = 507).  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (F = .45, p = .51) assuring equal 

variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.91) and IHE (M = 2.98) employment setting 

groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement tending towards agreement that good 

academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem for postsecondary students 

with LD.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = -1.21, df 505, p = .23). 

 

 

 

 

 



292 

 

 

Table 112 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow Low 

Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

Good academic performance can 

overshadow low self-esteem Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 347 2.93 0.58 
   

 
IHE 182 3.02 0.57 -1.67 527 0.10 

        
Students with LD SEC 332 2.91 0.64 

   

 
IHE 175 2.98 0.67 -1.21 505 0.23 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Analysis on good academic performance overshadowing low self-esteem when 

referring to postsecondary general education students and students with LD was 

conducted using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  The means were SEC = 

2.93, IHE 2 = 3.05, and IHE 4 = 2.99 when referring to general education students. SEC 

and IHE 4 respondents had levels of disagreement tending towards agreement and the 

IHE 2 respondents were in agreement from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that good 

academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary general 

education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.32, p = 

.27) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between 

groups (F = 1.64, df 2, p = .20).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 258.42, IHE 2 = 286.12, and 

IHE 4 = 270.83 (χ
2
 = 3.46, df 2, p = .18) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.  For good academic performance can overshadow low self-esteem 

when referring to postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting 
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sub-groups, SEC (M = 2.91) and IHE 2 (M = 2.95) respondents had levels of 

disagreement tending towards agreement and IHE 4 respondents (M = 3.01) were in 

agreement from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ that good academic performance could 

overshadow low self-esteem.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level 

(2.07, p = .13) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences 

between groups (F = .93, df 2, p = .40).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 248.43, IHE 2 = 261.74, and 

IHE 4 = 266.83 (χ
2
 = 1.95, df 2, p = .38) when referring to postsecondary students with 

LD. 

Table 113 displays the ANOVA data for good academic performance 

overshadowing low self-esteem when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  The means were 

SE = 2.86, GE = 2.95, IHE DIS = 2.89, and IHE AC = 3.05 by position when referring to 

general education students.  The IHE AC (M = 3.05) respondents were in agreement from 

the lower levels of ―Agree‖ and all other position groups had levels of disagreement that 

good academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary general 

education students.  The GE respondent‘s level of disagreement tended towards 

agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.34, p = .80) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F 

= 2.17, df 3, p = .09).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 243.08, GE = 262.72, IHE DIS = 249.05 

and IHE AC = 284.82 (χ
2
 = 6.67, df 3, p = .08) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.            
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 For good academic performance overshadowing low self-esteem in postsecondary 

students with LD by respondents‘ employment position, the means were SE = 2.96, GE = 

2.90, IHE DIS = 2.79, and IHE AC = 3.04.  IHE AC (M = 3.04) respondents were in 

agreement from the lower levels of ―Agree‖ and all other groups had levels of 

disagreement that good academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem for 

postsecondary students with LD.  The SE and GE respondents‘ level of disagreement 

tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level 

(1.45, p = .23) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA found no significant differences 

between groups (F = 2.12, df 3, p = .10).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 258.03, GE = 245.73, IHE DIS 

= 229.38 and IHE AC = 274.32 (χ
2
 = 6.21, df 3, p = .10) when referring to postsecondary 

students with LD.   
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Table 113 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow Low  

Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment Position  

        

Good academic performance can 

overshadow low self-esteem Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 2.86 0.58   
 

 

GE 271 2.95 0.58 
3 2.17 0.09 

 

IHE DIS 37 2.89 0.52 

 

IHE AC 145 3.05 0.58    

        
Students With LD SE 73 2.96 0.70    

 GE 259 2.90 0.62 
3 2.12 0.10 

 IHE DIS 38 2.79 0.74 

 IHE AC 137 3.04 0.64    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Although in the lower end of ―Agree‖, IHE AC respondents indicated that good 

academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem for both student groups.  All 

other respondent employment position groups did not indicate that good academic 

performance could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary general education 

students or students with LD. 

 The final item under ―Good academic performance can overshadow ____‖ was 

―depression and anxiety‖.  Table 114 displays the t-Test data by respondents‘ 

employment setting when referring to postsecondary general education students and 

students with LD.  For general education students, 44 respondents (7.8%) selected ―Do 

Not Know‖ and five respondents (0.9%) did not answer the question which left the 
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remaining responses as valid (n = 517).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < 

.05 level (F = .02, p = .90) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.79) and 

IHE (M = 2.82) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that 

good academic performance could overshadow depression and anxiety in postsecondary 

general education students.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = -

.57, df 515, p = .57).  For good academic performance can overshadow depression and 

anxiety in postsecondary students with LD, 62 respondents (11.1%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ and seven respondents (1.2%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were considered valid (n = 497).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F < .001, p = .99) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.77) 

and IHE (M = 2.81) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement 

that good academic performance could overshadow depression and anxiety in 

postsecondary students with LD.  No significant difference was found between groups (t 

= -.50, df 495, p = .62). 
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Table 114 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow 

Depression and  

Anxiety by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

    

Good academic performance 

can overshadow depression 

and anxiety Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 342 2.79 0.62 
   

 
IHE 175 2.82 0.64 -0.57 515 0.57 

        
Students with LD SEC 327 2.77 0.67 

   

 
IHE 170 2.81 0.70 -0.50 495 0.62 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    Analysis was conducted on good academic performance can overshadow 

depression and anxiety when referring to postsecondary general education students and 

students with LD using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  For postsecondary 

general education students, SEC (M = 2.79), IHE 2 (M = 2.93), and IHE 4 (M = 2.74) 

respondents had levels of disagreement that good academic performance could 

overshadow depression and anxiety.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 

level (.35, p = .70) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences 

between groups (F = 2.11, df 2, p = .12).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 256.57, IHE 2 = 288.51, and 

IHE 4 = 245.62 (χ
2
 = 4.95, df 2, p = .08) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.  For good academic performance can overshadow depression and 

anxiety when referring to postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ employment 
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setting sub-groups, SEC (M = 2.77), IHE 2 (M = 2.80), and IHE 4 (M = 2.81) respondents 

had levels of disagreement that good academic performance could overshadow 

depression and anxiety.  The IHE 4 levels of disagreement tended towards agreement.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.78, p = .17) assuring equal 

variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .14, df 2, p = 

.87).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between 

group mean ranks of SEC = 246.26, IHE 2 = 256.36, and IHE 4 = 252.67 (χ
2
 = .47, df 2, p 

= .79) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 115 displays the ANOVA data for good academic performance can 

overshadow depression and anxiety when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had 

levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that good 

academic performance could overshadow depression and anxiety in postsecondary 

general education students with means ranging from 2.75 to 2.84 by position.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.79, p = .50) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .43, df 3, p = .73).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group 

mean ranks of SE = 249.15, GE = 258.65, IHE DIS = 251.28 and IHE AC = 267.10 (χ
2
 = 

1.09, df 3, p = .78) when referring to postsecondary general education students.    

 Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that good academic performance could overshadow depression and 

anxiety in postsecondary students with LD with means ranging from 2.66 to 2.85 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (.04, p = .99) assuring 
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equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .98, df 

3, p = .40).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences 

between group mean ranks of SE = 254.34, GE = 244.02, IHE DIS = 229.51 and IHE AC 

= 261.41 (χ
2
 = 2.61, df 3, p = .46) when referring to postsecondary students with LD.   

Table 115 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Good Academic Performance Can Overshadow Depression  

and Anxiety by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

Good academic performance can 

overshadow depression and 

anxiety Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 75 2.75 0.60   
 

 

GE 267 2.80 0.63 
3 0.43 0.73 

 

IHE DIS 37 2.76 0.50 

 

IHE AC 138 2.84 0.68    

        
Students With LD SE 71 2.82 0.68    

 GE 256 2.76 0.66 
3 0.98 0.40 

 IHE DIS 38 2.66 0.67 

 IHE AC 132 2.85 0.70    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that good 

academic performance could overshadow depression and anxiety for postsecondary 

general education students or students with LD.  A training need was indicated by the 62 

(11.1%) respondents out of 559 total responses who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  By 

position: six (1.1%) SE, 30 (5.4%) GE, two (0.4%) IHE DIS, and 24 (4.3%) IHE AC 

respondents chose the option.  The 30 GE respondents were 10.5% of the total GE 
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response and the 24 IHE AC responses were 15.4% of the total IHE AC respondents.  

Training for general education type providers on the perception of their peers that good 

academic performance would not overshadow depression and anxiety would enable 

respondents to form their own opinions. 

The Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow 

 The third question addressing emotional skills was, ―The excitement of going to 

college can overshadow ______.‖  The Likert-type scale of 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = 

Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree, and 5 = Do Not Know was utilized.  Table 116 

displays the t-Test data for emotional instability when referring to postsecondary general 

education students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting.  When 

answering whether ―emotional instability‖ could be hidden by the excitement of going to 

college in general educations students, 45 respondents (8%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and 

two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The remaining responses were valid 

(n = 519).  Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.98, p = .046) and 

equal variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.77) and IHE (M = 

2.69) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary 

general education students.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = 

1.27, df 333.50, p = .21).  Rating for the excitement of going to college overshadowing 

emotional instability in postsecondary students with LD, 63 respondents (11.2%) 

answered ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were considered valid for analysis (n = 501).  Levene‘s statistic was 

significant at the p < .05 level (F = 3.94, p=.048) and equal variance could not be assured 
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for comparison of SEC (M = 2.70) and IHE (M = 2.61) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary students with LD.  No significant 

difference was found between groups (t = 1.40, df 308.81, p = .16). 

Table 116 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow 

Emotional Instability by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

The excitement of going to 

college can overshadow 

emotional instability Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 343 2.77 0.62 
   

 
IHE 176 2.69 0.67 -0.57 515 0.57 

        
Students with LD SEC 334 2.70 0.66 

   

 
IHE 167 2.61 0.72 1.40 308.81 0.16 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

By employment setting, respondents disagreed that the excitement of going to college 

could overshadow emotional instability in general education students or students with 

LD. 

Analysis was conducted on the excitement of going to college can overshadow 

emotional instability when referring to general education students and students with LD 

using respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.77), IHE 2 (M = 2.77), 

and IHE 4 (M = 2.69) respondents had levels of disagreement that the excitement of 

going to college could overshadow emotional instability for general education students.  

Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.74, p = .07) assuring equal 
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variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .84, df 2, p = 

.43).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between 

group mean ranks of SEC = 265.81, IHE 2 = 248.71, and IHE 4 = 248.66 (χ
2
 = 1.94, df 2, 

p = .38) when referring to general education students.  For the excitement of going to 

college could overshadow emotional instability in postsecondary students with LD by 

respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups, SEC (M = 2.70), IHE 2 (M = 2.56), and 

IHE 4 (M = 2.65) respondents had levels of disagreement that the excitement of going to 

college could overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary students with LD.  The 

IHE 4 levels of disagreement tended towards agreement.  Levene‘s statistic was not 

significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.26, p = .11) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not 

find significant differences between groups (F = 1.33, df 2, p = .27).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC 

= 257.00, IHE 2 = 231.72, and IHE 4 = 244.38 (χ
2
 = 2.52, df 2, p = .28) when referring to 

postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 117 displays the ANOVA data for the excitement of going to college can 

overshadow emotional instability when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had 

levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position groups perceived that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow emotional instability in general 

education students with means ranging from 2.64 to 2.78 by position.  Levene‘s statistic 

was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.60, p = .19) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA 

did not find significant differences between groups (F = .81, df 3, p = .49).  Kruskal-

Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant differences between group mean ranks 
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of SE = 256.32, GE = 268.55, IHE DIS = 235.32, and IHE AC = 252.48 (χ
2
 = 2.96, df 3, 

p = .40) when referring to postsecondary general education students.   

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that the excitement of going to college could overshadow emotional 

instability in postsecondary students with LD with means ranging from 2.54 to 2.70 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (2.16, p = .09) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between groups 

(F = .88, df 3, p = .45).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 254.42, GE = 257.77, IHE DIS = 221.01 

and IHE AC = 244.48 (χ
2
 = 3.14, df 3, p = .37) when referring to postsecondary students 

with LD. 
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Table 117 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow Emotional 

Instability by Respondents’ Employment Position 

The excitement of going to 

college can overshadow 

emotional instability Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 77 2.73 0.64   
 

 

GE 266 2.78 0.62 
3 0.81 0.49 

 

IHE DIS 39 2.64 0.63 

 

IHE AC 137 2.71 0.68    

        
Students With LD SE 77 2.70 0.71    

 GE 257 2.70 0.65 
3 0.7 0.45 

 IHE DIS 39 2.54 0.79 

 IHE AC 128 2.63 0.70    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow emotional instability in general 

education students or students with LD.  Training was indicated by the ―Do Not Know‖ 

responses.  There were 63 (11.2%) out of 564 respondents who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  

By position, two (0.4%) SE, 32 (5.7%) GE, one (0.2%) IHE DIS, and 28 (5%) IHE AC 

providers selected this option.  The 32 GE respondents were 11.1% of the total GE 

responses and the 28 IHE AC respondents were 17.9% of the total.  Training for the 

general education type providers would enable them to form their own perceptions. 

 The second item was ―low self-esteem‖.  Table 118 displays the t-Test data for 

the excitement of going to college could overshadow low self-esteem when referring to 
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postsecondary general education students and students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment setting.  For general education students, 43 respondents (7.6%) indicated 

―Do Not Know‖ and three respondents (0.5%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were considered valid (n = 520).  Levene‘s statistic was significant 

at the p < .05 level (F = 5.30, p = .02) and equal variance could not be assured for 

comparison of SEC (M = 2.78) and IHE (M = 2.70) employment setting groups.  Both 

groups had levels of disagreement that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow low self-esteem for general education students.  No significant difference 

was found between groups (t = 1.35, df 518, p = .18).  For the excitement of going to 

college could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary students with LD, 63 

respondents (11.2%) selected ―Do Not Know‖ and two respondents (0.4%) did not 

answer the question.  The remaining responses were considered to be valid (n = 501).  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (F = 4.55, p = .03) and equal 

variance could not be assured for comparison of SEC (M = 2.72) and IHE (M = 2.65) 

employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement that the excitement 

of going to college could overshadow low self-esteem for students with LD.  No 

significant difference was found between groups (t = 1.10, df 303.68, p = .26).  
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Table 118 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow Low 

Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

The excitement of going to college 

can overshadow low self-esteem Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 345 2.78 0.60 
   

 
IHE 175 2.70 0.65 1.31 327.3 0.19 

        
Students with LD SEC 334 2.72 0.64 

   

 
IHE 167 2.65 0.71 1.10 303.7 0.27 

                
Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    By employment setting, respondents disagreed that the excitement of going to college 

could overshadow low self-esteem in general education students or students with LD.  

Analysis was conducted on the excitement of going to college could overshadow 

low self-esteem when referring to postsecondary general education students and students 

with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.78), IHE 2 (M = 

2.79), and IHE 4 (M = 2.64) respondents had levels of disagreement that the excitement 

of going to college could overshadow low self-esteem for general education students.  

Levene‘s statistic was significant at the p ˂ .05 level (3.36, p = .04) and equal variance 

could not be assured.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups 

(Welch F = 1.90, df 2, p = .15).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 266.58, IHE 2 = 267.19, and 

IHE 4 = 234.50 (χ
2
 = 4.95, df 2, p = .08) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.  For the excitement of going to college could overshadow low self-

esteem in students with LD by respondents‘ employment sub-groups, SEC (M = 2.72), 
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IHE 2 (M = 2.65), and IHE 4 (M = 2.65) respondents had levels of disagreement that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow low self-esteem.  Levene‘s statistic was 

not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (2.40, p = .09) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did 

not find significant differences between groups (F = .65, df 2, p = .53).  Kruskal-Wallis 

confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC 

= 255.43, IHE 2 = 242.98, and IHE 4 = 241.51 (χ
2
 = 1.19, df 2, p = .55) when referring to 

postsecondary students with LD.  

Table 119 displays the ANOVA data for the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow low self-esteem when referring to postsecondary general education students 

by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents disagreed indicating that no 

employment position groups perceived that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow low self-esteem in general education students with means ranging from 2.62 

to 2.79 by position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.01, p = 

.12) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not indicate significant differences between 

groups (F = 1.16, df 3, p = .33).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no 

significant differences between group mean ranks of SE = 255.62, GE = 269.78, IHE DIS 

= 232.63 and IHE AC = 253.07 (χ
2
 = 3.71, df 3, p = .30) when referring to postsecondary 

general education students.   
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Table 119 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow Low  

Self-Esteem by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

The excitement of going to 

college can overshadow low-

self-esteem Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 78 2.73 0.60   
 

 GE 267 2.79 0.60 
3 1.16 0.33 

 IHE DIS 39 2.62 0.59 

 IHE AC 136 2.73 0.66    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Table 120 displays the ANOVA data for the excitement of going to college can 

overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary students with LD by respondents‘ 

employment position.  Respondents disagreed indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that the excitement of going to college could overshadow low self-

esteem in students with LD with means ranging from 2.54 to 2.71 by position.  Levene‘s 

statistic was significant at the p < .05 level (2.85, p = .04) and equal variance could not be 

assured.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (Welch F = .68, 

df1 3, df2 129.30, p = .57).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 252.57, GE = 256.29, IHE DIS = 221.22 

and IHE AC = 248.51 (χ
2
 = 2.58, df 3, p = .46) when referring to students with LD.   
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Table 120 

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow Low Self-

Esteem by Respondents’ Employment Position 

          

The excitement of going 

to college can 

overshadow low self-

esteem Position n M SD df1 df2 

Welch 

F p 

       

    

Students with LD SE 77 2.71 0.70   
  

 GE 257 2.72 0.62 
3 129.30 0.67 0.57 

 IHE DIS 39 2.54 0.79 

 IHE AC 128 2.68 0.69    
                 

 Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

    
  

 

 Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary 

general education students or students with LD.  Training in self-esteem and the 

perception that it is not overshadowed by the excitement of going to college was 

indicated by the number of respondents who did not have enough information to rate the 

item.  Out of 564 responses there were 63 (11.2%) ―Do Not Know‖ ratings.  There were 

two (0.4%) SE, 32 (5.7%) GE, one (0.2%) IHE DIS, and 28 (5%) IHE AC respondents 

who indicated ―Do Not Know‖.  The 32 GE providers were 11.1% of the total GE 

responses and the 28 IHE AC respondents were 17.9% of the IHE AC total.   

 The third item for rating was, ―depression and anxiety‖.  Table 121 displays the t-

Test data by employment setting when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD.  For general education students, 47 respondents (8.4%) 
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selected ―Do Not Know‖ and five respondents (0.9%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were valid (n = 514).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = 1.88, p = .17) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.70) 

and IHE (M = 2.65) employment setting groups.  Both groups had levels of disagreement 

that the excitement of going to college could overshadow depression and anxiety for 

general education students.  No significant difference was found between groups (t = .68, 

df 512, p = .50).  For the excitement of going to college can overshadow depression and 

anxiety in postsecondary students with LD, 69 respondents (12.3%) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖ and four respondents (0.7%) did not answer the question.  The remaining 

responses were analyzed as valid (n = 493).  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

< .05 level (F = 2.39, p = .12) assuring equal variance for comparison of SEC (M = 2.65) 

and IHE (M = 2.59).  Both groups had levels of disagreement that the excitement of going 

to college could overshadow depression and anxiety for students with LD.  No significant 

difference was found between groups (t = .82, df 491, p = .41). 
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Table 121 

t-Test Analysis for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow  

Depression and Anxiety by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

      

The excitement of going to college can 

overshadow depression and anxiety Setting n M SD t df p 

        General Education Students SEC 341 2.70 0.65 
   

 
IHE 173 2.65 0.69 0.68 512 0.50 

        
Students with LD SEC 327 2.65 0.68 

   

 
IHE 166 2.59 0.74 0.82 491 0.41 

                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     

By employment setting, respondents disagreed that the excitement of going to college 

could overshadow depression and anxiety for general education students or students with 

LD.  

Analysis was conducted on the excitement of going to college can overshadow 

depression and anxiety when referring to postsecondary general education students and 

students with LD by respondents‘ employment setting sub-groups.  SEC (M = 2.70), IHE 

2 (M = 2.70), and IHE 4 (M = 2.62) respondents had levels of disagreement that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow depression and anxiety in 

postsecondary general education students.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p 

˂ .05 level (1.07, p = .34) assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant 

differences between groups (F = .59, df 2, p = .55).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the 

ANOVA with no significant difference between group mean ranks of SEC = 260.59, IHE 

2 = 261.20, and IHE 4 = 244.10 (χ
2
 = 1.26, df 2, p = .53) when referring to postsecondary 
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general education students.  SEC (M = 2.65), IHE 2 (M = 2.54), and IHE 4 (M = 2.63) 

respondents had levels of disagreement that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow depression and anxiety in postsecondary students with LD.  Levene‘s 

statistic was not significant at the p ˂ .05 level (1.14, p = .32) assuring equal variance.  

ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F = .62, df 2, p = .54).  

Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant difference between group 

mean ranks of SEC = 250.15, IHE 2 = 233.18, and IHE 4 = 246.34 (χ
2
 = 1.00, df 2, p = 

.61) when referring to postsecondary students with LD. 

Table 122 displays the ANOVA data for the excitement of going to college can 

overshadow depression and anxiety when referring to postsecondary general education 

students and students with LD by respondents‘ employment position.  Respondents had 

levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position group perceived that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow depression and anxiety in 

postsecondary general education students with means ranging from 2.58 to 2.70 by 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.01, p = .39) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F 

= .40, df 3, p = .75).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 256.67, GE = 261.71, IHE DIS = 237.34, 

and IHE AC = 255.38 (χ
2
 = 1.19, df 3, p = .76) when referring to postsecondary general 

education students.    

Respondents had levels of disagreement indicating that no employment position 

group perceived that the excitement of going to college could overshadow depression and 

anxiety in postsecondary students with LD with means ranging from 2.54 to 2.68 by 



313 

 

 

position.  Levene‘s statistic was not significant at the p < .05 level (1.47, p = .22) 

assuring equal variance.  ANOVA did not find significant differences between groups (F 

= .40, df 3, p = .76).  Kruskal-Wallis confirmed the ANOVA with no significant 

differences between group mean ranks of SE = 256.63, GE = 248.23, IHE DIS = 228.82, 

and IHE AC = 244.46 (χ
2
 = 1.26, df 3, p = .74) when referring to students with LD.    

Table 122    

ANOVA for Emotion Skill Excitement of Going to College Can Overshadow  

Depression and Anxiety by Respondents’ Employment Position 

        

The excitement of going to college 

can overshadow depression and 

anxiety Position n M SD df F p 

       

  

General Education Students SE 76 2.67 0.62   
 

 

GE 265 2.70 0.66 
3 0.4 0.75 

 

IHE DIS 38 2.58 0.60 

 

IHE AC 135 2.67 0.71    

        
Students With LD SE 75 2.68 0.72    

 GE 252 2.63 0.67 
3 0.4 0.76 

 IHE DIS 39 2.54 0.82 

 IHE AC 127 2.61 0.71    
                

Note.  *p < .05.  **p < .01.  ***p < .001. 

     Respondents by employment setting and position did not indicate that the 

excitement of going to college overshadowed depression and anxiety for general 

education students or students with LD.  Training in depression and anxiety and the 

perception that depression and anxiety were not overshadowed by the excitement of 

going to college was indicated by the number of ―Do Not Know‖ responses to enable 
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providers to form their own perceptions.  There were 69 (12.3%) out of 562 responses 

rated as ―Do Not Know‖.  The breakdown by position group was: SE = three (0.5%), GE 

= 36 (6.4%), IHE DIS = one (0.2%), and IHE AC = 29 (5.2%) respondents who indicated 

―Do Not Know‖.  The 36 GE respondents were 12.5% of the total GE response and the 

29 IHE AC respondents were 18.6% of the total IHE AC response.   

To What Degree Are Emotional Coping Skills Taught to Students at the IHE 

The final question in the emotion skills and services section was, ―To what degree 

are emotional coping skills taught to students at the postsecondary level?‖ This question 

used an adjusted Likert-type scale.  The rating options were: 1 = Not Taught, 2 = 

Through Interaction with Peers Only, 3 = Specific Class Instruction, 4 = Individual 

Counseling or Training, and 5 = Do Not Know.  This Likert-type scale limited the 

analysis of this question to descriptive statistics.   

 Table 123 displays the frequency data by setting when referring to general 

education students.  For general education students, 144 respondents (25.6%) selected 

―Do Not Know‖ and three respondents (0.5%) did not answer the question.  The 

remaining responses were valid (n = 419).  SEC respondents (n = 252) indicated that 

emotional coping skills were learned ―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖ (43.3%), 

―Not Taught‖ (36.5%), taught in ―Specific Class Instruction‖ (10.7%), learned in 

―Individual Counseling and Training‖ (9.5%).  The IHE professionals (n = 167) indicated 

that emotional coping skills were supported in ―Individual Counseling or training‖ 

(32.9%), learned ―Through Interaction With Peers Only‖ (25.7%), ―Not Taught‖ (24.6%), 

or were taught ―Through Specific Class Instruction‖ (16.8%).  ―Through Interaction with 

Peers Only‖ was supported by the largest total number of respondents (36.3%).   
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Table 123 

Emotion Skill To What Degree are Emotional Coping Skills Taught to Students at the 

Postsecondary Level by Respondents’ Employment Setting 

       

Degree of 

instruction 
 

Not 

Taught 

Peers 

Only 

Specific 

Class 

Individual 

Teaching Total 

Level n % n % n % n % n % 

         

  

  General 

Education 

Students 

SEC 92 36.5 109 43.3 27 10.7 24 9.5 252 100.0 

 
IHE 41 24.6 43 25.7 28 16.8 55 32.9 167 100.0 

  Total 133 31.7 152 36.3 55 13.1 79 18.9 419 100.0 

                        

 

Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the Table 123 data for comparison.  

Figure 1 demonstrates that SEC respondents tended to perceive that emotional coping 

skills were not taught or were learned through interaction with peers only.  IHE 

respondents were more evenly dispersed across categories, but had more frequent 

perceptions that skills were taught through specific class instruction or through individual 

counseling and guidance than did the SEC respondents. 
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Table 124 displays the frequency data by setting when referring to students with 

LD.  For students with LD, 191 respondents (33.9%) indicated ―Do Not Know‖ and three 

respondents (.5%) did not answer the question leaving the remaining valid responses (n = 

372).  SEC respondents (n = 219) indicated that emotional coping skills were taught 

―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖ (30.6%), learned in ―Individual Counseling and 

Training‖ (26.5%), ―Not Taught‖ (26%), or were supported in ―Specific Class 

Instruction‖ (16.9%).  IHE respondents (n = 153) indicated that emotional coping skills 

were taught to students with LD in ―Individual Counseling or Training‖ (49.0%), ―Not 

Taught‖ (21.6%), learned ―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖ (15.7%), and supported 

through ―Specific Class Instruction‖ (13.7%).  ―Individual Counseling and Training‖ was 

indicated by the largest number of total providers (35.8%).   
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Table 124 

Emotion Skill To What Degree are Emotional Coping Skills Taught to Students at the 

Postsecondary Level by Respondents’ Employment Setting  

       

Degree of 

instruction 

 

Not 

Taught 

Peers 

Only 

Specific 

Class 

Individual 

Teaching Total 

Level n % n % n % n % n % 

         

  

  
Students with LD SEC 57 26.0 67 30.6 37 16.9 58 26.5 219 100.0 

 
IHE 33 21.6 24 15.7 21 13.7 75 49.0 153 100.0 

  Total 90 24.2 91 24.5 58 15.6 133 35.8 372 100.0 

                        

 

 Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the data from Table 124 for 

comparison.  SEC respondents perceived more frequently that emotional coping skills 

were not taught or were taught through interaction with peers only for students with LD.  

The frequencies of responses were similar across categories.  The majority of IHE 

respondents perceived that coping skills were taught through specific class instruction 

and through individual counseling and guidance.  The most frequent rating for IHE 

respondents was through individual counseling and guidance (49%).    
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Table 125 displays the frequency data by position when referring to general 

education students.  By employment position when referring to general education 

students the largest number of SE respondents (41.9%) indicated that emotional coping 

skills were ―Not Taught‖.  Approximately 46% of all GE respondents (45.8%) indicated 

that emotional coping skills were taught ―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖.  Close to 

53% of all IHE DIS providers (52.6%) indicated through ―Individual Counseling and 

Training‖.  IHE AC respondents (30.2%) indicated ―Through Interaction with Peers 

Only‖.  The largest number of total respondents (36.3%) indicated that emotional coping 

skills were taught ―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖ for general education students.   

 

 

 

 

26.0 

30.6 

16.9 

26.5 

21.6 

15.7 
13.7 

49.0 

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

Not Taught Peers Only Specific Class Individual

%
 o

f 
R

es
p
o
n
se

s 

Figure 2. Degree of Emotional Skills Instruction by Setting - 

 Students with LD 

SEC

IHE



319 

 

 

Table 125 

Emotion Skill To What Degree are Emotional Coping Skills Taught to Students at the 

Postsecondary Level by Respondents Employment Position 

       

Degree of 

instruction 
 

Not 

Taught 

Peers 

Only 

Specific 

Class 

Individual 

Teaching Total 

Role n % n % n % n % n % 

         

  

  General 

Education 

Students 

SE 26 41.9 22 35.5 8 12.9 6 9.7 62 100.0 

 
GE 66 34.7 87 45.8 19 10.0 18 9.5 190 100.0 

 
IHE DIS 12 31.6 4 10.5 2 5.3 20 52.6 38 100.0 

 
IHE AC  29 22.5 39 30.2 26 20.2 35 27.1 129 100.0 

  Total 133 31.7 152 36.3 55 13.1 79 18.9 419 100.0 

 

Figure 3 provides a visual display of the data from Table 125 for comparison.  

The figure displays the breakdown of responses by setting and indicates that providers in 

SEC position roles (SE and GE) tended to perceive that emotional coping skills were not 

taught or were taught through interaction with peers only.  The figure also demonstrates 

that the IHE DIS providers (52.6%) were the response group strongly indicating that 

individual counseling and guidance was being used to teach emotional coping skills to 

postsecondary general education students.  The majority of IHE AC respondents 

indicated that emotional coping skills were not taught or were learned through interaction 

with peers only.  The IHE AC respondents did indicate more support for specific class 

instruction and individual counseling and guidance than did the SEC position groups. 



320 

 

 

  

Table 126 displays the frequency data by position when referring to students with 

LD.  By employment position when referring to students with LD, the largest number of 

SE respondents indicated that emotional coping skills were ―Not Taught‖ (30.8%) or 

taught through ―Specific Class Instruction‖ (30.8%).  The most frequent rating for GE 

respondents (30.5%) was ―Through Interaction with Peers Only‖.  Approximately 58% of 

all IHE DIS respondents (57.9%) indicated that emotional coping skills were taught 

through ―Individual Counseling and Training‖.  Approximately 46% of all IHE AC 

respondents (46.1%) indicated that emotional coping skills were taught to students with 

LD through ―Individual Counseling and Training‖. The largest number of total 

respondents (35.8%) indicated through ―Individual Counseling and Training‖  
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Table 126 

Emotion Skill To What Degree are Emotional Coping Skills Taught to Students at the 

Postsecondary Level by Respondents’ Employment Position 

       

Degree of 

instruction 
 

Not 

Taught 

Peers 

Only  

Specific 

Class 

Individual 

Teaching Total 

Role n % n % n % n % n % 

         

  

  Students 

with LD 
SE 20 30.8 20 30.8 12 18.5 13 20.0 65 100.0 

 
GE 37 24.0 47 30.5 25 16.2 45 29.2 154 100.0 

 

IHE 

DIS 
9 23.7 6 15.8 1 2.6 22 57.9 38 100.0 

 

IHE 

AC  
24 20.9 18 15.7 20 17.4 53 46.1 115 100.0 

  Total 90 24.2 91 24.5 58 15.6 133 35.8 372 100.0 

 

 Figure 4 provides a visual display of the Table 126 data for comparison.  The 

majority of SE and GE respondents tended to perceive that emotional coping skills were 

not taught or were learned through interaction with peers only for students with LD.  The 

IHE DIS and IHE AC respondents rated more frequently than the SE and GE groups that 

specific class instruction and individual counseling and guidance were used.  Individual 

counseling and guidance represented the most frequent rating for IHE DIS and IHE AC 

respondents. 
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By setting, the majority of respondents indicated that general education students 

were either not taught emotional coping skills or learned them through interaction with 

peers only.  IHE level respondents tended to indicate that specific class instruction and 

individual counseling and guidance were available to teach emotional coping skills to 

students with LD.  By position, only the IHE DIS respondents had a majority of 

respondents indicate that specific class instruction and individual counseling and 

guidance were used to teach emotional coping skills to general education students.  The 

majority of IHE DIS and IHE AC respondents indicated that specific class instruction and 

individual counseling and guidance were used to teach emotional coping skills to students 

with LD.   

Collaboration and training on emotional skills deficits and how to support 

students in their emotional needs across educational levels and roles was indicated.  This 

collaboration and training would connect students with the services that are available at 
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the IHE level and correct skills deficits in areas where supports are not currently 

available.  There were a significant number of ―Do Not Know‖ ratings on this item.  

When responding for students with LD, there were 191 (33.9%) respondents out of 563 

who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  When analyzed by position, 14 (2.5%) SE respondents, 

134 (23.8%) GE respondents, three (.5%) IHE DIS respondents, and 40 (7.1%) IHE AC 

respondents rated the item as ―Do Not Know‖.  The 14 SE respondents were 17.7% of the 

total SE response group, the 134 GE respondents were 46.5% of the GE group, and the 

40 IHE AC respondents were 25.8% of the total IHE AC respondents.  Training to teach 

providers on what supports are available and what deficits are not being addressed at the 

IHE level would enable providers to better serve their students‘ needs.    

Qualitative Analysis 

 Qualitative analysis of the open-ended questions of the survey yielded several 

themes related to academic, social, self-determination, and emotion skills needed by 

students with LD to facilitate postsecondary success.  There were fewer points of 

collaboration noted from the analysis.  Major research question four addressed training 

needed to better equip professionals in Indiana to work more effectively with students 

with LD.  Qualitative analysis was the primary method for answering research question 

four.  Two questions related directly to the improvement of services at the SEC and IHE 

level.  Themes related to what SEC providers and IHE providers could do to better serve 

students would represent areas where training was needed.  All respondents were 

presented with the opportunity to answer what could SEC providers do and what could 

IHE providers do to better serve students.  The third open-ended question asked providers 

to self-identify training needs that would better equip them to work with students with 
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LD.  The researcher used NVIVO 9
©

 to sort responses to the open-ended questions.  

NVIVO 9
© 

did not work in this study to automatically create word clouds or themes.  It 

did serve to allow for easy access to the open-ended responses in a list format.  The 

researcher was then able to create nodes or themes by reviewing the responses.  As key 

words were found in the responses, the response was categorized into the researcher 

created themes and nodes.  NVIVO 9
©

 calculated the number of items in each theme and 

presented a report identifying the total number of items in each theme and the percentage 

out of the total responses represented by the theme.  Themes with > 30 responses were 

included in the results.  Themes with less than 30 responses represented small 

percentages of the total responses (< 7%).  Results of this process are presented in 

narrative and figure format. 

 The three open-ended questions were, ―What can secondary educators do to better 

prepare students for college‖ (Figure 5), ―What can postsecondary educators do to better 

prepare students for college‖ (Figure 6), and ―What training would better equip you to 

work with students with LD as they transition from high school to college (Figure 7)?‖ 

Results of these three questions were presented by survey section: academic skills, social 

skills, self-determination/advocacy skills, and emotion skills. 
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Figure 5. What Can Secondary Educators Do to Prepare Students 

34.1% 

19% 
17.8% 

15.3% 

8.7% 

0

10

20

30

40

Increased

Support

Differences Skill

Development

Learning Accountability

C

o

v

e

r

a

g

e

%

 

 

Figure 6. What Can Postsecondary Educators Do to Prepare Students 
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Academic Skills Needed  

Qualitative analysis indicated themes related to academic skills needed for 

postsecondary student success.  Figures 5 and 6 display the themes from the coding of the 

qualitative analysis.   

A theme in response to the question concerning what secondary providers can do 

to better prepare students was to give them realistic expectations (120 references out of 

450 responses - 26.6% coverage).  The academic skills cited by respondents related to the 

ability to understand what level of work was expected after transition.  Respondents 

indicated that students do not understand that college involves heavier reading, writing, 

and study loads.  The responses stated that students need the ability to understand and 

cope with these demands in a way that is not fear inducing. 

 Holding students accountable was another theme developed from open-ended 

responses.  Under what can secondary providers do, holding students accountable 
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received 120 references out of 450 responses (26.6% coverage) and under what can 

postsecondary providers do, the theme received 36 references out of 404 responses (8.7% 

coverage).  Respondents stated that students will only develop academic skills if they are 

held accountable for the same quality of work as their non-disabled peers.  Several 

responses used the word ―crutch‖ to describe how students will use their disability to 

keep from doing academic work.   

 Teaching, improving, and using critical thinking was referenced under what 

secondary providers can do (57 references out of 450 responses - 12.6% coverage).  

Critical thinking was indicated in the responses for what postsecondary educators could 

do as part of increasing the ability to learn, not just memorize facts (62 references out of 

450 responses - 15.3% coverage).  Respondents stated that critical thinking skills 

involved the ability to identify and solve problems, formulate thoughts and ideas using a 

variety of resources, and to be able to put ideas together by using existing information 

and filling in missing pieces of information.   

 The theme of teach students to be learners, not just to learn facts was tied to 

critical thinking.  This theme was referenced 58 times out of 450 responses (12.8% 

coverage) for secondary providers and 62 times out of 404 responses (15.3% coverage) 

for postsecondary professionals.  The skill of learning was defined by respondents as the 

ability to use lecture, reading, and research material to build a ―big picture‖ view of 

education.  Knowing how to obtain information and not just memorize facts was the most 

referenced response within this theme. 

Being independent in academic endeavors was also highlighted as a needed 

academic skill.  Independent learning was referenced 78 times out of 450 responses 
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(17.3% coverage) secondary providers can do to improve student success.  Independence 

was identified by respondents as the ability to self-initiate tasks and to complete tasks 

without reminders from others.    

 The most referenced theme for the question related to secondary providers was 

basic skill development.  Teaching and encouraging students to use and build basic 

academic skills was referenced 163 times out of 450 responses (36.1% coverage).  It was 

referenced 74 times out of 404 responses (17.8% coverage) for what can postsecondary 

education providers do.  Respondents indicated that secondary providers needed to build 

basic skills in reading, mathematics, and science.  Respondents also indicated that 

secondary providers needed to introduce skills such as study skills, time management, 

and using technology.  Responses supported remediation in these skills at the 

postsecondary level and indicated that postsecondary providers needed to build these 

skills with students if the student arrived at the IHE without them.  Respondents indicated 

that students needed to build these skills and practice them through independent efforts as 

well. 

 The most referenced theme in the question concerning postsecondary providers 

was providing increased support.  This item was referenced 139 times out of 404 

responses (34.1% coverage) when respondents were referring to postsecondary providers.  

The academic portion of this theme was found in statements that postsecondary educators 

should consider providing more one-on-one study support and tutors for students with 

disabilities to help cover gaps in basic skills that were still present after transition.  The 

identification of academic skills deficits and the individual instruction or training to 

correct these deficits was cited by respondents.   
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 Collaboration in the area of academics was also indicated by respondent answers 

to the qualitative questions.  When asked what postsecondary providers could do, 77 of 

404 (18.96%) respondents indicated that postsecondary professionals could make SEC 

providers and students aware of the differences between high school and college.  

Collaboration suggested by providers was, pre-college programming so secondary 

students could get exposure to college level classes and meetings with IHE staff to learn 

the differences between the two settings.  These preparatory type activities were also 

found in the theme of providing students with realistic expectations (130 out of 450 

responses – 28.8% coverage) when asked what secondary providers could do to better 

prepare students.   

Social Skills 

 Within the question of what postsecondary providers could do to better prepare 

students; a theme emerged concerning providing increased support for students (139 

responses out of 404 – 34.1% coverage).  Provider responses coded in this theme 

encouraged IHE to provide specific and intentional training for students on social 

interactions.  This training was described by respondents as taking place in individual 

meetings, special classes, and organized social activities.  Modeling social skills and even 

lecture type instruction were found in respondent answers as potential skill building 

activities.   

 In the question of what secondary providers can do, social skill development was 

mentioned within the theme of realistic expectations (130 references out of 450 responses 

- 28.8% coverage).  Social skills were mentioned frequently as examples of the basic 

skills that students needed in order to succeed.  Under this theme, providers mentioned 
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that students needed to understand that IHE environments were often larger than their 

secondary experience and that it would be more difficult to make friends because they 

were not in the same structured environments. 

Self-determination/Advocacy Skills 

Self-determination/advocacy in the sense of being able to ―speak up for 

themselves‖ was a major theme in the open-ended responses.  Self-determination was 

defined by the respondents as (a) asking for help when needed, (b) making their needs 

known to professors and service providers, (c) not allowing themselves to be 

―overwhelmed‖ by unreasonable expectations, and (d) standing up for themselves when 

they feel their rights or needs are being challenged unfairly.  Teaching self-

determination/advocacy was referenced 64 times out of 450 responses (14.19% coverage) 

when asked what secondary providers could do to prepare students.  When asked what 

postsecondary providers could do, teaching self-determination/advocacy was referenced 

22 times out of 404 responses (5.32% coverage).  Respondents stated that postsecondary 

providers could teach students to be self-determined by holding them accountable to the 

same academic and behavioral expectations as there non-disabled peers at the IHE level 

(36 out of 404 responses - 8.7% coverage).   

 Although independence was used frequently in responses as a term related to 

being self-driven to learn, it was used in the sense of being independent in life choices 

and decision making as well.  Respondents stated that students needed to be independent 

in seeking out services and supports.  It was also indicated in respondent answers that 

students would need to be aware of their own strengths and weaknesses at the IHE level 

and to make ―good choices on their own‖ in how to use their strengths in academic, 
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social, and emotional situations.  Teaching independence using the definition from these 

responses was referenced with the academic definition of independence as important in 

the 78 respondents out of 450 (17.3% coverage) on the question related to what 

secondary educators could do to better prepare students.   

Emotion Skills 

 In response to what postsecondary educators could do to better prepare students; 

one of themes that emerged was to offer increased support similar to what is offered 

through secondary settings.  Offering increased support was referenced 139 times out of 

404 responses (34.1% coverage).  Within this theme, a common response was for 

providers to work with students on non-academic needs.  Emotional coping skills were 

referenced as one of these non-academic areas that postsecondary providers should be 

prepared to address.  Respondents in this theme mentioned postsecondary professional 

support for students through the transition process and the anxiety that comes with it 

frequently.  Also being able to identify warning signs of emotional difficulties were 

included in responses in the theme.  Counseling at the IHE was a service that was 

mentioned as a way to support students and increase their skill with handling emotional 

challenges.   

 Emotional coping skills were endorsed as needed skills in the realistic 

expectations theme (130 responses out of 450 – 28.8% coverage) in responses to what 

could secondary providers do to better prepare students.  The importance of preparing 

students for the challenges of college and encouraging them to be realistic in their 

expectations of how they would do and what college would be like was cited by 
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respondents as a means of helping them avoid disappointment, early withdrawal, anxiety, 

depression, and the psychological challenges of postsecondary education. 

 In response to what training would better prepare providers, SEC and IHE, to 

work with students; being trained in the specifics of LD was a major theme with 186 

references out of 400 responses (46.5% coverage).  Understanding how students feel 

about their disability and helping them develop coping skills to cope with depression and 

anxiety were found in the responses.  Also understanding how students might struggle 

with their feelings and emotions from having a disability and from academic failure was 

cited by the SEC and IHE professionals as a training need to help students develop 

strategies and skills to overcome these strong emotions.   

Provider Training 

  SEC and IHE respondents were asked what training would better e quip them to 

work with students (Figure 7).  Provider responses indicated professional development 

needs.  Training in the areas identified by respondents would increase the effectiveness of 

professional support practices and directly impact the transition success of students with 

LD.  There were four themes identified in the responses to the question ―What training 

would better equip you to work with students‖ that represented ≥ 30 responses.   

 Postsecondary respondents indicated that training was needed to increase their 

awareness of the supports that were given to students at the SEC level (31 out of 400 

responses - 7.8% coverage).  Responses in this theme identified that postsecondary 

providers were unaware of the full range of supports and the intensity of support given to 

students during their SEC enrollment.  Providers stated that it would better prepare them 
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to work with students if they had an understanding of the change in supports and how to 

―help students bridge the gap‖ between the two educational settings.   

Respondents from both setting levels indicated that training was needed to 

prepare providers to understand the challenges of college faced by students with LD (32 

responses out of 400 - 7.8% coverage).  Providers indicated that if they better understood 

the challenges facing college students that they would be able to then pass information 

and support on to their students to better prepare them.  Respondents stated that a full 

understanding of the challenges of college would create supports at the SEC level to 

prepare students in advance for a successful transition and would prepare IHE providers 

to identify students who were struggling with the transition and to ―target them for direct 

support and help‖.   

 Secondary respondents and a small sample of IHE respondents referenced training 

in what colleges offer as support was referenced by 79 out of the 400 responses (19.8% 

coverage).  Providers indicated that if they knew exactly what colleges do for students, 

they would be able to address deficits for their students that would not be supported or 

corrected by the IHE environment.  They also indicated that they would be better able to 

prepare their students emotionally and in self-determination by knowing and 

understanding the environment that their students were going to enter.   

 The final training theme from the open-ended question identified by responses 

from both setting levels was training in the specifics of LD.  This training need was 

referenced by 186 out of 400 responses (46.5% coverage).  Understanding the specifics 

of LD was defined as knowing how the diagnosis is made, how it presents itself, what 

impact it has on students, and what are effective interventions.  Providers indicated that if 
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they had training in the specifics of LD they would better understand their students, their 

challenges, and how to best support them and prepare them for college. 

 

  



 

 

 

Chapter 5 –  

Overview, Key Findings, Discussion, Limitations, Recommendations 

 

 

 

Overview 

This study was exploratory in nature and utilized a mixed method research design.   

The purpose of the study was to measure perceptions related to skills and services needed 

by students with LD to succeed in postsecondary higher education in the State of Indiana.  

Several questions examined the perceptions of respondents related to general education 

students to provide a comparison group.  Participants were grouped by their employment 

setting and employment position role.  The two setting groups were Secondary (SEC) and 

Institutions of Higher Education (IHE).  The employment position roles were special 

education professionals (SE), general education professionals (GE), IHE disability 

support providers (IHE DIS), and IHE academic support providers (IHE AC).    

The study investigated (a) the perceptions of these providers to determine what 

skills and services were necessary to facilitate student success, (b) differences in provider 

perceptions based on setting (SEC or IHE) and employment position (SE, GE, IHE DIS 

and IHE AC), (c) areas where collaboration between the setting levels could be 

developed, and (d) the training needs of providers to aid them in the performance of their 

work with students.    

 An electronic survey was sent to study participants through a link embedded in an 

Internet email message.  The survey was created, disseminated, and housed with the 
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collected responses and data using the inQsit
©

 program designed and operated by Ball 

State University.  Analysis was conducted using descriptive and inferential statistics from 

the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS 17.0
©

) as well as qualitative analysis 

from NVIVO 9
©

.  The survey contained seven demographic questions, 17 Likert-type 

scale questions, and three open ended questions.  The questions measured provider 

perceptions through rating items concerning skills and services in four areas: (a) 

academics, (b) social, (c) self-determination and (d) emotional needs and skills.        

Final Sample 

 The survey was sent to 2,804 academic professionals in the State of Indiana.  

Participants were employed in one of 86 colleges or universities or 24 secondary schools.  

Sites were selected through specified complex sampling methods.  When the 24 

secondary schools and 86 IHE had been selected, the researcher used the webpages of the 

schools to identify staff and administrator lists as well as IHE DIS and IHE AC 

personnel.  If the IHE AC and IHE DIS personnel could not be identified through a 

webpage search, the IHE was contacted and asked to connect the researcher with the IHE 

DIS and IHE AC offices.  The provider list from the Commission on Higher Education 

(2009) was also used to identify IHE providers.  This search process resulted in 

identifying the email addresses of the providers.   

 A total of 584 surveys were returned during the 8 week collection process.  A 

total of 566 usable surveys were used in the final analysis which represented a 20.19% 

return rate.  The breakdown of responses by setting found that 368 (65%) of the 

respondents were from a secondary setting and 198 (35%) were from the IHE level.  

When reviewed by position, 79 (14%) SE respondents, 289 (51.1%) GE respondents, 41 



337 

 

 

(7.2%) IHE DIS respondents and 157 (27.7%) IHE AC respondents had completed valid 

surveys.   

Key Findings 

Quantitative and qualitative analysis in the current study identified skills 

perceived as needed for the postsecondary success of general education students and 

students with LD.  There were also differences noted in the perceptions of providers 

based on their employment setting or employment position roles.  These needed skills 

and differences in perceptions highlighted areas for collaboration between providers and 

training for providers to better prepare them to work with students. 

Academic Skills 

 Providers by employment setting (SEC = 3.06, IHE = 3.09) and setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.06, IHE 2 = 3.06, IHE 4 = 3.12) indicated that completion of Algebra II with a 

B or higher while still in high school was predictive of the postsecondary success of 

general education students.  Analysis by employment position revealed that only the GE 

(M = 3.09) and IHE AC (M = 3.14) providers indicated that completion of Algebra II was 

necessary for the postsecondary success of general education students.  SE providers (M 

= 2.95) and IHE DIS respondents (M= 2.93) rating levels tended towards agreement but 

did not indicate that completion of Algebra II was predictive for the success of students 

general education students.  No setting group, setting sub-group, or position group 

perceived that completion of Algebra II with a B or higher while in high school was 

predictive of the postsecondary success of students with LD (SEC = 2.65, IHE = 2.83) 

(SEC = 2.65, IHE 2 = 2.76, IHE 4 = 2.88) (SE = 2.71, GE = 2.64, IHE DIS = 2.75, IHE 

AC = 2.85).  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .05) between the greater levels of 
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disagreement in the SEC group and the lesser levels of disagreement of the IHE group.  

GLM analysis revealed that the perception regarding general education students was 

rated higher than the perception for students with LD.   

Literature review findings indicated that maintaining a B average or higher in key 

academic courses such as Algebra II was a key to postsecondary success for all students 

(ACT, 2009; Brown & Conley, 2007; Donham, 2007; Katsinas & Bush, 2006).  Students 

with LD faced deficits in mathematical skills such as arithmetic, coding, information and 

digit span testing, and calculation that make understanding and performing mathematical 

tests difficult (De Decker, 1993; Hughes & Smith, 1990; Rugel, 1974; Vogel, 1985).  

Remediation and increased support for mathematical skills development was stressed at 

the SEC and IHE level (Burgstahler, 2003; Cohen et al., 2003; De Decker, 1993; Deshler, 

2005; Gregg, 2007; Larose et al., 2005; Rojewski, 1992; Rojewski & Kim, 2007; Shaw et 

al., 1991; Vogel & Adelman, 1992).   

Providers in the current study tended to support the existing literature in 

emphasizing that higher level math skills were needed by general education students.  

However, providers in the current study did not support that higher level math skills were 

needed by or predictive of the success of students with LD.  This indicated that providers 

in Indiana may not be adequately preparing students with LD for the math skills demands 

of higher education.  Training for providers was indicated to increase awareness of the 

importance of higher level math skills for the postsecondary success of students with LD.  

Collaboration between SEC providers to teach higher level math skills to both general 

education and students with LD was indicated. 
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Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.36, IHE = 3.22), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.36, IHE 2 = 3.20, IHE 4 = 3.23), and position (SE = 3.44, GE = 3.33, IHE DIS 

= 3.10, IHE AC = 3.25) indicated that skim reading skills were predictive of 

postsecondary success for general education students.  There was a significant difference 

(p ˂ .05) between the agreement levels of the SEC providers and the lower levels of 

agreement in the IHE providers.  Providers by employment setting (SEC = 3.06, IHE = 

3.03), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.06, IHE 2 = 3.03, IHE 4 = 3.03), and position (SE = 

3.17, GE, 3.03, IHE AC = 3.07) indicated that skim reading skills were predictive of 

postsecondary success for students with LD.  The only group who did not agree that skim 

reading skills were needed but tended towards agreement were the IHE DIS providers (M 

= 2.90).  There was no significant difference between the ratings of the position groups.  

There was no significant difference between ratings for general education students and 

students with LD.   

Donham (2007) indicated that students needed academic skills to enhance their 

access to the vast amounts of reading material at the IHE level.  Getzel and Thoma 

(2008) stated that students, particularly those with LD, could be overwhelmed by the new 

level and volume of work, such as reading, that they must undertake after transition to the 

IHE.  Dunn (1996) and Rojewski (1992) stressed that students needed basic study skills 

strategies such as skim reading in order to process, in a timely manner, the information 

they were given.  Students with LD were often not taught reading strategies or exposed to 

a heavy reading curriculum to address their weaknesses in reading (Cohen et al., 2003; 

Gregg, 2007; Rojewski & Kim, 2003).   
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Findings of the current study supported the literature review indication that 

strategies for reading vast amounts of material at the IHE were needed by general 

education students and students with LD.  Providers in Indiana indicated that skim 

reading skills were needed by postsecondary students with and without LD.  The group 

working directly with postsecondary students with disabilities was the only group to 

indicate levels of disagreement that skim reading skills were needed.  One explanation 

could be that this group recognized that accommodations and supports may have been in 

place to limit the need for reading skills (Rehabilitation Act, 1973).  Collaboration to 

teach and develop student skim reading skills at both setting and all position levels was 

indicated to prepare students for the volume and depth of reading required in IHE. 

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.24, IHE = 3.24), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.24, IHE 2 = 3.26, IHE 4 = 3.21), and position (SE = 3.12, GE, 3.28, IHE DIS = 

3.05, IHE AC = 3.28) perceived that academic preparation with a rigorous course load 

beginning in the 8
th

 grade was predictive of academic success for general education 

students.  For postsecondary students with LD, providers by employment setting (SEC = 

2.86, IHE = 2.99) did not perceive that a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade 

was predictive of postsecondary success. The IHE respondents‘ level of disagreement 

tended towards agreement.  By setting sub-group, SEC (M = 2.86) and IHE 2 (M = 2.90) 

respondents did not indicate that a rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade was 

predictive of success.  The IHE 2 level of disagreement tended towards agreement.  The 

IHE 4 respondents (M = 3.06) agreed that a rigorous course load was predictive of 

postsecondary success for students with LD.  There was no significant difference 

between setting sub-groups.  Only the SE (M = 3.00) and IHE AC (M = 3.01) position 
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groups tended to perceive with low levels of agreement that a rigorous course load was 

predictive of postsecondary success.  The other provider position groups did not perceive 

that a rigorous course load was predictive of success for students with LD (GE = 2.83, 

IHE DIS = 2.90).  The IHE DIS level of disagreement tended towards agreement.  There 

was no significant difference between position groups.  There was no significant 

difference between ratings for general education students and students with LD. 

 Literature review findings indicated that postsecondary student success was 

directly affected by the level of academic achievement prior to the 8
th

 grade (ACT, 2009).  

The skills built through a rigorous course load such as advanced core courses and the 

highest level of non-advanced courses, especially in algebra, English, and composition, 

throughout high school were predictive of student success at the IHE (ACT, 2009; Brown 

& Conley, 2007; Katsinas & Bush, 2006).  Donham (2007) stressed that all students must 

have knowledge beyond basic academic skills to succeed in higher education.  Webster 

(2004) cited differences in academic skills abilities as a factor differentiating IHE 

students with and without disabilities.  Dunn (1996) and Rojewski (1992) stated that 

students with LD are often part of remediation efforts prior to transition to the IHE that 

only focus on deficits and do not build higher functioning skills.  Students with LD were 

often not exposed to rigorous academic work at the SEC (Burgstahler, 2003; Cohen et al., 

2003; De Decker, 1993; Deshler, 2005; Gregg, 2007; Larose et al., 2005; Rojewski, 

1992; Rojewski & Kim, 2007; Shaw et al., 1991; Vogel & Adelman, 1992).   

The current study supported the literature review findings that advanced academic 

skills developed from a rigorous course load were needed for general education student 

postsecondary success.  Only one setting sub-group and two position groups indicated 
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that a rigorous course load was predictive of student success for students with LD.  The 

indication that a rigorous course load for students with LD was not needed or predictive 

of success was contradictory to the literature review findings.  A key finding in the 

current study was that the IHE DIS providers did not support the need for a rigorous 

course load.  This perception needs further investigation since this group works directly 

with postsecondary students with LD.  The contradiction of the literature review findings 

is unexplained.  Training for GE and IHE DIS providers was indicated to increase 

awareness that a rigorous course load beginning in 8
th

 grade and continuing through high 

school has been demonstrated through other studies to impact the success of students 

with LD.  Without awareness, GE providers may be advising students to take lower level 

coursework to ensure completion of a high school diploma, but could be negatively 

impacting their postsecondary success and IHE DIS providers may not perceive that their 

students with LD are underprepared.  Collaboration to increase the academic demands on 

general education students and students with LD to build higher level academic skills was 

indicated.   

Respondents in the current study by employment setting, setting sub-group, and 

position did not perceive that reduced testing and assignment loads in the secondary 

setting were predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD.  Respondents in 

the IHE setting had significantly (p ˂ .001) greater levels of disagreement (M = 2.09) 

than SEC providers (M = 2.53).   SEC (M = 2.53) and IHE 2 (M = 2.22) setting sub-

groups disagreed that the reduced testing and assignment loads at the secondary level 

were predictive of success.  The IHE 4 setting sub-group (M = 1.98) strongly disagreed 

that the reduced loads were predictive of success.  All position groups disagreed or 
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strongly disagreed that reduced testing and assignment loads at the secondary level were 

predictive of future postsecondary success.  The SEC position roles were significantly 

higher (p ˂ .001) in rating reduced testing and assignment loads (SE = 2.63, GE = 2.50) 

than the IHE respondents (IHE DIS = 1.98, IHE AC = 2.12).  The IHE DIS and IHE AC 

providers had greater levels of disagreement than the SE and GE providers with the IHE 

DIS respondents in strong disagreement. 

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.61, IHE = 2.28), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.61, IHE 2 = 2.33, IHE 4 = 2.25), and position (SE = 2.74, GE = 2.58, IHE DIS 

= 1.95, IHE AC = 2.39) did not indicate that different assignments and tests in secondary 

courses were predictive of postsecondary success for students with LD. The IHE 

providers were in strong disagreement.  The IHE providers had significantly greater 

levels of disagreement (p ˂ .001) than the SEC providers.  By position, the IHE AC and 

IHE DIS providers had significantly greater levels of disagreement (p ˂ .001, p ˂ .05) 

than the SE providers.  The IHE DIS respondents had significantly greater (p ˂ .05) 

levels of disagreement than the GE and IHE AC respondents. 

Lukose (2000) stated that students with LD are unprepared for the shift in support 

and demands from the SEC to the IHE.  Getzel and Thoma (2008) highlighted the 

pressure faced by students with LD as they undertake new responsibilities that require 

less support and more independence.  The change in the level of available support 

including the move from the individual guidance of special education professionals and 

parents to near total independence was stressed as a factor impacting student success at 

the IHE (Brinckerhoff et al., 1992; Finn, 1998; Synatschk, 1995; Webster, 2004).   
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The current study supports the findings that the changes to tests and assignments 

at the secondary level are not predictive of the future success of students with LD at the 

IHE.  The IHE DIS providers who work directly with students with LD indicated strong 

disagreement that the accommodations at the secondary level were predictive of 

postsecondary success.  The ratings of the SEC level providers indicated that although 

they disagreed with secondary accommodations being predictive of future success, their 

perceptions were not as strong as the opinions of their IHE counterparts.  Collaboration 

with IHE providers would stress the difference between SEC level accommodations and 

the accommodation support available at the IHE.  Collaboration between service levels 

would prepare students in advance of transition for the decreased support and changes to 

information delivery and assessment that they would experience after transition to the 

postsecondary setting.   

  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.17, IHE = 3.53), setting sub-

group (SEC = 3.17, IHE 2 = 3.41, IHE 4 = 3.63), and position roles (SE = 3.46, GE = 

3.08, IHE DIS = 3.56, IHE AC = 3.52) indicated that academic accommodations for 

postsecondary courses were predictive of the success of students with LD.  IHE 

respondents were significantly higher (p ˂ .001) in agreement than were the SEC 

respondents.  The IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents had significantly higher levels of 

agreement (p ˂ .01) than the SEC respondents.   SE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC providers 

were all stronger in agreement (p ˂ .001) than GE respondents.    

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.18, IHE = 3.51), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.18, IHE 2 = 3.40, IHE 4 = 3.59), and position roles (SE = 3.47, GE = 3.10, IHE 

DIS = 3.58, IHE AC = 3.49) indicated that testing accommodations at the postsecondary 
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level were predictive of the success of students with LD.  The IHE providers had 

significantly higher (p ˂ .001) levels of agreement than SEC providers.  The SEC 

providers by sub-group had significantly lower levels of agreement than IHE 2 (p ˂ .05) 

and IHE 4 (p ˂ .001) providers.  SE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC respondents were 

significantly higher (p ˂ .001) in agreement than were the GE respondents.   

The current findings added value to the existing literature and indicated that the 

supports available at the IHE level may be less intense than the accommodation support 

at the SEC level (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004; 

Rehabilitation Act, 1973), but providers in Indiana perceived that the IHE 

accommodations were working to increase the success of postsecondary students with 

LD.  These findings validate and encourage the use of academic classroom and testing 

accommodations for students with LD.  The providers in this study indicated that the 

accommodations were addressing skills deficits in students and working to help students 

overcome those deficits. Collaboration to prepare students for postsecondary 

accommodations to establish these accommodations was indicated.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.36, IHE = 3.38), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.36, IHE 2 = 3.32, IHE 4 = 3.43), and position (SE = 3.21, GE = 3.41, IHE DIS 

= 3.28, IHE AC = 3.41) indicated that cognition was a challenge for general education 

students.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.58, IHE = 3.58), setting sub-

group (SEC = 3.58, IHE 2 = 3.59, IHE 4 = 3.57), and position (SE = 3.68, GE = 3.55, 

IHE DIS = 3.53, IHE AC = 3.60) indicated that cognition was a significant challenge for 

postsecondary students with LD.  There was no significant difference between ratings for 

general education students and students with LD.  Respondents by employment setting 
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(SEC = 3.58, IHE = 3.58), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.58, IHE 2 = 3.62, IHE 4 = 3.54), 

and position (SE = 3.46, GE = 3.62, IHE DIS = 3.44, IHE AC = 3.62) indicated that 

training was needed in cognition to facilitate the success of general education students.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.63, IHE = 3.70), setting sub-group (SEC = 

3.63, IHE 2 = 3.76, IHE 4 = 3.65), and position (SE = 3.68, GE = 3.62, IHE DIS = 3.73, 

IHE AC = 3.69) indicated that training was needed in cognition for postsecondary 

students with LD. 

The literature indicated that students with LD were restricted in information 

processing, motor skills, working memory, cognition, attention, reading processing 

writing-spelling issues, general reading, reading comprehension, organization, math-

symbolic processing, math calculations, and other basic academic skills (Barga, 1996; 

Deshler et al., 1982; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Hughes & Smith, 1990; Kane & Joy, 2002; 

Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  It was also found that success at 

the IHE was often measured by critical thinking skills such as mastery of concepts rather 

than basic fact memorization (Gardiner & Singh, 1991, Lock & Layton, 2001).  Students 

with LD had difficulty in processing information which limited their ability to take in the 

vast amounts of information presented at the IHE (Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; 

Harrison, 2003). 

Providers supported the literature review findings and indicated that cognition 

skills were a challenge for general education students and students with LD.  The added 

value of the current study is that it highlights the need for training in cognition.  Providers 

did not perceive students would develop the skills in cognition without guidance and 

support.  The current study findings indicated that skills in cognition were needed for the 
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postsecondary success of general education students and students with LD.  Collaboration 

was indicated for all position roles to work together to teach cognition skills and address 

cognition deficits at all educational levels.   

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.55, IHE = 3.49), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.55, IHE 2 = 3.38, IHE 4 = 3.58), and position (SE = 3.35, GE = 3.61, IHE DIS 

= 3.33, IHE AC = 3.53) indicated that skills in time management were a challenge for 

general education students. The SEC and IHE 4 setting sub-groups had significantly 

higher levels of agreement than the IHE 2 group. The GE providers had significantly 

stronger (p ˂ .05) agreement than the SE provider group.  Respondents by employment 

setting (SEC = 3.71, IHE = 3.49), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.71, IHE 2 = 3.59, IHE 4 = 

3.68), and position (SE = 3.76, GE = 3.70, IHE DIS = 3.75, IHE AC = 3.61) indicated 

that time management was a challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  There was 

no significant difference between ratings for general education students and students with 

LD.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.59, IHE = 3.60), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.59, IHE 2 = 3.58, IHE 4 = 3.62), and position (SE = 3.51, GE = 3.61, IHE DIS 

= 3.44, IHE AC = 3.65) indicated that training in time management was needed to 

facilitate the postsecondary success of general education students.  Respondents by 

employment setting (SEC = 3.68, IHE = 3.72), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.68, IHE 2 = 

3.71, IHE 4 = 3.72), and position (SE = 3.77, GE = 3.65, IHE DIS = 3.66, IHE AC = 

3.73) indicated that training was needed in time management skills for postsecondary 

students with LD.   

The literature indicated that students with LD were restricted in information 

processing, motor skills, working memory, cognition, attention, reading processing 
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writing-spelling issues, general reading, reading comprehension, organization, math-

symbolic processing, math calculations, and other basic academic skills such as time 

management (Barga, 1996; Deshler et al., 1982; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Hughes & 

Smith, 1990; Kane & Joy, 2002; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  

Students with LD indicated academic challenges in (a) time management, (b) task focus, 

and (c) organization (Kane & Joy, 2002).  The possibility of achieving a C or higher is 

enhanced by having developed skills in time management (Larose et al., 2005; Tottle, 

2002).  Students themselves indicated that they felt that they may have been academically 

prepared by upper-level courses, but that the learning was all fact based and that they 

were not taught transferrable study, organization, or time management skills which in 

turn negatively affected them at the IHE level (Reid & Moore, 2008). 

The current study found that providers perceived time management as a challenge 

for postsecondary general education students and students with LD.  This supported the 

research found in the literature review.  The combination of time management being 

perceived as a challenge and a training need indicated time management was perceived 

by respondents as a skill needed for the postsecondary success of all students.  

Collaboration to teach and encourage time management skills in all educational settings 

and at all educational levels was indicated. 

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.30, IHE = 3.17), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 3.30, IHE 2 = 3.18, IHE 4 = 3.17), and position (SE = 3.13, GE = 3.35, IHE AC 

= 3.23) indicated that skills in attention and staying on task were a challenge for general 

education students.  The IHE DIS respondents had levels of disagreement (M = 2.95) 

tending towards agreement.  The SEC respondents had significantly higher (p ˂ .05) 
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levels of agreement than the IHE respondents.  The IHE DIS provider level of 

disagreement was significantly lower (p ˂ .01) than the rating of the GE providers.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.62, IHE = 3.54), setting sub-group (SEC = 

3.62, IHE 2 = 3.54, IHE 4 = 3.54), and position (SE = 3.71, GE = 3.60, IHE DIS = 3.51, 

IHE AC = 3.54) indicated that attention and staying on task were significant challenges 

for postsecondary students with LD.  There was no significant difference between ratings 

for general education students and students with LD.  Providers by employment setting 

(SEC = 3.43, IHE = 3.43), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.43, IHE 2 = 3.45, IHE 4 = 3.41), 

and position (SE = 3.29, GE = 3.47, IHE DIS = 3.20, IHE AC = 3.49) indicated that 

training was needed in the skills related to attention and staying on task for general 

education students.  The IHE DIS respondents had significantly lower levels of 

agreement than the GE and IHE AC respondents.  Respondents by employment setting 

(SEC = 3.63, IHE 3.60), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.63, IHE 2 = 3.60, IHE 4 = 3.60), and 

position (SE = 3.72, GE = 3.61, IHE DIS = 3.53, IHE AC = 3.62) indicated that training 

in attention and staying on task were needed by postsecondary students with LD.     

The literature review identified attention and staying on task as a crucial 

component of postsecondary success and a deficit faced by students with LD (Cornett-

DeVito Worley, 2005; Harrison, 2003).  LD restricted students‘ competencies in skills 

such as attention and staying on task (Deshler et al., 1982; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006). 

Findings of the current study supported the literature review findings and 

identified skills in attention and staying on task as a challenge, training need, and needed 

skill for general education students and students with LD.  Collaboration was indicated to 
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teach and encourage skills in attention and staying on task across educational levels and 

positions.   

Providers by employment setting (SEC = 2.48, IHE = 2.40), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.48, IHE 2 = 2.49, IHE 4 = 2.33), and position (SE = 2.28, GE = 2.53, IHE DIS 

= 2.30, IHE AC = 2.42) indicated that motor skills were not a challenge for general 

education students.  Post-hoc analysis and the Kruskal-Wallis analysis adjustment for 

sample size did not confirm the ANOVA results that indicated a difference between 

groups.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.92, IHE = 2.80), setting sub-

group (SEC = 2.92, IHE 2 = 2.88, IHE 4 = 2.74), and position (SE = 2.83, GE = 2.94, 

IHE DIS = 2.90, IHE AC = 2.85) indicated that motor skills were not a challenge for 

postsecondary students with LD.  SEC, GE, and IHE DIS respondent groups‘ level of 

disagreement tended towards agreement for students with LD but there was no significant 

difference between the ratings for general education students and students with LD.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.93, IHE = 2.90), setting sub-group (SEC = 

2.93, IHE 2 = 2.95, IHE 4 = 2.86), and position (SE = 2.73, GE = 2.99, IHE DIS = 2.66, 

IHE AC = 2.97) did not perceive motor skills to be a training need for postsecondary 

general education students.  SEC, IHE, IHE 2, GE, and IHE AC respondent groups had 

levels of disagreement tending towards agreement.  The SE and IHE DIS respondents had 

significantly lower (p ˂ .05) ratings than the GE and IHE AC professionals.  Respondents 

by setting (SEC = 3.17, IHE = 3.10), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.17, IHE 2 = 3.16, IHE 4 

= 3.06), and position (SE = 3.08, GE = 3.20, IHE AC = 3.17) indicated that training in 

motor skills was needed by postsecondary students with LD.   The IHE DIS providers (M 

= 2.85) indicated that students with LD did not need training in motor skills.  ANOVA 
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detected a significant difference between the IHE DIS and GE providers.  Kruskal-Wallis 

analysis that was used due to greater sensitivity for small sample sizes such as those in 

the IHE DIS group did not detect the significant difference. 

The literature review indicated that students with LD needed motor skills and that 

they experienced deficits with these skills (Deshler et al., 1982; Mortimore & Crozier, 

2006).  The literature review findings stated that deficits in fine motor skills can be 

intense enough to result in the diagnosis of Dyspraxia (Difficulty with fine motor skills) 

(Kemp et al., 2011).   

Findings of the current study did not support the literature review findings that 

students with LD experienced deficits in motor skills.  Providers with the exception of 

IHE DIS respondents did indicate that training was needed in motor skills by 

postsecondary students with LD.  This appeared to be an inconsistency in perceptions.  If 

training was needed in motor skills, it appeared that respondents perceived these skills to 

be needed but that students were not challenged by them.  Results of the current study did 

not allow for interpretation of why training would be needed, but why the skill was not 

perceived as a challenge.  Collaboration was indicated to teach motor skills across 

educational levels.  Training was indicated to provide professionals with an 

understanding that motor skills have been found in research to be a deficit for students 

with LD and that the current providers perceived a need for training students with LD in 

motor skills.  This training would enable providers to more closely evaluate their students 

for motor skills deficits and to ensure that they are not being overlooked.   

SEC respondents (M = 3.07) indicated that working memory was a significant 

challenge for general education students and IHE respondents (M = 2.93) did not perceive 
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the challenge.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .05) between the agreement of the 

SEC respondents and the level of disagreement of the IHE respondents that tended 

towards agreement.  By setting sub-group, the SEC respondents (M = 3.07) agreed, the 

IHE 2 respondents (M = 2.99) had levels of disagreement tending towards agreement, and 

the IHE 4 respondents (M = 2.88) had a level of disagreement that working memory was 

a challenge for general education students.  By employment position, only the GE 

position group (M = 3.12) rated working memory as a challenge for general education 

students.  The SE respondents (M = 2.88), IHE DIS respondents (M = 2.83), and the IHE 

AC respondents (M = 2.96) indicated that working memory was not a challenge for 

general education students.  The IHE AC level of disagreement tended towards 

agreement.  A significant difference was found between the GE providers‘ level of 

agreement and the IHE DIS respondents‘ level of disagreement.  Respondents by 

employment setting (SEC = 3.46, IHE = 3.40), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.46, IHE 2 = 

3.40, IHE 4 = 3.39), and position (SE = 3.59, GE = 3.42, IHE DIS = 3.43, IHE AC = 

3.39) indicated that working memory was a significant challenge for postsecondary 

students with LD.  There was no significant difference between general education 

students and students with LD.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.39, IHE = 

3.33), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.39, IHE 2 = 3.34, IHE 4 = 3.33), and position (SE = 

3.18, GE = 3.44, IHE DIS = 3.10, IHE AC = 3.40) indicated that working memory was a 

training need for postsecondary general education students.  GE respondents had 

significantly higher (p ˂ .05) levels of agreement than SE and IHE DIS respondents.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.52, IHE = 3.53), setting sub-group (SEC = 

3.52, IHE 2 = 3.51, IHE 4 = 3.55), and position (SE = 3.65, GE = 3.49, IHE DIS = 3.53, 
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IHE AC = 3.53) indicated that working memory was a training need for postsecondary 

students with LD.    

LD restricted students‘ competencies in (a) information processing, (b) motor 

skills, (c) working memory, (d) cognition, (e) attention, (f) reality testing, (g) developing 

a sense of self, (h) visual imagery, and (i) ability to combat learned helplessness (Deshler 

et al., 1982; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  Instruction in memory techniques was found 

to be needed for the success of students with LD in postsecondary settings (Brinckerhoff 

et al., 1992). 

Findings of the current study were mixed in support for general education 

students being challenged in working memory and needing training in related skills.  The 

current study did support the literature review that working memory skills were a deficit 

for students with LD.  The current findings also supported the literature review findings 

that training was needed in memory skills to ensure the success of students with LD.  The 

combination of working memory being perceived as a challenge and a training need for 

students with LD indicated that working memory is a needed skill for postsecondary 

students with LD.  Collaboration to teach these skills across all levels and positions of the 

education process was indicated.   

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.20, IHE= 3.16) and employment 

setting sub-group (SEC = 3.20, IHE 2 = 3.14, IHE 4 = 3.17) indicated that information 

processing was a significant challenge for postsecondary general education students.  By 

employment position, GE respondents (M = 3.28) and IHE AC position respondents (M = 

3.22) agreed while SE respondents (M = 2.91) and IHE DIS respondents (M = 2.90) had 

levels of disagreement tending towards agreement that information processing was a 
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significant challenge for general education students.  There was a significant difference 

between the level of disagreement of the SE providers and the agreement of the GE 

respondents (p ˂ .01) and the IHE AC respondents (p ˂ .05).  There was a significant 

difference between the level of disagreement of the IHE DIS respondents and the 

agreement of the GE providers (p ˂ .05).  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 

3.56, IHE = 3.40), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.56, IHE 2 = 3.54, IHE 4 = 3.47), and 

position (SE = 3.61, GE = 3.54, IHE DIS = 3.45, IHE AC = 3.51) indicated that 

information processing was a significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  

There was no significant difference between ratings for general education students and 

students with LD.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.49, IHE = 3.50), setting 

sub-group (SEC = 3.49, IHE 2 = 3.52, IHE 4 = 3.49), and position (SE = 3.29, GE = 3.54, 

IHE DIS = 3.29, IHE AC = 3.56) indicated that information processing was a training 

need for postsecondary general education students.  Respondents by employment setting 

(SEC = 3.60, IHE = 3.63), setting subgroup (SEC = 3.60, IHE 2 = 3.59, IHE 4 = 3.66), 

and position (SE = 3.71, GE = 3.57, IHE DIS = 3.60, IHE AC = 3.64) indicated that 

information processing was a training need for postsecondary students with LD.     

LD restricted students‘ competencies in (a) information processing, (b) motor 

skills, (c) working memory, (d) cognition, (e) attention, (f) reality testing, (g) developing 

a sense of self, (h) visual imagery, and (i) ability to combat learned helplessness (Deshler 

et al., 1982; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  LD can result in ―glitches in processing 

information which may cause a variety of academic difficulties‖ (Cornett-DeVito & 

Worley, 2005, p.  316).  Kemp et al. (2011) stated that various degrees of information 

processing difficulties were present in individuals with LD.   



355 

 

 

The current study supported the literature review findings that students with LD 

experienced deficits in information processing.  Adding to the literature, general 

education role providers indicated that general education students, the students they 

worked with daily, were also challenged by deficits in information processing skills.  

Another addition to the previous research was that the current study indicated that 

providers felt it was important to train students in information processing skills.  The 

combination of information processing as a challenge and a training need indicated that 

general education respondents considered information processing to be a needed skill for 

the postsecondary success of general education students.  All groups perceived 

information processing to be a challenge and a training need for postsecondary students 

with LD.  Collaboration to identify information processing deficits and to teach 

information processing skills across educational levels and positions was indicated.   

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.88, IHE = 2.79), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.88, IHE 2 = 2.83, IHE 4 = 2.76), and position (SE = 2.69, GE = 2.94, IHE DIS 

= 2.67, IHE AC = 2.82) did not indicate that visual memory was a challenge for 

postsecondary general education students.  The SE respondents‘ level of disagreement 

was significantly greater (p ˂ .05) than the GE respondents‘ level of disagreement that 

tended towards agreement.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.28, IHE 

=3.15), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.28, IHE 2 = 3.15, IHE 4 = 3.15), and position (SE = 

3.28, GE = 3.27, IHE DIS = 3.00, IHE AC = 3.19) indicated that visual memory was a 

significant challenge for postsecondary students with LD.  The SEC providers (M = 3.28) 

were significantly higher (p ˂ .05) in agreement than the IHE respondents (M = 3.15). 

The IHE DIS respondents who worked daily with postsecondary students with LD were 
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significantly lower in their level of agreement than the SE and GE providers.  There was 

no significant difference between responses for general education students and students 

with LD.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.30, IHE = 3.28), setting sub-

group (SEC = 3.30, IHE 2 = 3.27, IHE 4 = 3.28), and position (SE = 3.16, GE = 3.33, 

IHE DIS = 3.10, IHE AC = 3.52) indicated that visual memory was a training need for 

postsecondary general education students.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 

3.48, IHE = 3.43), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.48, IHE 2 = 3.40, IHE 4 = 3.45), and 

position (SE = 3.51, GE = 3.47, IHE DIS = 3.40, IHE AC = 3.43) indicated that visual 

memory was a training need for postsecondary students with LD.   

LD restricted students‘ competencies in (a) information processing, (b) motor 

skills, (c) working memory, (d) cognition, (e) attention, (f) reality testing, (g) developing 

a sense of self, (h) visual imagery, and (i) ability to combat learned helplessness (Deshler 

et al., 1982; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  Kemp et al. (2011) described visual imagery 

or the ability to process visual information into meaningful patterns for later use as a 

deficit present in many categories of LD. 

Findings of the current study supported the literature review findings that students 

with LD experienced deficits in visual memory or difficulty in using visual memory 

skills.  The current study adds the emphasis on teaching visual memory skills to students 

with LD to increase their postsecondary success.  The combination of visual memory as a 

challenge and a training need indicated visual memory skills as needed for the 

postsecondary success of students with LD.  Collaboration to teach visual memory skills 

across educational levels and positions was indicated.  Training in identifying visual 
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memory skills deficits and how to correct them was indicated by the low levels of 

agreement in the IHE providers, especially the IHE DIS professionals. 

Qualitative analysis contained themes identifying academic skills necessary for 

the postsecondary success of students with LD.  Respondents stated that students needed 

realistic expectations (120 references out of 450 responses for 26.6% coverage) of what 

would be expected of them academically at the IHE.  Academic skills cited by 

respondents were related to the ability to understand what level of work would be 

expected including the heavier reading, writing, and study loads.  Respondents also stated 

that students with LD needed to be held accountable for the same academic skills as their 

non-disabled peers.   

Critical thinking was referenced as an important skill for the success of 

postsecondary students with LD under the questions of what secondary providers could 

do to better prepare students (57 references out of 450 responses for 12.6% coverage) and 

what postsecondary providers could do (62 references out of 450 responses for 15.3% 

coverage).  Critical thinking skills were defined by respondents as the ability to identify 

and solve problems, learn material and not just memorize facts, formulate thoughts and 

ideas using a variety of resources, and to be able to put ideas together using existing 

information and filling in missing pieces of information.   

The literature indicated that students with LD were restricted in information 

processing, motor skills, working memory, cognition, attention, reading processing 

writing-spelling issues, general reading, reading comprehension, organization, math-

symbolic processing, math calculations, and other basic academic skills (Barga, 1996; 

Deshler et al., 1982; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Hughes & Smith, 1990; Kane & Joy, 2002; 
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Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  It was also found that success at 

the IHE is often measured by critical thinking skills such as mastery of concepts rather 

than basic fact memorization (Gardiner & Singh, 1991, Lock & Layton, 2001).  Students 

with LD have ―glitches‖ in processing information which limit their ability to take in the 

vast amounts of information presented at the IHE (Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; 

Harrison, 2003).  Students at the IHE must be independent, self-regulated learners who, 

solve problems, reflect on prior knowledge, set goals, select and employ appropriate 

strategies, and monitor the effectiveness of their learning (Ellis, 1993; Harrison, 2003).  

Harrison (2003) found that 72% of students with LD had difficulty concentrating, 62% 

had difficulty with the extensive reading, and 52% - 55% had difficulty with the writing 

demands of IHE.  Institutional demands on student study skills, writing abilities, reading 

skills, and self-regulation directly affected LD students who had deficits in areas that 

directly impaired their abilities to respond to these demands (Cohn, 1998; Heiman & 

Precel, 2003, Robbins et al., 2004).  Students with LD indicated academic challenges in 

(a) time management, (b) task focus, (c) reading processing, (d) writing-spelling issues, 

(e) general reading, (f) reading comprehension, (g) organization, (h) math-symbolic 

processing, and (i) general math calculations (Kane & Joy, 2002).  Mathematical skills 

were also found to be predictive of student success and were lacking in students with LD 

(Hughes & Smith, 1990; Rugel, 1974; Vogel 1985).   

Students with LD were often not taught reading strategies or exposed to a heavy 

reading curriculum to address their weaknesses in reading (Cohen et al., 2003; Gregg, 

2007; Rojewski & Kim, 2003).  It was also cited that the change in the level of support 

such as accommodations, guidance and instruction individually from parents and teachers 
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that occurs at transition from SEC to IHE could have a negative impact on the success of 

students with LD (Brinckerhoff et al., 1992; Finn, 1998; Synatschk, 1995).  Shaw et al. 

(1991) stated that students with LD were challenged at the postsecondary level without 

the one-on-one small group supports that they were offered by secondary settings.  When 

interventions were in place to remediate skills deficits, directly teach study strategies, 

challenge students to take more rigorous courses, and directly challenge them to work 

harder and to self-regulate their learning; students with LD were able to attain normative 

levels of IHE attainment (De Decker, 1993; Dunn, 1996; Larose et al., 2005; McGuire et 

al., 1991; Rojewski, 1992; Shaw et al., 1991; Trainin & Swanson, 2005; Vogel & 

Adelman, 1992). 

Qualitative findings of the current study supported the literature review findings 

and added key elements.  Adding to the previous research, providers indicated that SEC 

providers themselves may be unaware of the demands placed on students with LD at the 

postsecondary level.  SEC providers indicated that they did not know how to fully 

prepare their students for transition because they did not fully understand the supports 

available to the students after transition or the differences between the two setting levels.  

SEC providers also indicated that they felt the pressure and strain of standard tests and 

state guidelines that keep them from working with their students on material beyond the 

requirements of the high school graduation standards.  Collaboration was indicated to 

work with students prior to transition using pre-college coursework, campus visits, 

training from college level providers, and meetings with IHE support staff while still in 

high school to prepare students for the changes between academic levels and to connect 

them with the supports they will be using after transition.  Training for the SEC providers 
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on the demands and supports their students will have after transition were indicated.  

Training for IHE providers on the supports and expectations that students have been 

accustomed to at the SEC level was also indicated.  This training would enable IHE 

providers to create a bridge between the demands of the SEC and the more intense 

demands of the IHE.   

Social Skills 

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.43, IHE = 2.23), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.43, IHE 2 = 2.36, IHE 4 = 2.12), and position (SE = 2.47, GE = 2.41, IHE DIS 

= 2.21, IHE AC = 2.24) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD lacked 

communication skills.  IHE providers had significantly greater (p ˂ .01) levels of 

disagreement than SEC providers.  The IHE 4 providers had significantly greater (p ˂ 

.001) levels of disagreement than the SEC respondents.  The IHE position groups (IHE 

DIS and IHE AC) had significantly greater levels of disagreement than the SEC position 

groups (SE and GE) that postsecondary students with LD lacked communication skills.   

Trainin and Swanson (2005) listed social skills, such as communication, as crucial 

elements of academic success.  Sitlington et al. (1996) cited results that individuals with 

LD rated social relationships and communication skills as the area in which they required 

the most assistance.  In the literature, students with LD were identified as having limited 

communication skills and communication deficits that impacted their social success 

(Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; 

Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002). 

The findings of this study were contradictory to the findings of the literature 

review Providers in the current study indicated that lack of communication skills was not 
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experienced by postsecondary students with LD.  The IHE respondents who work 

directly with postsecondary students with LD had the greatest level of disagreement that 

the students lacked communication skills.  The literature review findings included studies 

where students themselves were interviewed.  It is possible that the respondents of the 

current study have not identified communication skills deficits that are present in their 

students.  The current findings add to the literature review findings and indicated that 

students with LD may be reporting communication deficits that were not being identified 

and supported by education providers at the SEC or IHE level.  Collaboration to identify 

deficits and to support social skills related to communication was indicated.  Training for 

all providers in the area of social skills deficits and the impact of LD on communication 

skills was indicated by the analysis of this item and the large number of ―Do Not Know‖ 

responses.  A total of 12.4% of the respondents (17.4% of GE respondents and 10.3% of 

IHE AC respondents) indicated that they did not have enough information to answer this 

question, and thus were not aware that communication skills could be a challenge for 

their students with LD.  Training in the identification of communication skills deficits 

was particularly pertinent for IHE providers who had the greatest levels of disagreement 

that postsecondary students with LD lacked communication skills.    

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.32, IHE = 2.65), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.32, IHE 2 = 2.58, IHE 4 = 2.71), and position (SE = 2.54, GE = 2.25, IHE DIS 

= 2.76, IHE AC = 2.62) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD had less 

social time than their peers.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the 

SEC respondents‘ greater levels of disagreement and IHE setting group.  The SEC setting 

subgroup rated the item significantly lower than both the IHE 2 respondents (M = 2.58, p 
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˂ .05) and the IHE 4 respondents (M = 2.71, p ˂ .001).  The GE position group rated the 

item significantly lower than the SE (M = 2.54, p ˂ .05), IHE DIS (M = 2.76, p ˂ .001), 

and IHE AC (M = 2.62, p ˂ .001) providers.    

The literature review indicated that students with LD struggle with time 

management (Barga, 1996; Deshler et al., 1982; Dietrich & Kelly, 1993; Hughes & 

Smith, 1990; Kane & Joy, 2002; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Trainin & Swanson, 2005).  

Students with LD indicated academic challenges in (a) time management, (b) task focus, 

and (c) organization (Kane & Joy, 2002).  Students themselves indicated struggles with 

organization and time management skills which in turn negatively affected them at the 

IHE level in academics and in their ability to make and keep social networks and friends 

(Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; Reid & 

Moore, 2008; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).  The current study also indicated that 

students with LD struggled with time management.   

 The current study added value to the existing literature with the indication that 

struggles with time management were perceived to impact student academics but not the 

social lives of students with LD.  This indicated that providers may not be accurately 

identifying the social needs and deficits of their students with LD.  Training providers on 

the student self-reports of social difficulties and time demands of the IHE was indicated.  

The SEC providers, and GE respondents in particular, had the greatest levels of 

disagreement that students with LD had less social time at the IHE.  This indicated that 

secondary providers were not aware that training their students in better time 

management skills might directly impact their ability to form social networks in the 

future.  A total of 15.1% of respondents (17.1% of GE respondents and 19.7 % of IHE 
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AC respondents) selected ―Do Not Know‖.  This indicated that providers needed training 

on the social impacts of LD and whether students with LD had less time than their peers.  

Training was warranted for all providers, but particularly those in general education roles 

at each educational setting.  Collaboration to identify social skills challenges such as 

having time for social relationships and to teach social skills at all educational levels was 

indicated. 

 Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.28, IHE = 2.22), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.28, 

IHE 2 = 2.29, IHE 4 = 2.16), and position (SE = 2.33, GE = 2.26, IHE DIS = 2.06, IHE 

AC = 2.26) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD had difficulty making 

friends.  The IHE DIS levels of disagreement tended towards strong disagreement that 

postsecondary students with LD had difficulty making friends.  Respondents by setting 

(SEC = 2.25, IHE = 2.14), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.25, IHE 2 = 2.16, IHE 4 = 2.11), 

and position (SE = 2.34, GE = 2.22, IHE DIS = 2.11, IHE AC = 2.14) did not indicate 

that postsecondary students with LD had difficulty keeping friends.  All groups had levels 

of disagreement with the IHE respondent groups tending towards strong disagreement. 

Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.36, IHE = 2.31), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.36, IHE 2 

= 2.33, IHE 4 = 2.29), and position (SE = 2.34, GE = 2.37, IHE DIS = 2.34, IHE AC = 

2.30) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD reported less satisfaction with 

social relationships.     

 Sitlington et al. (1996) cited results that individuals with LD rated social 

relationships and skills as the area in which they required the most assistance.  Students 

with LD have reported (a) difficulty making friends, (b) have difficulty keeping friends 

(c) having fewer friends for support, (d) less satisfaction in social interactions, (e) limited 
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communication skills, (f) stigmatization from their peers, (g) withdrawal, (h) rejection 

from peer support groups, and (i) a lack of cooperation and understanding from their 

professors, peers, and other school personnel (Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito 

& Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).  Students with LD 

reported feeling outside of the mainstream of college life and not having the same 

attachments as their peers (Rumrill, 2001).  Poor interpersonal and social skills were 

observed by parents, teachers and other professionals (Sitlington, 1996). 

 The current study added to the literature by identifying that providers may not be 

fully aware of the social impact of LD that limits student satisfaction with relationships 

and the ability to make and maintain close friendships.  Respondents in the current study 

did not perceive that postsecondary students were dissatisfied with their social 

relationships or that they had difficulty making or keeping friends.  This was 

contradictory to the literature review findings that used student self-reports and reports 

from parents to identify social skills and relationships as an area of concern for 

postsecondary students with LD.  The current study revealed that providers need training 

on the social impact of LD and that their students may struggle at making friends and 

building a satisfactory social support network.  Training was also indicated by the 16% of 

respondents (20.5% of GE respondents and 16.6% of IHE AC respondents) who selected 

―Do Not Know‖ when asked about students with LD making friends, the 19.7% (23.3% 

of GE respondents, 14.6% of IHE DIS respondents, and 23.6% of IHE AC respondents) 

who selected ―Do Not Know‖ when asked about keeping friends, and the 36.9% (41.7 % 

of GE respondents, 29.3% of IHE DIS respondents, and 44.6% of IHE AC respondents) 

who selected ―Do Not Know‖ when asked about satisfaction levels in social 
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relationships.  The higher frequency of ―Do Not Know‖ responses indicated that 

providers (especially GE, IHE DIS, and IHE AC providers) do not feel that they have 

enough information and knowledge concerning social relationships and the social impact 

of LD.  Collaboration to teach and monitor relationship building and maintenance skills 

in all educational settings and position roles was indicated. 

 Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.92, IHE = 2.58), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.92, 

IHE 2 = 2.61, IHE 4 = 2.56), and position (SE = 2.82, GE = 2.95, IHE DIS = 2.39, IHE 

AC = 2.65) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD needed secure 

attachments with their parents. There was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the 

SEC respondents‘ level of disagreement tending towards agreement and the IHE 

respondents‘ level of agreement.  By setting subgroup, there was a significant difference 

between the SEC level of disagreement and the IHE 2 (p ˂ .05) and the IHE 4 (p = .001) 

respondents.  By position, a significant difference (p ˂ .05) was indicated between the 

IHE DIS respondents‘ greater level of disagreement and the SE respondents‘ 

disagreement and the GE level of disagreement tending towards agreement.  At the p ˂ 

.001 level there was a significant difference between the IHE AC respondents greater 

level of disagreement and the GE respondents‘ level of disagreement tending towards 

agreement that postsecondary students needed secure attachments with their parents to 

succeed.   

 The literature review stated that students who developed secure attachments with 

their parents were more likely to succeed at the IHE and were more likely to persist to 

graduation (Enochs & Roland, 2006).   The literature review also revealed that parents 

are often aware of the social skills deficits of their students and may be able to provide a 
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level of support to address these deficits and thus keep their child from feeling 

completely disconnected from others (Rumrill, 2001; Shaw et al., 1991; Sitlington, 1996). 

 The current study was not consistent with the literature review findings.  

Providers in the current study did not perceive that students with LD needed secure 

attachments with their parents to succeed.  Of particular interest in the current findings, 

the IHE providers who work directly with postsecondary students with LD had greater 

disagreement that secure attachments with parents were needed.  Providers in the current 

study may have felt that students needed to be more self-reliant and less dependent on 

their parents.  However, secure attachments due not have to entail over-dependence.  

Secure attachments could develop with parents who encourage their children to be self-

reliant, but are able to offer emotional support to their children in times of 

discouragement or detachment from others.  The current findings indicate that providers 

may need to be made aware of the positive impact of secure relationships and 

connections with parents.  Training in how to foster these secure attachments may also be 

needed.  Training on the impact of parental attachment was indicated by the 24.2% of 

respondents (27.5% of the GE respondents and the 30.8% of the IHE AC respondents) 

who selected ―Do Not Know‖ and did not have enough information to determine if secure 

attachments were needed.  Collaboration to engage parents with their student and 

student‘s academic progress across educational levels was indicated. 

 Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.97, IHE = 2.84), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.97, 

IHE 2 = 2.89, IHE 4 = 2.80), and position (GE = 2.94, IHE DIS = 2.67, IHE AC = 2.90) 

indicated that postsecondary students with LD did not develop passivity in learning 

situations if they did not have secure attachments outside of the classroom.  Only the SE 
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provider group (M = 3.03) indicated agreement from the lower levels of agreement that 

postsecondary students with LD developed passivity.  A significant difference (p ˂ .05) 

was found between the SE providers‘ level of agreement and the IHE DIS providers‘ 

level of disagreement.   

  Poor interpersonal and social skills were observed by parents, teachers and other 

professionals as deficits that led to passivity in learning situations, excessive reliance on 

external cues for feedback, lack of flexibility, inability to generalize interactions and 

associate skills, and low tolerance for frustrations (Sitlington, 1996).  Social support was 

needed to reduce levels of stress, anxiety, and the academic impact of social skills deficits 

(Heiman & Kariv, 2004). 

 Findings of the current study did not indicate that providers were aware of the 

passivity and academic impact of social skills deficits that was found in the Sitlington 

(1996) and Heiman & Kariv (2004) studies.  The current study indicated that providers 

perceived separation between the impact of LD on social skills and academic skills.  

Respondents identified that students with LD experienced academic challenges, but did 

not identify social skills deficits that could lead to passivity in learning.  Training to 

increase provider awareness of the social skills deficits inherent in LD and the impact that 

these deficits can have on academic performance was warranted.  Training was also 

indicated by the 30.6% of respondents (34% of GE respondents, 19.5% of IHE DIS 

respondents, and 36.9% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The 

high frequency of ―Do Not Know‖ responses indicated that providers in this study were 

uncertain of the impact of social skills deficits on academics and needed more 
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information and knowledge to develop a perception.  Collaboration to identify and 

remediate social skills deficits at all educational levels is implied.   

 Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.67, IHE = 2.51), setting subgroup (SEC = 2.67, 

IHE 2 = 2.58, IHE 4 = 2.45), and position (SE = 2.71, GE = 2.65, IHE DIS = 2.43, IHE 

AC = 2.54) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD had lower frustration 

tolerance.  Literature review findings indicated that students with LD reported feeling 

outside of the mainstream of college life and not having the same attachments as their 

peers (Rumrill, 2001).  The feelings of separation and inability to develop secure 

attachments led to a low tolerance for frustrations (Sitlington, 1996).  At the IHE, social 

challenges impacted the academic achievement, satisfaction with the IHE experience, and 

the likelihood of persisting to graduation for students with LD and led to feelings of 

anxiety and frustration (Robbins et al., 2004).  Transition support for social skills 

development aided students in building social and interpersonal networks and added to 

the quality of life, including reduced frustration and anxiety that was important to 

successful school adjustment (Blalock & Patton, 1996).  Social support aided students in 

developing adjustment to the IHE setting by addressing (a) long-term adjustment to 

disability, (b) perceived ability to succeed, (c) coping strategies, (d) maintenance of 

social relationships, and (e) reduced levels of stress and anxiety (Heiman & Kariv, 2004). 

 Professionals in the current study did not perceive that students with LD 

experienced lower frustration tolerance.  The literature review findings indicated from 

student self-reports and other research that students with LD do have a lower frustration 

tolerance level.  Training to increase provider awareness that their students may 

experience discomfort at lower levels of frustration than their peers would enable the 
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providers to identify frustration in their students sooner and to implement to support 

interventions earlier or even proactively.  Training was indicated by the large number of 

―Do Not Know‖ responses.  A total of 33.6% selected this option.  A total of 33.6% of 

the GE respondents, 26.8% of the IHE DIS respondents, and 45.9% of the IHE 

respondents selected the ―Do Not Know‖ option.  Training for these provider groups 

would increase their knowledge of the lower frustration tolerance that has been identified 

in students with LD and would aid in the formation of perceptions related to this concern.  

Collaboration to identify and remediate student frustration across all educational levels 

was indicated. 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.88, IHE = 2.75), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.88, IHE 2 = 2.82, IHE 4 = 2.70), and position (SE = 2.74, GE = 2.93, IHE DIS 

= 2.50, IHE AC = 2.82) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD needed the 

same communication skills training as students with communication disorders.  

Respondents had also indicated that postsecondary students with LD did not lack 

communication skills. 

 The literature review revealed limited communication skills as one of the 

identifying characteristics of social interactions for students with LD (Barga, 1996; 

Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 

2002).  Samuel Kirk applied the term, LD, to children with normal intelligence who, 

―have disorders in development in language, speech, reading, and associated 

communication skills needed for social interaction‖ (Kirk, 1963, p.3). 

  Findings of the current study did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD 

needed training or remediation in the communications skills defined by Kirk (1963) or 
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the other literature review authors that were similar to the communication deficits found 

in communication disorders.  Respondents in the current study had also not agreed with 

the literature review findings that postsecondary students with LD lack communication 

skills.  It is possible that the providers have not identified communication deficits in their 

students.  Training in the communication skills deficits found in the other research and 

present in some students with LD was warranted.  Training was also indicated as needed 

by the 24.1% of respondents (28% of GE respondents, 17.1% of IHE DIS respondents, 

and 27.1% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The high frequency 

of ―Do Not Know‖ responses indicated that providers were not certain of their level of 

knowledge of communication disorders and LD.  The respondents were unable to identify 

whether communication skills training was warranted or not.  Awareness of social skills 

deficits would better prepare professionals to identify deficits in their students and to 

remediate those deficits.  Collaboration to identify and remediate any communication 

skills deficits was indicated for all educational levels.   

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.79, IHE = 2.76), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.79, IHE 2 = 2.84, IHE 4 = 2.69), and position (SE = 2.77, GE = 2.80, IHE DIS 

= 2.59, IHE AC = 2.80) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD faced 

stigmatization from their peers.  One of the social factors identified in the literature 

review was that students with LD faced stigmatization from both faculty and their peers.  

Students with LD have reported (a) difficulty making friends, (b) having fewer friends for 

support, (c) less satisfaction in social interactions, (d) limited communication skills, (e) 

stigmatization from their peers, (f) withdrawal, rejection from per support groups, and (g) 

a lack of cooperation and understanding from their professors, peers, and other school 
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personnel (Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 

2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).  Students often felt separated from their peers 

because of social skills deficits.  Students with LD reported feeling outside of the 

mainstream of college life and not having the same attachments as their peers (Rumrill, 

2001) 

  Findings of the current study indicated that providers did not perceive that their 

students faced stigmatization from their peers.  Studies in the literature review indicated 

that students themselves reported this stigmatization as a legitimate issue that they faced 

at the postsecondary level.  Training to increase provider awareness of stigmatization 

would better enable them to ask their students about interaction with peers and to 

recognize when their students were feeling separation and stigmatization from their peers.  

Training was also indicated by the 16.7% of respondents (21.6% of GE respondents and 

15.4% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Training for the general 

education role providers in particular at both settings would provide professionals with 

the information and knowledge to determine if stigmatization does exist and with 

methods to support their students.  Collaboration to identify stigmatization and to 

eliminate it by providing support for the students with LD and retraining relationship 

building skills for their peers at all educational levels was indicated.   

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.62, IHE = 2.62), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.62, IHE 2 = 2.72, IHE 4 = 2.53), and position (SE = 2.66, GE = 2.61, IHE DIS 

= 2.48, IHE AC = 2.67) did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD felt 

personally responsible for failed social interactions and generalized this into an overall 

sense of failure.  The literature review found that inadequate social interactions affected 
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students‘ beliefs that they were responsible for the failed interactions which carried over 

into a generalized sense of failure that increased the magnitude of their emotional distress 

(Hardin & Leong, 2005).  The finding of failed interactions being generalized into an 

overall sense of failure was found in only one research study. 

 Current findings add to the literature and highlighted that professionals working 

with students with LD did not perceive that the students were internalizing any social 

skills deficits or failure and generalizing this to other areas.  This is important because it 

indicates a level of perceived compartmentalization on the part of students.  They may be 

experiencing social failure and discomfort, but the providers working with them do not 

perceive that students are feeling personally responsible for this failure and experiencing 

failure in other areas because of those feelings.  A training need was indicated by the 

large number of ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  This was the only item in the survey where 

more than 10% of each employment position group selected the ―Do Not Know‖ options.  

A total of 39% of respondents (15.2% of SE respondents, 43.9% of GE respondents, 

24.4% of IHE DIS respondents, and 45.9% of IHE AC respondents) selected ―Do Not 

Know‖.  Training providers on the social impacts of LD and the possibility that 

stigmatization exists for postsecondary students with LD would better equip professionals 

to identify and remediate social concerns for their students.     

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.42, IHE = 2.64), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.42, IHE 2 = 2.64, IHE 4 = 2.64), and position (SE = 2.07, GE = 2.54, IHE DIS 

= 2.20, IHE AC = 2.77) did not indicate that postsecondary institutions had one-on-one 

supports to teach academic, social, self-determination, and emotional coping skills to 

students.  The SE respondent group had levels of disagreement tending towards strong 
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disagreement.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .05) between the greater levels of 

disagreement from the SEC respondents and the disagreement of the IHE professionals.  

The SEC respondents also had greater levels of disagreement (p ˂ .05) than the IHE 2 

and IHE 4 setting sub-groups.  By position, SE respondents had significantly greater 

levels of disagreement than the GE respondents (p ˂ .01) and IHE AC respondents (p ˂ 

.001).  The IHE DIS respondents had greater levels (p ˂ .01) of disagreement than the 

IHE AC respondents.  Logistic Regression Analysis indicated that IHE providers 

identified by both 2 year and 4 year settings were more likely to agree that supports were 

available than were the SEC providers. 

 The literature review indicated that students received intense support including 

one-on-one interactions at the secondary level (Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Improvement Act, 2004).  Postsecondary settings were under the legal guidelines of the 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and were not required to provide the more intense supports.  

Students with LD were challenged by the demands of (a) self-motivation, (b) personal 

responsibility, (c) lack of structured time guided by parents and teachers, and (d) the need 

to develop self-awareness and utilization of personal strengths and weaknesses without 

the one-on-one or small group supports offered by secondary settings (Shaw et al., 1991).  

Other studies indicated that students were negatively impacted by the change in support 

level from the SEC to the IHE (Brinkerhoff et al., 1992; Finn, 1998; Synatschk, 1995).   

Some studies found in the literature review indicated that IHE do have one-on-one 

supports available.  Vogel et al. (1998) indicated that IHE were developing specific 

programs for students with LD.  Raue and Lewis (2011) indicated that 70% of Title IV 

receiving institutions had some support beyond basic accommodations for students.  The 



374 

 

 

primary IHE settings offering supports were public 2 year institutions even though 

smaller, independent, private IHE had larger proportions of students with LD (Lukose, 

2000; Raue & Lewis, 2011; Vogel et al., 1998).   

 Findings from the current study supported the literature review findings that IHE 

with which respondents were familiar did not have one-on-one support to teach skills.  

Findings of the current study added value to the literature and indicated that one-on-one 

supports are not readily available for postsecondary students with LD or that the 

professionals who work with students with LD were not familiar with the programs that 

do exist.  There was some indication from the responses of IHE providers that some 

services were present, just not at the majority of institutions or in a widespread sense.  

The IHE 2 and IHE 4 subgroups both rated the item higher than SEC providers and 

logistic regression analysis indicated that the IHE sub-groups had a higher probability of 

agreeing that supports were available to teach academic, social, self-determination, and 

emotion coping skills at the IHE level.  The higher rating of IHE AC respondents 

compared to IHE DIS respondents indicated that any programs currently in operation 

were possibly being supported through general academic support mechanisms.  The gap 

in supports between the SEC and IHE can have detrimental academic, social, and 

emotional impacts on students if they are not self-determined and cannot develop coping 

strategies to adjust to these changes in support.  Training on what services are available 

was indicated by the 27.6% of respondents (26.9% of SE respondents, 38.2% of GE 

respondents, and 14.7% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  This 

indicated that SEC providers in larger numbers were not aware of what supports were 

present at the IHE level.  Collaboration to work with students on self-reliance prior to and 
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during transition would better prepare them for the reduction in support between 

educational settings.  Collaboration to teach respondents what services are available 

would equip them to connect their students with supports at the time of transition.    

 Qualitative analysis of open ended questions in the current study revealed themes 

directly related to themes found in the literature review.  The literature review found 

several studies related to social skills and social skills deficits in students with LD.  

Trainin and Swanson (2005) listed social skills as crucial elements of academic success.  

Sitlington et al. (1996) cited results that individuals with LD rated social relationships 

and skills as the area in which they required the most assistance.  Students with LD have 

reported (a) difficulty making friends, (b) having fewer friends for support, (c) less 

satisfaction in social interactions, (d) limited communication skills, (e) stigmatization 

from their peers, (f) withdrawal, (g) rejection from peer support groups, and (h) a lack of 

cooperation and understanding from their professors, peers, and other school personnel 

(Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; 

Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).  Student with LD reported feeling outside of the 

mainstream of college life and not having the same attachments as their peers (Rumrill, 

2001).  At the secondary level, students were often protected from potential failure and 

stress and had many contacts and interactions orchestrated for them which limited their 

learning of how to appropriately interact with others (Shaw et al., 1991).  Poor 

interpersonal and social skills were observed by parents, teachers and other professionals 

as deficits that led to (a) passivity in learning situations, (b) excessive reliance on external 

cues for feedback, (c) lack of flexibility, (d) inability to generalize interactions and 

associate skills, and (e) low tolerance for frustrations (Sitlington, 1996).    
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 At the IHE, social challenges impacted the academic achievement, satisfaction 

with the IHE experience, and the likelihood of persisting to graduation for students with 

LD (Robbins et al., 2004).  Social elements directly related to IHE success were (a) 

developing and maintaining friendships with valued individuals, (b) helping other 

individuals whom one wants to help, (c) taking a stand on issues which one feels strongly 

about, and (d) being able to speak knowledgeably and positively about issues that are 

important (Memory et al., 2004).  Transition support for social skills development aided 

students in building social and interpersonal networks and added to the quality of life that 

was important to successful school adjustment (Blalock & Patton, 1996).  Social support 

aided students in developing adjustment to the IHE setting by addressing (a) long-term 

adjustment to disability, (b) perceived ability to succeed, (c) coping strategies, (d) 

maintenance of social relationships, and (e) reduced levels of stress and anxiety (Heiman 

& Kariv, 2004).    

Respondents in the current study indicated that postsecondary providers could 

better support and prepare students for success by providing increased support (139 out 

of 404 responses – 34.1% coverage).  Provider responses cited a need for IHE to provide 

specific and intentional training for students on social interactions through individual 

meetings, special classes, and organized social activities.  Modeling social skills and 

lecture type instruction were also mentioned as methods of training.   

The providers in the current study also said that secondary providers could better 

prepare students for postsecondary success by giving them realistic expectations of the 

transition to the IHE (130 references out of 450 responses – 28.8% coverage).  Social 

skills were referenced frequently within this theme.  Respondents indicated that students 
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needed to be aware of the larger IHE environments and the more limited access to peers 

in friendship building settings because of the less structured environment.  Respondents 

stated that secondary providers needed to teach their students basic social and 

communication skills to build friendships at the IHE since relationships might not 

develop as naturally as in the more structured SEC settings. 

Self-determination/Advocacy Skills 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.40, IHE = 2.99), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.40, IHE 4 = 2.94), and position (SE = 2.30, GE = 2.43, IHE DIS = 2.90) 

indicated that IHE have little effort and resources to identify students with LD.  The IHE, 

IHE 4, and IHE DIS respondents had levels indicating little that tended towards some.  

The IHE 2 (M = 3.06) and IHE AC (M = 3.02) respondents had rating levels indicating 

that some effort and resources are used to identify students with LD at the IHE.  There 

was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the lower rating of little in the SEC 

respondents and the ratings of the IHE professionals.  By setting subgroup a significant 

difference (p ˂ .001) was found between the SEC lower rating of little, the IHE 2 

respondent rating of some, and the IHE 4 rating of little.  By position, IHE AC 

respondents were the only group to indicate that some effort and resources were used to 

identify students with LD.  A significant difference was found between the position 

groups.  The SE providers had significantly lower (p ˂ .001) ratings in little than the IHE 

DIS and IHE AC respondents.  The GE providers had significantly lower ratings in little 

than the IHE DIS (p ˂ .01) and IHE AC (p ˂ .001) respondents.     

Logistic Regression analysis indicated that providers with a master‘s degree plus 

credits had a lower probability of answering ―some‖ than individuals with a Bachelor‘s 
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degree.  Providers with 6 to 10 years of experience in education had a lower probability 

of answering ―some‖.  Providers at the IHE 2 and IHE 4 had a higher probability of rating 

―some‖ than the SEC respondents.   

The literature review indicated that IHE programs were making intentional efforts 

to engage with students (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Raue & Lewis, 

2011; Shaw & Dukes, 2006; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 2009).  This was 

particularly true of two year IHE (Raue & Lewis, 2011; Vogel et al., 1998).  Vogel et al. 

(1998) reported a growth of programs for students with LD at the end of the 1990‘s.   

However, IHE are under no legal obligation to identify students in need of services 

(Rehabilitation Act, 1973). 

The current study, with the exception of the IHE 2 and IHE AC provider groups, 

did not fully support the findings of the literature that indicated that IHE are using effort 

and resources to identify students with LD.  The findings of this study supported the 

literature and indicated that IHE 2 settings which also had more IHE AC support utilized 

more effort and resources to identify students with LD.  It is possible the that IHE AC 

support professionals are the ones serving postsecondary students who are struggling 

academically and are identifying that their academic struggles are part of LD and are thus 

identifying them for disability services support.  The tendency of IHE DIS and IHE 4 

respondent groups towards indicating some, also demonstrated that some IHE in Indiana 

are using resources to identify students with LD.  The findings of this study indicated that 

recent undergraduate students may have been at IHE with services that used effort and 

resources to advertise to, identify, and attract students with LD.  It could be inferred that 

the providers with a Master‘s degree plus credits have been out of undergraduate 
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programs for a longer amount of time (as with the providers who had 6 to 10 years of 

experience in education).  Training for SEC providers on how students are identified at 

the IHE would enable them to transition their students with LD directly into IHE 

services.  The need for training was supported by the 20.5% of total respondents (16.5% 

of SE respondents and 32.9% of GE respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  This 

indicated that SEC providers in larger numbers were not aware of whether IHE use effort 

and resources to identify students with LD or if the students must be totally self-reliant 

and identify themselves.  Collaboration to connect students to the IHE services prior to 

transition was indicated by the perception of the SEC providers that the IHE will not 

exert effort or resources to identify students in need once they arrive.  It appears that 

students with LD will not be left un-served if they do not pre-identify.  In the State of 

Indiana, IHE appear to be reaching out to some degree to identify students with LD in 

order to offer accommodations and support. 

 Respondents at the SEC (M = 2.74) indicated that little supports specifically 

designed for students with LD were available at IHE.  Providers at the IHE (M = 3.15) 

indicated that some supports specifically designed for postsecondary students with LD 

were available.  By setting subgroup, SEC respondents (M = 2.74) indicated that little 

supports specifically designed for students with LD were available while IHE 2 (M = 

3.14) and IHE 4 (M = 3.15) respondents indicated that some supports were available.  

The IHE AC respondent position group was the only group to indicate that some supports 

specifically designed for students with LD were available.  The other position groups (SE 

= 2.76, GE = 2.73, IHE DIS = 2.95) indicated that little supports were available.  The 

IHE DIS rating level tended towards some.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) 
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between the rating of little by the SEC respondents and the rating of some by the IHE 

providers.  By setting sub-group, there was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the 

ratings of little by the SEC respondents and the rating of some by the IHE 2 and IHE 4 

respondents.   By setting subgroup, the SEC (M = 2.74) ratings of little were significantly 

lower than the IHE 2 (M = 3.14) and IHE 4 (M = 3.15) respondents who perceived that 

some supports specifically for students with LD were available at IHE.  By position, there 

was a significant difference between the IHE AC respondents rating of some and the 

ratings of little by the SE respondents (p ˂ .001), GE respondents (p ˂ .001), and IHE 

DIS respondents (p ˂ .05).  Logistic Regression Analysis indicated that females, IHE 2, 

and IHE 4 respondents had a higher probability of rating that some supports specifically 

designed for students with LD were available than were the male and SEC reference 

categories.    

 The literature review indicated a recent emphasis on preparing students for 

transition to college by creating college preparatory classes, immersion experiences, 

preparatory assessment, specific courses for students with LD, and focused study training 

(Clark, 1996; Konrad et al., 2007; Mull et al., 2001; Sitlington, 2003; Sitlington, 2008).  

Other authors indicated that specific programs were implemented and intentional efforts 

were made to address the academic and social deficits of postsecondary students with LD 

(Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Raue & Lewis, 2011; Shaw & Dukes, 

2006; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 2009).  IHE with successful transition assistance 

programs for students with LD, help students connect with the university, have frequent 

publications of available services, have training for students with disabilities, provide 

training for university faculty and staff on disability awareness, and base their supports 
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on individual student needs and preferences (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 

2003; Shaw & Dukes, 2006; Wessel et al., 2009).  Resources were also found that 

indicated that many of the programs or plans to serve students with LD were only 

theoretical or not widespread.  These resources indicated that the models were receiving 

little attention from practitioners (Browning, 1997; Webster et al., 2005).   De Decker 

(1993) highlighted the importance of putting supports in place at the IHE.  Fine (1998) 

also stressed the importance of working more intently and intentionally with 

postsecondary students at LD. 

 Findings of the current study were mixed.  Most providers perceived the IHE 

were using little effort in programs specifically designed for students with LD.  

Interestingly, the IHE AC provider position group perceived that some programming was 

in place for students with LD, but that it was part of the services offered to all students.  

Perhaps in Indiana, the actual provision of supports specifically for students with LD is 

being undertaken by the academic support units within the IHE with little input from the 

disability services offices.  The current study indicated through the IHE DIS respondents 

tending towards ―some‘ and the IHE AC providers within ―some‖ that IHE in Indiana are 

moving towards concurrence with the literature review findings and that programs are 

being developed for students with LD, but that they are occurring in established academic 

support delivery methods rather than being designed specifically for students with LD.  

Training to increase SEC awareness of supports available at the IHE was indicated.  

Training needs for the SEC setting were reinforced by the 17.8% of respondents (15.9% 

of GE respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Collaboration to connect students to 
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the IHE services prior to transition and to create individualized supports specifically for 

student with LD at the IHE was indicated. 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.60, IHE = 2.27), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.60, IHE 2 = 2.26, IHE 4 = 2.28), and position (SE = 2.59, GE = 2.60, IHE DIS 

= 2.14, IHE AC = 2.31) did not indicate that direct parental involvement was necessary 

for the success of postsecondary general education students.  There was a significant 

difference (p ˂ .001) between the SEC and IHE setting groups with the IHE group having 

greater levels of disagreement.  The IHE 2 and IHE 4 setting subgroups had significantly 

(p ˂ .01) greater levels of disagreement than the SEC respondents.  By position, the IHE 

DIS providers had significantly greater levels of disagreement than the SE providers (p ˂ 

.05) and the GE providers (p ˂ .05).  The IHE AC position group had significantly (p ˂ 

.01) greater levels of disagreement than the GE providers that direct parental involvement 

was necessary for the postsecondary success of general education students.  Respondents 

in the SEC (M = 3.06) employment setting group indicated that direct parental 

involvement was necessary for the success of postsecondary students with LD.  IHE 

setting providers (M = 2.60) did not perceive that direct parental involvement was 

necessary for the postsecondary success of students with LD.  By setting sub-group, the 

SEC (M = 3.06) agreed that direct parental involvement was necessary while the IHE 2 

(M = 2.75) and IHE 4 (M = 2.48) respondents disagreed that direct parental involvement 

was necessary for the postsecondary success of students with LD.  By position SE (M = 

3.14) and GE (M = 3.03) respondents agreed from the lower levels of agreement and IHE 

DIS (M = 2.38) and IHE AC (M = 2.66) respondents disagreed that direct parental 

involvement was necessary for the postsecondary success of students with LD.  There 
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was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the SEC level of agreement and IHE level 

of disagreement.  By setting sub-group, there was a significant difference between the 

SEC level of agreement and the levels of disagreement of the IHE 2 (p ˂ .05) and IHE 4 

(p ˂ .01) respondents.  By position, there was a significant difference between the SE 

level of agreement and the level of disagreement in the IHE DIS (p ˂ .001) and IHE AC 

(p ˂ .01) respondents.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) between the GE 

respondents‘ level of agreement and the level of disagreement in the IHE DIS and IHE 

AC respondent groups.  Logistic Regression analysis indicated that females IHE 2, and 

IHE 4 respondents had a lower probability of rating that postsecondary students with LD 

needed direct parental involvement than did the male and SEC reference categories.  

Providers with 0 to 5 years of education experience had a higher probability of rating that 

postsecondary students with LD needed direct parental involvement than did the 26 plus 

years reference category. 

    The literature review did not provide details specific to parental involvement.  

However, at the secondary level, students were often protected by the school and their 

parents from potential failure and had much of the secondary experience orchestrated for 

them (Shaw et al., 1991).  The earliest history of educational rights demonstrated the 

involvement of parents as key figures in the education of students with disabilities (Lloyd 

& Hallahan, 2005; Winzer, 1993).  Self-determination was described as (a) the ability to 

speak with peers, professors, and support professionals, (b) the ability to arrange 

accommodations and ask for help without guidance, (c) taking responsibility for oneself, 

and (d) being able to recognize one‘s own strengths and weaknesses (Barga, 1996; Barr 
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et al., 1995; Finn, 1998).  Donham (2007) stated that students with LD must be able to 

live, learn, and function independently.     

 More SEC and IHE providers had a perception related to direct parental 

involvement being necessary.  Less than 10% of the respondents answered ―Do Not 

Know‖ or did not answer the question for both general education students and students 

with LD.  By disagreeing that direct parental involvement was necessary, providers at the 

IHE in the current study supported the definition of SD as being able to take 

responsibility and function independently.  These were also the same providers with 

higher ratings related to the IHE using resources to identify students with LD and IHE 

having some supports for students with LD.  The current findings add value to the 

literature in stressing to parents, students with LD, and SEC providers that students will 

be expected to take more initiative, interact with IHE services on their own, and to be 

more self-determined at the IHE.  IHE providers are expecting less interaction from the 

parents and more responsibility from the students with LD.  SEC providers may be more 

accustomed to the intense involvement with parents due to the nature of the Individuals 

with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (2004) and the age of their students.  

Training for SEC providers, students, and parents would emphasize the importance of 

student SD and enable them to teach students SD skills earlier in their academic careers.  

Collaboration between providers, students, and parents was also indicated to enable 

students to start making self-choices earlier and to take responsibility earlier for their own 

academic, social, and emotional outcomes.  This collaboration would require teaching 

students skills in self-determination so that their parents could begin to support their 

student without being the primary operator of their outcomes. 
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 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.73, IHE = 2.41), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.73, IHE 2 = 2.57, IHE 4 = 2.30), and position (SE = 2.74, GE = 2.72, IHE DIS 

= 2.58, IHE AC = 2.36) did not indicate that learned helplessness was increased by the 

one-on-one supports of the secondary setting.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ 

.001) between the SEC providers‘ level of disagreement and the greater level of 

disagreement of the IHE respondents.  The IHE 4 respondents had significantly greater 

levels of disagreement (p ˂ .001) than the SEC respondents.  By position, the IHE AC 

respondents had significantly greater levels of disagreement than the SE (p ˂ .01) and GE 

(p ˂ .001) respondents that learned helplessness was intensified by the one-on-one 

supports at the SEC level.  Logistic Regression analysis indicated that IHE 4 providers 

had a higher probability of agreeing that students with LD experienced learned 

helplessness than did the SEC providers. 

 Literature review findings indicated that students with LD were susceptible to 

learned helplessness (Deshler et al., 1982; Lokerson, 1992; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006).  

Learned helplessness was an IHE factor that could result from the change in service 

intensity after transition from the SEC (Browning, 1997; Cook et al., 2007; De Decker, 

1993; Shaw et al., 1994).  Shaw et al. (1998) stated that students are often protected and 

shielded at the secondary level and did not experience the risk of failure or learn how to 

avoid failure on their own.  Students with disabilities were entitled to one-on-one 

supports at the secondary level to ensure their success (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, 2004).  Over-involvement of service providers continued a 

pattern of learned helplessness and dependence for the student and demonstrated a lack of 

understanding that some LD factors could not be fixed or remediated but instead must be 



386 

 

 

compensated (De Decker, 1993).  SD was described as students being responsible for 

their own learning and achieving confidence by orchestrating their own success, however 

only 55% of middle – secondary teachers stated that SD goals were included in 

individualized education or transition plans (Karvonen et al., 2004) and that they saw any 

benefit from their teaching efforts (Carter et al., 2008).     

 Findings of the current study did not indicate that providers had the perception 

that learned helplessness was increased by the one-on-one supports of the secondary 

environment.  It is possible that the providers were not aware that learned helplessness 

has been viewed as a potential issue for students with LD.  SEC providers may not feel 

their services are detrimental because they are required to provide them and they may 

perceive that they are necessary for success at the IHE level just as they are at the SEC.  

IHE providers may not perceive learned helplessness as being an issue because of the 

earlier findings that providers did not view students as needing their parents‘ direct 

involvement and that programs may be in place to serve students with LD.  It is also 

possible at the IHE that learned helplessness was not identified as it was in the literature, 

because the providers at the IHE were most familiar with students who self-identify and 

asked for help and support.  These students are not exhibiting learned helplessness.  

Students exhibiting learned helplessness would not be as readily available to the 

providers for reference because they might not be accessing services.  Training on the 

impact and identification of learned helplessness was indicated.  Training was also 

indicated by the 18.1% of total respondents (22.2% of GE respondents and 21.8% of IHE 

AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Training for the general education role 

providers at each setting level would enable them to better understand learned 
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helplessness and to be prepared to identify if it were present in their students.  

Collaboration to identify students with learned helplessness that might not be accessing 

services at the IHE was indicated. 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.69, IHE = 2.43), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.69, IHE 2 = 2.51, IHE 4 = 2.38), and position (SE = 2.73, GE = 2.68, IHE DIS 

= 2.03, IHE AC = 2.59) did not indicate students with LD are educated on the 

characteristics of their diagnosis.  The IHE DIS respondents‘ level of disagreement 

tended towards strong disagreement.  By employment setting, the IHE respondents 

indicated significantly greater (p ˂ .001) levels of disagreement than the SEC 

respondents.  By setting subgroup, a significant difference (p ˂ .01) was found between 

the greater levels of disagreement in the IHE 4 respondents and the disagreement of the 

SEC providers.  By position group, the IHE DIS providers rated significantly (p ˂ .001) 

greater disagreement than other three position groups.      

 The literature review found that SD and understanding the individual impact of 

LD was a necessary skill (Barga, 1996; Barr et al., 1995; Finn, 1998; Skinner, 1998; Test 

et al., 2005).  Carter et al. (2008) indicated that students are not taught about the 

individual characteristics of LD.  Karvonen et al. (2004) stressed that programming to 

teach students about the individual characteristics of their LD may be in place, but it is 

not effective.  Other literature review findings indicated that there may be programs in 

place working with students at an individual level to identify strengths, weaknesses, and 

the impact of LD (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Raue & Lewis, 2011; 

Shaw & Dukes, 2006; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 2009).   



388 

 

 

Findings of this study indicated that students with LD are not taught about the 

characteristics and impact of LD.  The IHE DIS providers who worked daily with 

postsecondary students with LD had the greatest levels of disagreement with this 

statement.  Providers at four year institutions had greater levels of disagreement than the 

SEC providers.  The SEC respondents by setting and position rated the item higher 

indicating that some education on the individual impact and characteristics of LD may be 

taking place, but their rating was still in disagreement indicating that the education is 

limited in scope.  Current findings support the literature that students are not taught about 

the characteristics of LD and contradict the literature stating that programming is in place 

to educate students on the individual impact of their LD.  This adds to the literature and 

demonstrates that any program development efforts to teach students about the impact of 

their LD had not reached Indiana in large measure and that providers who would have 

provided the education felt that students with LD did not fully understand their disability 

and its impact on their learning.  Findings of the current study indicated collaboration at 

all levels to teach students about the characteristics and impact of their diagnosis.  

Training for providers on the characteristics and impact of LD was indicated so that the 

professionals would be better equipped to support the SD needs of their students.  

Training was also supported as a need by the 26.3% of total respondents (29.1% of GE 

respondents and 38.9% of IHE AC respondents) who did not feel that they had the 

information or knowledge needed to answer whether students were educated on the 

individual impact of their disability.  The general education providers were uncertain as 

to whether students were educated on the individual characteristics of their LD or not.  

Training on the research literature review findings and the findings of this study that 
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providers did not perceive that students are educated on the individual characteristics and 

impact of LD would prepare providers to teach students about their LD.  The general 

education role providers at both settings could collaborate with the special education role 

providers to ensure that students understand the impact that LD is having on their lives 

and academic success. 

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.13, IHE = 2.00), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.13, IHE 2 = 2.07, IHE 4 = 1.94), and position SE = 2.20, GE = 2.11, IHE DIS = 

2.00, IHE AC = 2.00) did not indicate that postsecondary general education students, 

knew their full legal rights.  The IHE 4 group was in strong disagreement and the other 

respondent groups had levels of disagreement tending towards strong disagreement.  

There was a significant difference (p ˂ .05) between the IHE greater level of 

disagreement and the SEC respondent group.  There was also a significant difference (p ˂ 

.05) between the level of strong disagreement of the IHE 4 respondents and the SEC 

respondents.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.08, IHE = 2.07), setting sub-

group (SEC = 2.08, IHE 2 = 2.14, IHE 4 = 2.01), and position (SE = 2.05, GE = 2.08, 

IHE AC = 2.13) were in disagreement and tended towards strong disagreement that 

students with LD knew their full legal rights.  The IHE DIS respondents (M = 1.85) 

strongly disagreed that students with LD knew their full legal rights.  GLM analysis 

indicated a significant difference between the ratings for general education students (M = 

2.08) and students with LD (M = 2.06).  Providers had greater levels of disagreement that 

students with LD knew their full legal rights.   

The literature review findings revealed strong support for student awareness of 

legal rights as being needed for success.  Test et al. (2005) and Skinner (1998) indicated 
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that knowledge of legal rights was a critical aspect of SD and the ability to get support at 

the IHE.  Test et al. (2005) identified SD and SD transitional needs as knowledge of 

rights (personal, community, human service, consumer, educational, due process).  SD 

skills such as knowledge of one‘s legal rights and responsibilities were needed to succeed 

(Carter et al., 2008; Cook et al., 2007; Hagner et al., 1996; Karvonen et al., 2004; Layton 

& Lock, 2003; Wehmeyer et al., 2000).   

The current study added to the literature by indicating that students with LD 

needed awareness of their legal rights to succeed at the IHE and that the providers 

working with them did not perceive that students knew their full legal rights.  The IHE 

DIS professionals who work daily with postsecondary students with LD had the strongest 

levels of disagreement that the students knew their full legal rights and it was indicated 

with greater levels of disagreement that students with LD had less awareness of their 

legal rights than their general education peers.  Collaboration to teach students their rights 

and to advocate for students at all educational levels was indicated.  Training providers in 

their own legal responsibilities and the rights of students was indicated. Training was also 

indicated as needed by the 10.5% of total respondents (11.8% of GE respondents and 

14% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Training for SEC providers 

would enable these groups of respondents to understand that students were not taught 

their full legal rights and would enable them to work with their students on a better 

understanding of the rights available to them at the time of transition and during their 

postsecondary education.  Students would then be better equipped to access services and 

to ensure that their rights were being met to maximize their learning opportunities. 
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Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.68, IHE = 2.91), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.68, IHE 2 = 2.90, IHE 4 = 2.91), and position (SE = 2.54, GE = 2.73, IHE DIS 

= 2.85, IHE AC = 2.92) did not indicate that postsecondary general education students 

lacked skills in reality testing.  The IHE, IHE 2, IHE 4, and IHE AC had levels of 

disagreement tending towards agreement.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .001) 

between the greater level of disagreement of the SEC respondents and the IHE 

respondents.  The SEC setting subgroup had significantly (p ˂ .05) greater levels of 

disagreement than the IHE 2 and IHE 4 respondents.  By position, the IHE AC 

respondents indicated significantly less disagreement than the SE respondents (p ˂ .001) 

and GE respondents (p ˂ .05).  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.91, IHE = 

2.94) and setting sub-group (SEC = 2.91, IHE 4 = 2.85) indicated that postsecondary 

students with LD did not lack skills in reality testing.  The SEC and IHE groups had 

levels of disagreement tending towards agreement.  The IHE 2 respondents (M = 3.05) 

had lower level agreement that postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality 

testing.  By position, SE (M = 3.08) and IHE DIS (M = 3.15) respondents indicated that 

postsecondary students with LD lacked skills in reality testing.  GE (M = 2.86) and IHE 

AC (M = 2.88) groups did not indicate that postsecondary students with LD lacked skills 

in reality testing.  A significant difference (p ˂ .05) was detected between the agreement 

of the IHE DIS group and the disagreement of the GE and IHE AC respondent groups.  A 

General Linear Model indicated a significant difference between the ratings for general 

education students (M = 2.76) and students with LD (M = 2.92) with providers having 

greater levels of disagreement for general education students.   
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Findings from the literature review indicated that postsecondary students were 

challenged in SD skills such as reality testing (Carter et al., 2008; Cook et al., 2007; 

Hagner et al., 1996; Karvonen et al., 2004; Layton & Lock, 2003; Wehmeyer et al., 

2000).  The current study indicated that special education type providers (SE and IHE 

DIS) perceived a lack of reality skills testing in students with LD.  Providers in the 

community college and associates degree levels schools (IHE 2) who potentially had 

more students with LD also perceived this lack of reality skills testing abilities.  This lack 

of reality testing skills was perceived for postsecondary students with LD but not general 

education students by these respondent groups.  Overall, SEC and IHE providers were in 

disagreement, but tended towards agreeing that students with LD lacked skills in reality 

testing.  Current findings indicated the need to teach general education type providers that 

a characteristic of LD is to lack skills in reality testing.  Teaching skills to identify and 

remediate a lack of skills in reality testing across educational levels was indicated.  The 

need for training was further supported by the 11.7% of total respondents (13.95% of GE 

respondents and 14.6% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  The 

frequency of ―Do Not Know‖ responses from general education providers at each setting 

indicated that respondents did not have the information or knowledge needed to 

determine if students lacked skills in reality testing.  Collaboration to teach general 

education role providers about the impact of LD on reality testing was warranted.  

Collaboration across settings to teach reality testing skills to students with LD was 

indicated.   

Qualitative analysis revealed several themes related to SD.  Respondents 

identified SD skills needed for student success and points where services for students 
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could be improved to better support student SD.  The literature review findings identified 

several key points that were also addressed by respondents in the current study.    

SD was described in the literature as (a) the ability to speak with peers, 

professors, and support professionals, (b) the ability to arrange accommodations and ask 

for help without guidance, (c) taking responsibility for oneself, and (d) being able to 

recognize one‘s own strengths and weaknesses (Barga, 1996; Barr et al., 1995; Finn, 

1998).  Test et al. (2005) identified SD and SD transitional needs as (a) knowledge of self 

(strengths, weaknesses, preferences, goals, dreams, learning style, support needs, 

accommodation needs), (b) knowledge of rights (personal, community, human service, 

consumer, educational, due process), (c) communication, and (d) leadership.  Skinner 

(1998) defined LD student SD as demonstrating an understanding of their disability, 

awareness of their legal rights, and demonstrating the ability to communicate their rights 

and needs to those in authority positions.  The change in level of support from SEC to 

IHE was cited as being significant in the challenges facing students with LD (Shaw et al., 

1991).  The law governing SEC (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement 

Act, 2004), calls for SEC to identify all students with disabilities and to offer them 

supports up to one-on-one intensive interventions to ensure their academic success.  The 

law governing IHE (Rehabilitation Act, 1973), does not require the IHE to identify or 

offer services to the students with disabilities.  Under the Rehabilitation Act (1973) 

students with disabilities are required to identify themselves to the IHE and there is no 

guarantee of services beyond basic accommodations to ensure access to the educational 

programs.  IHE with successful transition assistance programs for students with LD, 

helped students connect with the university, had frequent publications of available 
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services, had training for students with disabilities, provided training for university 

faculty and staff on disability awareness, and based their supports on individual student 

needs and preferences (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Shaw & Dukes, 

2006; Wessel et al., 2009).    

Findings of the current study supported the importance and key points related to 

SD found in the current study, SD was defined by the respondents as (a) asking for help 

when needed, (b) making their needs known to professors and service providers, (c) not 

allowing themselves to be ―overwhelmed‖ by unreasonable expectations, and (d) 

standing up for themselves when they felt their rights or needs were being challenged 

unfairly.  Teaching self-determination/advocacy was referenced 64 times out of 450 

responses (14.19% coverage) when asked what secondary providers could do to prepare 

students.  When asked what postsecondary providers could do, teaching self-

determination/advocacy was referenced 22 times out of 404 responses (5.32% coverage).  

Respondents stated that postsecondary providers could teach students to be self-

determined by holding them accountable to the same academic and behavioral 

expectations as there non-disabled peers at the IHE level (36 out of 404 responses, 8.7% 

coverage).   

 Respondents stated that students needed to be independent in seeking out services 

and supports.  It was also indicated in respondent answers that students would need to be 

aware of their own strengths and weaknesses at the IHE level and to make ―good choices 

on their own‖ in how to use their strengths in academic, social, and emotional situations.  

Teaching independence using the definition from these responses was referenced with the 

academic definition of independence as important in the 78 respondents out of 450 
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(17.3% coverage) on the question related to what secondary educators could do to better 

prepare students.   

Emotional Skills 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.78, IHE = 2.89), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.78, IHE 2 = 2.85, IHE 4 = 2.91), and position (SE = 2.73, GE = 2.80, IHE DIS 

= 2.78, IHE AC = 2.91) did not indicate that general education students experienced 

emotional instability.  The IHE AC respondents‘ level of disagreement tended towards 

agreement.  There was a significant difference between the greater level of disagreement 

of the SEC respondents and the IHE respondents.  Respondents by employment setting 

(SEC = 3.08, IHE = 3.04), sub-group setting (SEC = 3.08, IHE 2 = 3.09, IHE 4 = 3.00), 

and position (SE = 3.08, GE = 3.09, IHE AC = 3.08) indicated from the lower levels of 

agreement that postsecondary students with LD experienced emotional instability.  The 

IHE DIS position providers (M = 2.90) did not indicate that postsecondary students with 

LD experienced emotional instability but tended towards agreement.  GLM found a 

statistically significant difference between the ratings for general education students (M = 

2.84) and students with LD (M = 3.06).    

 In the literature review, Cohn (1998) highlighted that postsecondary students with 

LD can experience emotional instability related to shame, resentment, frustration, and 

anxiety.  There were significant differences between students with LD and their non-

disabled peers in areas of self-esteem and personal emotional adjustment (Saracoglu et 

al., 2001).  Secondary students with LD reported feeling alone, not understood, and 

unaware of where to go for help (Klaus, 1995).  Postsecondary students with LD 

experienced, low self-esteem, physical symptoms (fatigue, hypertension, headaches), 
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emotional symptoms (depression, anxiety, inability to cope, increased nervousness, 

frustration, helplessness), and diminished self-confidence, and lower self-efficacy 

(Harrison, 2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Synatschk, 1995; 

Waldo et al., 1999). 

 Findings of the current study, with the exception of the IHE DIS providers who 

work directly with students with LD and only tended towards agreement, supported the 

literature review findings.  This added to the literature by indicating that most SEC and 

IHE providers perceived the emotional instability that can be inherent in LD.  There was 

significant difference between the respondents‘ indication that emotional instability was 

present in postsecondary students with LD but not general education students.  This 

awareness indicated that students with LD were faced with challenges outside of 

academics in the transition from the SEC to IHE.  The perception of the IHE DIS 

providers is difficult to explain.  Perhaps their role with students is only related to 

providing academic accommodations and they were not experiencing contact with 

students where emotional issues were discussed or revealed.  Training for providers on 

recognition and remediation of emotional instability was indicated.  The need for training 

was reinforced by the 14.7% of respondents (20.8% of GE respondents and 10.9% of IHE 

AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖ for students with LD.  Providers needed 

to be trained that their peers in Indiana perceived that postsecondary students with LD 

experienced emotional instability and that general education students did not.  The 

literature review findings also supported that postsecondary students with LD 

experienced emotional instability. Training general education type providers and the IHE 

DIS providers to recognize and remediate emotional instability was warranted.  
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Collaboration to support student emotional needs and to identify students with emotional 

struggles across educational settings was indicated. 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.72, IHE = 2.82), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.72, IHE 2 = 2.85, IHE 4 = 2.79), and position (SE = 2.70, GE = 2.73, IHE DIS 

= 2.69, IHE AC = 2.84) did not indicate that that postsecondary general education 

students experienced low self-esteem.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 3.13, 

IHE = 3.15), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.13, IHE 2 = 3.18, IHE 4 = 3.13), and position 

(SE = 3.26, GE = 3.08, IHE DIS = 3.16, IHE AC = 3.15) indicated that postsecondary 

students with LD experienced low self-esteem.  There was no significant difference 

between the ratings for general education students (M = 2.78) and students with LD (M = 

3.13). 

 The literature review indicated that there were significant differences between 

students with LD and their non-disabled peers in areas of self-esteem and personal 

emotional adjustment (Saracoglu et al., 2001).  Secondary students with LD reported 

feeling alone, not understood, and unaware of where to go for help (Klaus, 1995).  

Mortimore and Crozier (2006) stated that if students did not feel that their academic and 

social efforts were successful, they fell deeper into low self-esteem and self-confidence.  

Postsecondary students with LD experienced, low self-esteem, fatigue, hypertension, 

headaches, depression, anxiety, inability to cope, increased nervousness, frustration, 

helplessness, diminished self-confidence, and lower self-efficacy (Harrison, 2003; 

Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Synatschk, 1995; Waldo et al., 1999). 

 Findings of the current study added to the literature and indicated that providers 

working with students were aware of the low self-esteem that can be experienced by 
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postsecondary students with LD.  Students were more likely to receive support for issues 

related to low self-esteem since providers were more likely to be observing the self-

esteem of their students with LD.  Training on the identification and remediation of low 

self-esteem was indicated.  Training was indicated further by the 14.7% of total providers 

(20.8% of GE respondents and 10.9% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not 

Know‖.  Training to increase general education role providers‘ awareness of the low self-

esteem impact of LD would better equip the general educators to identify and remediate 

low self-esteem in their students with LD.  Collaboration to recognize low self-esteem in 

students and to build self-esteem skills across educational settings was indicated.   

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.82, IHE = 2.94), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.82, IHE 2 = 2.88, IHE 4 = 2.99), and position (SE = 2.80, GE = 2.83, IHE DIS 

= 2.89, IHE AC = 2.96) did not indicate that postsecondary general education students 

experienced depression and anxiety.  There was a significant difference (p ˂ .05) between 

the level of disagreement of the SEC respondents and the level of disagreement tending 

towards agreement of the IHE respondents.  The SEC sub-setting group had significantly 

greater (p ˂ .05) levels of disagreement than the IHE 4 respondents.  Respondents by 

employment setting (SEC = 3.16, IHE = 3.15), setting sub-group (SEC = 3.16, IHE 2 = 

3.16, IHE 4 = 3.13), and position (SE = 3.30, GE = 3.12, IHE DIS = 3.15, IHE AC = 

3.14) indicated that postsecondary students with LD experienced depression and anxiety.  

There was a significance difference between the ratings for general education students (M 

= 2.89) and students with LD (M = 3.15).   

 The literature review indicated that some students with LD experienced long-term 

emotional maladjustment and depression (Pittman & Richmond, 2007).  The emotional 
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challenges and negative symptoms faced by IHE students with LD were (a) diminished 

self-esteem, (b) fatigue, (c) hypertension, (d) headaches, (e) depression, (f) anxiety, (g) 

inability to cope, (h) increased nervousness, (i) frustration, (j) helplessness, (k) 

diminished self-confidence, and (l) lower self-efficacy (Harrison, 2003; Heiman & 

Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Synatschk, 1995; Waldo et al., 1999).  Students in 

several studies indicated anxiety as a major academic and emotional problem (Kane & 

Joy, 2002).  Anxiety, concentration deficits, distractibility, and frustration have been 

identified as key characteristics in the life of a student with LD (Luffi et al., 2004).  Cohn 

(1998) cited depression as a major factor in the postsecondary life of students with LD.   

 Findings of the current study confirmed and added to the literature and indicated 

that professionals working with students with LD were aware that depression and anxiety 

may be problems for students in the IHE whereas general education students may not 

have been prone to depression and anxiety.  Providers were thus more likely to monitor 

their students with LD for depression and anxiety and to understand that these factors 

may affect the students‘ overall academic and postsecondary success.  Training in the 

identification and remediation of depression and anxiety was indicated.  Training was 

further supported by the 16.8% of respondents (22.25 of GE respondents and 15.4% of 

IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Training for the general education 

role providers at both settings was warranted to increase their awareness of the 

comorbidity of LD and depression and anxiety.  Collaboration to identify students 

struggling with depression and anxiety and to offer them support at all educational levels 

was indicated. 
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 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.85, IHE = 2.86), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.85, IHE 2 = 2.87, IHE 4 = 2.86), and position (SE = 2.77, GE = 2.87, IHE DIS 

= 2.78, IHE AC = 2.88) did not indicate that good academic performance could 

overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary general education students.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC= 2.83, IHE = 2.88), setting sub-group (SEC = 

2.83, IHE 2 = 2.84, IHE 4 = 2.91), and position (SE = 2.83, GE = 2.83, IHE DIS = 2.76, 

IHE AC = 2.91) did not indicate that good academic performance could overshadow 

emotional instability in postsecondary students with LD.  The IHE 4 and IHE AC groups 

level of disagreement tended towards agreement.   

Findings of the current study added value to the literature on emotional instability 

in students with LD by indicating that students with emotional instability could still be 

identified even if they were performing well academically and that good academic 

performance was not perceived to mediate the emotional impact of LD.  A training need 

was identified by the 11.1% of respondents (10.4% of GE respondents and 16.0% of IHE 

AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not Know‖.  Training providers on the perception of 

their peers would assist them in understanding that good academics will not overshadow 

emotional concerns and that they will be able to identify students with LD who were 

experiencing emotional instability. 

 By employment setting SEC respondents (M = 2.93) were in disagreement 

tending towards agreement and IHE respondents (M = 3.02) were in the lower levels of 

agreement that good academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem in 

postsecondary general education students.  By setting sub-group, SEC respondents (M = 

2.93) and IHE 4 respondents (M = 2.99) were in disagreement tending towards agreement 
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and IHE 2 respondents (M = 3.05) were in agreement that good academic performance 

could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary general education students.  By 

position, SE respondents (M = 2.86), GE respondents (M = 2.95), and IHE DIS 

respondents (M = 2.89) had levels of disagreement with the GE respondents tending 

towards agreement that good academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem 

in postsecondary general education students.  Respondents by employment setting (SEC 

= 2.91, IHE = 2.98), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.91, IHE 2 = 2.95), and position (SE = 

2.96, GE = 2.90, IHE DIS = 2.79) indicated that good academic performance could not 

overshadow low self-esteem for postsecondary students with LD.  The IHE 4 (M = 3.04) 

and IHE AC (M = 3.04) respondent groups agreed from the lower levels of agreement 

that good academic performance could overshadow low self-esteem in postsecondary 

students with LD.   

Although not strong in disagreement for postsecondary general education students 

or students with LD, findings of the current study added to the literature and indicated 

that students with low self-esteem could be identified and then served regardless of their 

level of academic performance and that good performance did not stop the emotional 

impact of LD.  Only the IHE AC position and providers at IHE 4 indicated that low self-

esteem could be hidden in high performing students.  The indication was that providers 

perceived that low self-esteem would still be identifiable in other areas of the student‘s 

life even if they were succeeding academically.  Due to the low level of agreement in the 

IHE AC position group and the IHE 4 setting sub-group as well as the disagreement 

ratings tending towards agreement, training on the self-esteem impact of LD and self-

esteem in general would better equip providers to identify and support low-self-esteem in 
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their students.  Collaboration to identify low self-esteem, even in students with good 

academic performance, across educational levels was indicated. 

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.79, IHE = 2.82), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.79, IHE 2 = 2.93, IHE 4 = 2.74), and position (SE = 2.75, GE = 2.80, IHE DIS 

= 2.76, IHE AC = 2.84) did not indicate that good academic performance would 

overshadow depression and anxiety in postsecondary general education students.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.77, IHE = 2.81), setting sub-group (SEC = 

2.77, IHE 2 = 2.80, IHE 4 = 2.81) and position (SE = 2.82, GE = 2.76, IHE DIS = 2.66, 

IHE AC = 2.85) did not indicate that good academic performance would overshadow 

depression and anxiety in postsecondary general education students.    

Findings of the current study added to the literature and indicated that providers 

would still be able to identify depression and anxiety in high performing students and that 

good academic performance did not eliminate the emotional impact of LD.  Training in 

the identification of depression and anxiety was indicated by the 11.1% of respondents 

(10.5% of GE respondents and 15.4% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not 

Know‖.  Training would prepare providers to identify depression and anxiety in students 

and would aid in understanding that depression and anxiety could be present and 

identifiable in students with good academic performance.  

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.77, IHE = 2.69), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.77, IHE 2 = 2.77, IHE 4 = 2.69), and position (SE = 2.73, GE = 2.78, IHE DIS 

= 2.64, IHE AC = 2.71) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow emotional instability for postsecondary general education students.  

Respondents by setting (SEC = 2.70, IHE = 2.61), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.70, IHE 2 
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= 2.56, IHE 4 = 2.65), and position (SE = 2.70, GE = 2.70, IHE DIS = 2.54, IHE AC = 

2.63) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college would overshadow 

emotional instability in postsecondary students with LD.   

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.78, IHE = 2.70), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.78, IHE 2 = 2.79, IHE 4 = 2.64), and position (SE = 2.73, GE = 2.79, IHE DIS 

= 2.62, IHE AC = 2.73) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow low self-esteem for postsecondary general education students.  Respondents 

by employment setting (SEC = 2.72, IHE = 2.65), setting sub-group (SEC = 2.72, IHE 2 

= 2.65, IHE 4 = 2.65), and position (SE = 2.71, GE = 2.72, IHE DIS = 2.54, IHE AC = 

2.68) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college would overshadow low self-

esteem in postsecondary students with LD.   

 Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.70, IHE = 2.65), setting sub-group 

(SEC = 2.70, IHE 2 = 2.70, IHE 4 = 2.62), and position (SE = 2.67, GE = 2.70, IHE DIS 

= 2.58, IHE AC = 2.67) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow depression and anxiety for postsecondary general education students.  

Respondents by employment setting (SEC = 2.65, IHE = 2.59),  setting sub-group (SEC 

= 2.65, IHE 2 = 2.54, IHE 4 = 2.63), and position (SE = 2.68, GE = 2.63, IHE DIS = 

2.54, IHE AC = 2.61) did not indicate that the excitement of going to college could 

overshadow depression and anxiety in postsecondary students with LD.   

The literature review found that postsecondary students with LD experienced low 

self-esteem, fatigue, hypertension, headaches, depression, anxiety, inability to cope, 

increased nervousness, frustration, helplessness, diminished self-confidence, and lower 

self-efficacy (Harrison, 2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; 
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Synatschk, 1995; Waldo et al., 1999).  Many students with LD reported being excited 

about transition to the IHE, but were experiencing long-term emotional maladjustment 

and depression (Pittman & Richmond, 2007).   

 Findings of the current study indicated that providers did not perceive that the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow emotional instability, low self-esteem, 

or depression and anxiety.  This added to the literature by demonstrating that providers 

believed they would not overlook the emotional issues present in students with LD even 

if the students appeared to be excited and happy to be at the IHE.  A training need was 

indicated by the question related to emotional instability when 11.2% of the respondents 

(11.1% of GE respondents and 17.9% of IHE AC respondents) who selected ―Do Not 

Know‖.  For the question related to low self-esteem, 11.2% of the respondents (11.1% of 

GE respondents and 17.9% of IHE AC respondents) selected ―Do Not Know‖.  For the 

question concerning depression and anxiety, 12.3% of the respondents (12.5% of GE 

respondents and 18.6% of IHE AC respondents) selected ―Do No Know‖.  Training for 

the general education role providers at both settings would assure them that they would 

be able to identify emotional instability, low self-esteem, or depression and anxiety in 

their students at the time of transition and the excitement of going to college did not 

reduce these emotional concerns for postsecondary students.  Collaboration to support 

students in coping with emotional instability, low self-esteem, or depression and anxiety 

at the time of transition was indicated. 

 For general education students, 36.5% SEC providers and 24.6% IHE respondents 

indicated that emotional coping skills were not taught to postsecondary students.  By 

position, 41.9% SE, 34.7% GE, 31.6% IHE DIS, and 22.5% IHE AC respondents 
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indicated that emotional copings skills were not taught.  Respondents indicating that 

emotional coping skills were taught by peers only were 43.3% SEC, 25.7% IHE, 35.5% 

SE, 45.8% GE, 10.5% IHE DIS, and 30.2% IHE AC.  Providers who indicated that 

emotional coping skills were taught through specific class instruction were 10.7% SEC, 

16.8% IHE, 12.9% SE, 10.0% GE, 5.3% IHE DIS, and 20.2% IHE AC.  Respondents 

indicating emotional coping skills training through individual counseling and instruction 

were 9.5% SEC, 32.9% IHE, 9.7% SE, 9.5%, GE, 52.6% IHE DIS, and 27.1% IHE AC.   

 For students with LD, 26.0% SEC providers and 21.6% IHE respondents 

indicated that emotional coping skills were not taught to postsecondary students.  By 

position, 30.8% SE, 24.0% GE, 23.7% IHE DIS, and 20.9% IHE AC respondents 

indicated that emotional copings skills were not taught.  Respondents indicating that 

emotional coping skills were taught by peers only were 30.6% SEC, 15.7% IHE, 30.8% 

SE, 30.5% GE, 15.8% IHE DIS, and 15.7% IHE AC.  Providers who indicated that 

emotional coping skills were taught through specific class instruction were 16.9% SEC, 

13.7% IHE, 18.5% SE, 16.2% GE, 2.6% IHE DIS, and 17.4% IHE AC.  Respondents 

indicating emotional coping skills training through individual counseling and instruction 

were 26.5% SEC, 49.0% IHE, 20.0% SE, 29.2%, GE, 57.9% IHE DIS, and 46.1% IHE 

AC.  A total of 24.2% respondents selected not taught, 24.5% selected through peers 

only, 15.6% selected through specific class instruction, and 35.8% of respondents 

indicated that individual teaching and instruction were available for teaching emotional 

coping skills to postsecondary students with LD. 

In the literature review, the change in level of support from SEC to IHE was cited 

as being significant in the challenges facing students with LD (Shaw et al., 1991).  The 
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law governing SEC (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004), 

called for SEC to identify all students with disabilities and to offer them supports up to 

one-on-one intensive interventions to ensure their academic success.  The law governing 

IHE (Rehabilitation Act, 1973) did not require the IHE to identify or offer services to the 

students with disabilities beyond basic accommodations.  Under the Rehabilitation Act 

(1973) students with disabilities were required to identify themselves to the IHE and 

there is no guarantee of services beyond basic accommodations to ensure access to the 

educational programs.  IHE with successful transition assistance programs for students 

with LD, helped students connect with the university, had frequent publications of 

available services, had training for students with disabilities, provided training for 

university faculty and staff on disability awareness, and based their supports on 

individual student needs and preferences (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; 

Shaw & Dukes, 2006; Wessel et al., 2009).  The literature review also identified the need 

for direct instruction and modeling of emotional coping strategies to increase student 

success at the IHE (Butler, 1995; Cowan, 1998).   

 Findings of the current study indicated that 51.4% of the respondents indicated 

that specific class or individual instruction were available to teach emotional coping skills 

to postsecondary students with LD.  The majority of IHE respondents also indicated that 

emotional coping skills were taught through the more intense efforts of class and 

individual instruction (62.7%).  This supported the literature review findings that 

although they are not required to do so, some IHE are going beyond the basic 

accommodations and are providing more intense supports for their students.  Training to 

make providers aware of the supports that were available to students after transition to the 



407 

 

 

IHE would enable them to arrange for support for their students prior to arrival at the 

IHE.  It may also help them recommend IHE to their students that have the supports in 

place that will be needed to increase success.  Collaboration across educational levels and 

settings to connect students with the services available was indicated.     

 Qualitative analysis of the open ended questions revealed themes that were 

consistent with and added to the literature review findings.  In the literature review, 

secondary students with LD reported feeling a variety of emotional maladjustments and 

that they did not know where to go for help (Harrison, 2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; 

Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Klaus, 1995; Synatschk, 1995; Waldo et al., 1999).  Many 

students were excited about the transition to the IHE but still experienced long-term 

emotional maladjustment and depression (Pittman & Richmond, 2007).   Students needed 

direct instruction, modeling, and practice to develop emotional coping strategies (Cowen, 

1988).  Butler (1995) and Harrison (2003) supported direct transition training related to 

emotional coping skills to enhance student success.  Several authors identified specific 

programming that was in place to teach students emotional coping skills and strategies 

(Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Raue & Lewis, 2011; Shaw & Dukes, 

2006; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 2009). 

 The current findings supported the existing literature and indicated that providers 

were aware of the emotional distress experienced by postsecondary students with LD.  

The current findings also added confirmation that some specific and individual 

programming was taking place at IHE to serve students with LD.  Providing increased 

support for students beyond academic interventions was referenced 139 out of 404 

responses for 34.1% coverage.  A common response within this theme was for providers 
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to work with students on emotional copings skills and giving students a place to process 

their emotions in a non-threatening environment.  Being able to identify the signs of 

emotional distress, such as anxiety, and being able to act quickly to remediate emotional 

distress were key points cited by the respondents.  Within the theme of developing 

realistic expectations for students (130 responses out of 450 – 28.8% coverage) in what 

secondary providers could do to prepare students, emotional coping skills were stressed 

as needed by students and the responsibility was placed on the service providers to teach 

these skills.  Emotional coping skills were cited as a means to avoid disappointment, 

early withdrawal, anxiety, depression, and the psychological challenges of postsecondary 

education.  Training to make providers aware of what supports were available for 

students and collaboration to connect students with the services was indicated.    

Provider Training Needs 

Respondents were asked what types of training would better prepare them to 

support students.  The findings of the current study added value to the literature because 

providers were able to state for themselves what they perceived as areas of weakness in 

the provision of supports for postsecondary students with LD.  Four training themes were 

identified from the qualitative analysis of this question.  First, postsecondary providers 

indicated that training was needed to increase their awareness of the supports that were 

given to students at the SEC level (31 out of 400 responses – 7.8% coverage).  

Respondents indicated that they were not aware of the full range or intensity of support 

that students had received during their SEC enrollment.  Providers stated that they would 

be prepared to bridge any gaps between service levels if they were more accurately able 

to identify the changes in service delivery. 
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The second theme was from respondents at both levels.  Respondents indicated 

that they needed more information and training on the postsecondary challenges that their 

students were facing (32 out of 400 responses – 7.8% coverage).  Respondents stated that 

a better understanding of the challenges of college would create supports at the SEC level 

to prepare students in advance for successful transition and would prepare IHE providers 

to identify students who were struggling with the transition and would ―target them for 

direct support and help‖. 

The third training theme was from secondary respondents and a small sample of 

the IHE respondents.  Providers referenced a desire to be trained on the supports that 

were available at the IHE level (79 out of 400 responses – 19.8% coverage).  Providers 

indicated that if they knew what colleges offered for support, they would be able to 

address deficits prior to transition if they were not going to be addressed at the IHE.  

Providers would also be able to prepare their students emotionally and in self-

determination by knowing and understanding the environment at the IHE and what the 

student would have to do on their own and areas where they would be supported. 

The final training theme was a desire to understand the specifics and impact of 

LD (186 out of 400 responses – 46.5% coverage).  Understanding the specifics of LD 

was defined as knowing how the diagnosis is made, how it presents itself, what impact it 

has on the students, and what are effective interventions.  Providers stated that an 

understanding of LD would better equip them to support students in their areas of need or 

challenges. 

The training needs supported the findings of the current study.  The training needs 

indicated that providers were aware of the academic, self-determination, and emotional 
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challenges faced by students.  Awareness of these deficits was indicated by answers to 

the previous questions and the answer to the training needs question.  Also highlighted 

was that earlier questions did not indicate that providers perceived social deficits as a 

characteristic of LD.  The final training need indicated that providers themselves were 

aware that they may not fully understand LD and the impacts that it has on postsecondary 

students.  They indicated a desire to be trained in areas such as social deficits that they 

may previously have overlooked. 

Discussion 

Background 

 Students with disabilities were a growing portion of the IHE student enrollment 

with numbers reported as high as 707,000 students per year or 14% of the total students 

enrolled (Cook et al., 2007; Horn & Nevill, 2006; Planty et al., 2007; Rau & Lewis, 2011; 

Rumrill, 2001; Wehman, 2006).  The National Longitudinal Transition Study 2 (NLTS2) 

(Newman et al., 2010) reported that in 1990, 26.3% of students with disabilities had 

enrolled in some form of postsecondary education within four years of high school 

graduation. NLST2 also reported that the percentage of students with disabilities who had 

enrolled in postsecondary education had risen to 45.6% in 2005; this represented a 19% 

increase over the 15 year period. Newman et al. (2011) reported postsecondary 

enrollment rates of students with disabilities (60.1%) that were similar to the enrollment 

rates of general education students (67.4%).  Newman et al. (2010) indicated that 45.6% 

of students with disabilities had enrolled in some form of postsecondary education within 

four years of graduation from high school.  A high percentage of these students enrolled 

in business, technical, or vocation programs, but the majority were attending 2-year and 
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4-year IHE.  Of these students with disabilities, 31% were students with LD (Raue & 

Lewis, 2011).  Even though the numbers were growing, students with LD were still less 

likely than their peers to enroll in an IHE (Brinkerhoff et al., 2002; Wehman, 2006).  

There is some conflicting data on whether the students were different than their non-

disabled peers in terms of graduation (Brinkerhoff et al., 2002; Wehman, 2006; Wessel et 

al., 2009).  Current research demonstrated that students with disabilities and LD likely 

graduated with the same consistency as their non-disabled peers (Wessel et al., 2009).  

Traditionally, these students had received less support at the IHE level than they did in 

the SEC setting (Webster et al., 1995).  The primary reason that less supports existed was 

because of the legal changes between the SEC setting and the IHE level (Keenan & 

Shaw, 2011).   

 SEC settings were required to identify, evaluate, and serve students (one-on-one 

supports, changes in curriculum delivery, assessment and content) as well as ensure the 

student‘s legal right to a Free Appropriate Public Education in the Least Restrictive 

Environment (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004; Keenan & 

Shaw, 2011).  This level of service was viewed as an entitlement law (MCDHH, 1996) 

with the implication that the emphasis to succeed was on the school, not the student 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act, 2004; Keenan & Shaw, 2011).  

At the IHE level the American‘s with Disabilities Act Amendments (ADAA, 2008) and 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act (1973) guidelines indicated that the IHE must 

provide equal access for students with disabilities, but the institutions were not required 

to identify or assess the student.  The legal mandates also did not require one-on-one 

supports, changes in the academic classroom setting where students were educated, 
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changes in the fundamental core aspects of a course or curriculum, or changes to the 

major functional aspects of an assessment.  The institution was not obligated to 

fundamentally alter or wave essential course or program requirements and thus did not 

bear the same responsibility for the success of the student as the SEC setting (Keenan & 

Shaw, 2011; Rehabilitation Act, 1973).   

 Although there were no specific guidelines or mandates to control transition 

planning and programming, models such as college preparatory classes, college 

immersion experiences, postsecondary preparatory assessment, specific academic 

courses, and study training had been developed (Clark, 1996; Konrad et al., 2007; Mull et 

al., 2001; Sitlington, 2003; Sitlington, 2008).  Browning (1997), Kohler & Field (2003), 

Keenan & Shaw (2011), and Webster et al. (2005) indicated that these models had 

received little attention from practitioners and that widespread transition support or IHE 

services beyond the basic accommodations were limited.  However, Raue and Lewis 

(2011) found that in the academic year of 2008-09, 88% of the two and four year Title IV 

degree granting IHE enrolled students with disabilities and that 72 % of them had faculty 

provided written notes as an accommodation and 71% provided ―help with learning 

strategies or study skills‖ which were accommodations beyond the basic testing and 

academic accommodations.  Barr et al. (1995) stated that IHEs should hire staff trained in 

LD issues and challenges facing students with LD to support the students in transition 

once they had arrived on campus.  De Decker (1993) said that remediation training and 

support (academic, social, and emotional) should be considered viable as a support 

service in the IHE.  More IHE had programs developed to serve students with LD at an 

individual level (Blalock & Patton, 1996; Komives et al., 2003; Raue & Lewis, 2011; 
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Shaw & Dukes, 2006; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 2009).  It is possible that the 

literature on student supports and transitional concerns is becoming outdated and that 

students with LD are now attending institutions of higher education and are graduating at 

the same rate as general education students and that their needs are being met (Wessel et 

al., 2009).   

Current Study 

 The current study was based on research indicating that IHE enrollment prepared 

students with skills needed for the new global economic system described by Gregg 

(1996).  These skills included (a) basic academic skills, (b) critical thinking skills, (c) 

self-esteem, (d) personal responsibility, (e) self-management, and (d) integrity (Gregg, 

1996).  Several skill and support need areas were listed as being critical within the 

secondary setting to prepare students, with and without disabilities, for IHE enrollment 

and success.  These skills were: (a) level of academic achievement by the 8
th

 grade, (b) 

taking the highest level of non-advanced courses, (c) maintaining a B average in standard 

high school courses, (d) earning higher grades in rigorous courses such as Algebra, 

English literature and composition courses, the sciences, and (e) doing additional 

coursework in these areas beyond the basic core courses (ACT, 2009; Brown & Conley, 

2007; Katsinas & Bush, 2006).  It was unclear whether these goals were being met for the 

population of secondary students.  McNeil (2008) proposed that secondary settings were 

becoming increasingly concerned with providing only the lower level skills needed to 

graduate.  The implication was that providers at the SEC were only able to focus on the 

state standards that their students must meet to pass the graduation qualifying exams and 

were not developing higher order thinking skills that would be needed for success at 
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higher levels of education.  Only the basics in reading, writing, math, and the sciences 

were covered.  ACT (2009) found that less than two of ten 8
th

 graders were being 

prepared for more rigorous high school work and were thus off to a poor start for the 

transitional process into the IHE.  This study revealed a theme similar to the concerns 

expressed by McNeil (2008) and ACT (2009) and found within the qualitative analysis 

that SEC providers were feeling increasingly pressured to meet the demands of the 

graduation qualifying exams and did not have time to prepare students beyond the basic 

requirements of graduation.   

 Along with the academic demands that were not being met for students as a whole 

as they transitioned to the IHE, there were specific challenges faced by students with LD 

during this process.  These challenges were in the areas of (a) fewer supports, (b) 

difficulties with basic academic skills, (c) weaker sense of personal responsibilities, (d) 

lower self-motivation, (e) time demands, (f) intensity of studies, (g) weaknesses in self-

awareness, (h) difficulties in emotional control, (i) difficulty in social relationships, and 

(j) lack of services at the secondary and IHE level to adequately prepare students for 

postsecondary success (Barga, 1996; Brinkerhoff et al., 1992; Finn, 1998; Kadison & 

DiGeronimo, 2005; Shaw et al., 1991; Synatschk, 1995).  Barga (1996) indicated that 

students with LD struggle with (a) lack of focus, (b) time management, (c) ability to 

understand and follow directions, (d) stigmatization from peers and staff who thought 

they were different than normal students, and (e) social relationship building.  Kadison 

and DiGeronimo (2005) stated that college students with poor social relationship skills 

and coping strategies were at a greater risk for (a) college failure, (b) severe mental 

stress, (c) substance abuse, (d) suicide, and (e) emotional instability. Brinkerhoff et al. 
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(1992) highlighted that academic and non-academic struggles could be intensified by the 

change in support available after transition to the IHE.  They indicated that students may 

only receive basic accommodations for academic needs and were not taught study skills, 

time management skills or coping strategies for non-academic needs.  They proposed a 

bridge program that slowly taught students independence rather than expecting them to 

manage their own emotional, social, and academic needs immediately after transition.  

Shaw et al. (1991) identified that students LD experienced an emotional drain and social 

relationship building failure because of the increased amount of time it took them to do 

academic work.  Shaw et al. (1991) also identified the need for students to immediately 

identify themselves to the IHE and access whatever services were available.  They 

posited that students who accessed available supports would experience a better academic 

outcome and would not experience further learned helplessness in social, emotional, or 

academic efforts.  Synatschk (1995) reported that students with LD did not receive the 

same college readiness training as general education students because there was less of an 

expectation that they would pursue postsecondary education.   Unlike other authors, she 

stated that students with LD had a higher level of frustration tolerance but that they could 

have anxiety if not prepared for the IHE.  She also highlighted that a social support 

network was key to academic success.  Her findings indicated that a transition process 

would prepare students academically, socially, and emotionally for the IHE.  Dunn 

(1996) and Rojewski (1992) stressed that transition programming often focused on only 

the academic deficiencies and did not address these other related factors.  This study 

examined provider perceptions related to needed academic, social, self-determination, 

and emotional skills and services. 
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Academic skills.  The current study found results that both agreed with and did 

not support findings presented in the literature.  All respondent groups in the current 

study identified several needed academic skills for both general education students and 

students with LD.  Needed skills were (a) skim reading, (b) critical thinking and 

cognition, (c) time management, (d) attention and staying on task, (e) motor skills, (f) 

working memory, (g) information processing, and (h) visual memory.  Respondents in 

the current study also indicated that the intense accommodations available to students 

with LD at the secondary level were not predictive of student postsecondary success but 

that the more limited and basic accommodations available at the IHE were.  Basic skills 

in reading, writing, note taking, organization, specific study skills, the ability to be a 

learner and not just a fact memorizer, being independent, and being able to function with 

fewer accommodations were indicated as needed academic skills.  Providers across 

educational levels need to assess students in these academic skills and offer supports to 

remediate deficits.   

 Interestingly, no setting or position group of providers perceived that completion 

of Algebra II and the higher order math skills that it created were predictive of 

postsecondary success for students with LD.  Only the SE and IHE AC respondent 

groups perceived that taking a rigorous course load beginning in 8
th

 grade was predictive 

of success.  Both of these skill building sets were highlighted in the literature as being 

needed for the postsecondary success of students (ACT, 2009; Brown & Conley, 2007; 

Katsinas & Bush, 2006). 

 Most providers in Indiana were consistent in their perception that students with 

LD were challenged to meet the basic needed academic skills outside of the completion 
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of Algebra II and the rigorous course load beginning in the 8
th

 grade.  The perception of 

the providers related to reading, writing, note taking, organization, specific study skills, 

the ability to be a learner and not just a fact memorizer, being independent, and being 

able to function with fewer accommodations was similar to the needed skill found in the 

literature.  The current findings were also similar to the deficits reported for students with 

LD found in the literature concerning information processing, motor skills, working 

memory, mathematic skills, critical thinking and cognition, and independent learning 

skills (Barga, 1996; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Deshler et al., 1982; Dietrich & 

Kelly, 1993; Ellis, 1993; Gardiner & Singh, 1991; Harrison, 2003; Hughes & Smith, 

1990; Kane & Joy, 2002; Mortimore & Crozier, 2006; Trainin & Swanson, 2005). 

    There were collaboration efforts and training needs highlighted from the 

academic section of the survey results.  Respondents did not perceive the need for the 

math skills related to Algebra II even though the literature demonstrated its importance.  

Training for providers on the importance and need for higher level math skills at the IHE 

was indicated.  SEC providers were more in support of reduced testing and assignment 

loads and different testing and assignments at the secondary level than were the IHE DIS 

providers.  For accommodations at the IHE level, there were differences between setting 

and position groups in level of agreement with all groups supporting that the 

accommodations positively impacted students success.  The difference between the 

accommodations at the two levels is that the SEC accommodations were more student 

centered and driven by ―guaranteeing‖ student success (Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act, 2004; Keenan & Shaw, 2011) as opposed to the 

accommodations at the IHE which were much more limited in the levels of support 
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provided to students (ADAA, 2008; SEC 504, 1973).  Students who obtained the needed 

basic independent learning skills found in this study and in the literature would be better 

equipped to cope with the change in accommodation intensity.  Training and 

collaboration in this area would better prepare SEC providers to provide accommodations 

in a tiered format with the understanding that their students were going to receive less 

intense supports as they progressed through their education.  Students would also better 

understand the accommodations that they would be receiving at the IHE and could 

develop the individual skills needed to offset the changes in academic support.  Through 

this process, IHE providers could develop a better understanding of where their students 

have been in the past and thus cater more individual supports for students in the 

beginning years of their college experience.  Collaboration to teach and support the 

needed academic skills at all educational levels and by all educational providers was 

indicated to increase the success of students with LD at the postsecondary level 

Social skills.  The social skills findings were divergent from the findings of the 

literature.  Education providers in Indiana (SEC and IHE) did not perceive the same 

social skills needs and deficits indicated by previous research or writings. 

The study results did not indicate that students with LD were perceived as (a) 

lacking communication skills, (b) having less social time, (c) having difficulty making 

and keeping friends, or (d) reporting less satisfaction with their social relationships.  

These findings were contradictory to the research found in the literature reporting that 

postsecondary students with LD had (a) difficulty making friends, (b) fewer friends for 

support, (c) less satisfaction with social interactions, (d) limited communication skills, (e) 

stigmatization from their peers, (f) withdrawal, (g) rejection; and (h) a lack of 
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cooperation and understanding from their professors, peers, and other school personnel 

(Barga, 1996; Butler, 1995; Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; 

Sitlington, 1996; Tottle, 2002).   The current study indicated that providers in Indiana 

needed to be trained on the social impact of LD and deficits that it creates in students.  

Training on the identification and remediation of social skills deficits would enable 

providers to more effectively work with their students.   

Respondents in the current study did not indicate that postsecondary students with 

LD needed secure attachments with their parents to succeed.  This was contradictory to 

research that found that secure attachments with parents were needed for success (Enochs 

& Roland, 2006).  It is possible that the current respondents misinterpreted secure 

attachments as meaning over involved parents or over reliance on parents.   

In terms of social skills and relationships in general, the current study found that 

providers in Indiana did not perceive that students with LD (a) experienced the 

development of passivity in learning settings if they experienced social failure, (b) that 

they needed the same communication skills training as students with communication 

disorders, and (c) that they faced some level of stigmatization from their peers.  Only the 

SE respondent group indicated that postsecondary students with LD experienced 

passivity in learning situations without secure attachments outside of the classroom.    

Providers in all response groups in the current study did not endorse the needed 

social skills and deficits found in the literature review (Barga, 1996, Butler, 1995; 

Cornett-DeVito & Worley, 2005; Luffi et al., 2004; Sitlington, 1996; Tottle; 2002).  

However, qualitative analysis demonstrated that providers viewed the need for basic 

social skills training for students, identification of social skills deficits and what to do to 
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support them, and those providers needed information on how LD affected social skills at 

the IHE level.  These findings indicated the need for training in the social skills deficits 

and challenges of LD for providers in Indiana.  The lack of identification of these deficits 

in students indicated that providers were unaware of the research that has been done 

related to social skills and LD including student self-reports.  Collaboration between 

providers to identify and remediate social skills deficits in Indiana students with LD was 

warranted.   

Collaboration and training needs for social skills and supports identified were 

centered on ways to teach students the basics of social skills such as communication with 

others, understanding their own social needs, and being able to intentionally work on 

their relationships with others.  Many items in the social skills questions had high 

numbers of respondents who answered ―Do Not Know‖ when referring to students with 

LD.  This revealed that providers, particularly general education type providers at both 

setting levels had limited knowledge on the social skills that their students possessed or 

might need in order to succeed at the IHE level.  Training on social skills development 

and social skills supports for teenagers would enable SEC providers to be more aware of 

their individual students and to identify if they were at risk for social failure.  The same 

training would enable IHE providers to identify the social abilities of the individual 

students and help them make social connections if needed. 

Self-determination skills and supports.  The literature reviewed in preparation 

for conducting the study highlighted self-determination and advocacy as possibly the 

most important skills for success at the IHE (Cook et al., 2007).  Other authors used 

words such as ―crucial to the successful transition of students with disabilities‖ to 
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describe the need for self-determination skills (Test et al., 2005. P. 43).  Karvonen et al. 

(2004) found that 75% of middle and secondary teachers rated SD as a high priority.  

Carter et al. (2008) reported that two-thirds of educators rated SD components (problem 

solving, decision making, goal setting, and self-management) as being very important in 

preparation for adult life, but little identification of how these skills were incorporated 

into training programs to build these skills in students was found.  The literature however, 

demonstrated that although the self-determination skills were considered to be ―vitally‖ 

important, only 55% of middle and secondary teachers surveyed stated that self-

determination goals were listed in student Individual Education Plans (Karvonen et al., 

2004).   

The evidence within other studies was partially inconsistent in the impact of LD 

on self-determination skills.  Several studies stated that, self-determination skills were 

directly impacted by the student‘s disability and that barriers to developing self-

determination skills were (a) insufficient teacher training, (b) lack of teacher authority to 

infuse self-determination instruction into the curricula, (c) lack of student involvement in 

the IEP process, (d) a lack of commitment to the lengthy process required to develop and 

teach these skills, and (e) a lack of one-on-one supports and supports in general to 

support non-academic needs in the IHE (Barga, 1996; Hagner et al., 1996; Karvonen et 

al., 2004; Keenan & Shaw, 2011; Layton & Lock, 2003; Shaw et al., 1991; Wehmeyer et 

al., 2000).  Clark (1996) said that students with LD needed specific supports to 

successfully navigate the transition into the IHE, including self-determination skills and 

needs.  In contrast, Sitlington (1996) reported that data regarding social adjustment and 

self-determination was reported inconsistently and that only 16% of the students 
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surveyed fell in low social success category.  Raue and Lewis (2011) and Wessel et al. 

(2009) indicated that IHE settings do reach out to support their students with LD and 

those students would not have to be totally self-reliant to find supports and to achieve 

well academically or socially in the IHE setting.   

The current study found that Indiana professionals surveyed perceived that 

students with LD were not educated on the individual characteristics and personal impact 

of their diagnosis.  It was also perceived that these students did not know their full legal 

rights.  This lack of knowledge in two key areas related to self-determination and self-

awareness indicated that the skills they represent were needed for student success and 

were in need of being addressed through support services.  Some providers also indicated 

that a needed skill was the ability to engage in accurate reality testing.  The SE and IHE 

DIS provider groups perceived that students with LD lacked skills in reality testing.  The 

SE and IHE DIS providers were the providers who worked directly with students with 

LD.  Qualitative analysis revealed themes that students needed training in self-

determination, that they needed to be held to high standards to force independence, and 

that they needed to understand that at the IHE they would be responsible for much of 

their own success and getting their needs met.  The needs cited were the need for social 

connections, the need to talk with professors, and the need to be independent in their 

learning without the direct guidance of others.  The necessity and lack of some self-

determination skills that were mentioned in the literature were confirmed in this study.  

However, a deviation from some of the literature was found when expounding on how 

self-determined a student would need to be to succeed.   
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 When asked how much effort and resources colleges and universities used to 

identify students with LD, only the IHE 2 setting subgroup and the IHE AC position 

group indicated that some effort and resources are used.  The rest of the provider groups 

indicated that little effort and resources were used to identify students with LD but tended 

towards some.  No response groups indicated that IHE had one-on-one supports to teach 

academic, social, self-determination, and emotional skills.  These findings supported the 

literature findings that cited a change in service delivery and the loss of one-on-one 

supports as having a major impact on postsecondary student with LD success (Barga, 

1996; Hagner et al., 1996; Karvonen et al., 2004; Keenan & Shaw, 2011; Layton & Lock, 

2003; Shaw et al., 1991; Wehmeyer et al., 2000).  When asked about supports 

specifically designed for students with LD, the IHE respondent group and the IHE AC 

position groups indicated that some supports were available.  The IHE DIS position 

group indicated little, but tended towards some.  In the section on emotional skills, 51.4% 

of the respondents indicated that specific class instruction or individual instruction was 

used to teach emotional coping skills to postsecondary students with LD.  This finding 

supported the relatively newer research that indicated that IHE have begun programming 

to support students with LD (Raue & Lewis, 2011; Vogel et al., 1998; Wessel et al., 

2009).   It is possible that some programs specifically designed for students with LD and 

to identify students with LD were being developed and operated in Indiana.  It appears 

that the services were being operated by the academics support units of the IHE and may 

not have significant input from the IHE DIS providers.  Training and collaboration to 

identify the importance of student self-determination, but to realize that postsecondary 

students with LD may not be fully prepared to be self-reliant was indicated.  As seen in 
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the literature and findings of this study, students with LD were arriving at the IHE with 

some significant academic, social, self-determination, and emotional challenges.  The 

current findings imply that more intentional services may be needed at the IHE to support 

and identify students rather than forcing students to be totally self-determined.     

Collaboration and training would have the impact of informing SEC and IHE 

providers of the services that were available for their students at the IHE and could have 

the impact of highlighting the need for new services.  Collaboration would result in the 

education of students to understand that supports may or may not be available to them 

and that they may need to factor in the availability of support in their choice of where to 

attend postsecondary education.  Collaboration could decrease the need of some of the 

IHE supports by teaching students in advance how to talk to professors, study, socialize, 

and learn overall on their own with more self-determination. 

Emotion skills and supports.  The literature review indicated that emotional 

health and stability were important to the postsecondary success of general education 

students and students with LD (Cohn, 1998; Estrada et al., 2006; Harrison, 2003).  

Pitman & Richmond (2007) and Estrada et al. (2006) stated that good emotional 

adjustment and avoiding long term emotional maladjustment were as important to 

success at the IHE as were good academic skills.  It was also reported that students with 

LD had significant deficits in emotional skills that negatively impacted the likelihood of 

progressing through the IHE to graduation.  The emotional challenges for students with 

LD found in the other studies were (a) years of repressed negative thoughts, (b) anxiety, 

(c) depression, (d) low self-esteem, (e) feeling alone, (f) not being understood, (g) 

hypertension, (h) headaches, (i) inability to cope, (j) increased nervousness, (k) 
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frustration, (l) helplessness, (m) diminished self-confidence, and (n) lower self-efficacy 

(Cohn, 1998; Harrison, 2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Klaus, 

1995; Saracoglu et al., 2001; Synatschk, 1995; Waldo et al., 1999).   

The study found that providers perceived that students with LD experienced 

emotional instability (with the exception of IHE DIS providers), low self-esteem, and 

depression and anxiety.  The providers perceived that the experience of emotional 

instability and depression and anxiety was more likely for students with LD than general 

education students.  Respondents did not indicate that good academic performance or the 

excitement of going to college could overshadow these emotional difficulties.   

A key finding of the current study related to emotional coping skills and self-

determination. The majority of IHE respondents indicated that emotional coping skills 

were taught to postsecondary students through specific class instruction or individual 

teaching.  By position, the majority of IHE DIS respondents selected that individual 

instruction was available to teach emotional coping skills to students.  The majority IHE 

AC respondents stated that emotional coping skills were taught through classroom or 

individual instruction.  The majority of SEC respondents perceived that no instruction 

was available or that the skills were learned from interaction with peers.  These findings 

indicated that IHE have more individual or specific supports for students with LD than 

were highlighted in the literature.    

Qualitative analysis confirmed that providers thought the skills to overcome 

emotional deficits were necessary for postsecondary student success.  Respondents 

indicated that students needed to be educated on the emotional impact of LD and that 
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providers needed to better understand the non-academic needs of their students and how 

emotional deficits could impact them.  

Collaboration and training centered on the emotional challenges of LD would 

prepare providers at both levels to identify their students in need.  The current study 

indicated that to increase student postsecondary success, students would need skills in 

managing the intense emotional challenges, negative thoughts, anxiety, depression, low 

self-esteem, repressed negative thoughts, frustration, helplessness, inability to cope, and 

low self-confidence that were created by LD and the transition to IHE (Cohn, 1998; 

Harrison, 2003; Heiman & Precel, 2003; Hoy & Manglitz, 1996; Synatschk, 1995; Klaus, 

1995; Saracoglu et al., 2001; Waldo et al., 1999).  Providers in the current study indicated 

that they did not have time to work on non-academic issues or did not have the 

knowledge of LD specifics to be able to fully address emotional issues.  Collaboration 

between provider roles would ease this process.  Collaboration to identify early in their 

educational career, students with emotional needs and making sure that this is 

communicated in their documentation would ensure that they were receiving emotional 

supports such as counseling as soon as they transitioned into the IHE.  Allowing students 

to explore their emotions and helping them understand how their emotions affected their 

academic performance might be outside the bounds of what SEC providers are able to do 

within the strict curriculum demands of their position.  IHE providers may need to work 

with prospective students as well as current students to provide education on the 

emotional challenges of postsecondary education and how to prepare for those 

challenges. 
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Logistic regression model.  A logistic regression model was created to determine 

if any demographic variables could be used to predict how certain respondents would 

perceive the items related to self-determination.  Since self-determination was supported 

in the literature as potentially the most important skill affecting IHE success, these 

questions were chosen for further analysis.  As found in the ANOVA, the most 

significant difference between demographic variables and the variables with the most 

predictive value were the placement of providers in the SEC, IHE 2, or IHE 4 setting sub-

groups.  The setting variables had predictive value in all of the questions analyzed.  In 

support of the earlier findings, IHE level professionals had a consistent probability of 

answering the questions differently than the SEC reference group.  The implication was 

that IHE providers did indicate that less total self-determination and advocacy were 

needed than what was expected from the literature and the perceptions of the SEC 

professionals.  This was demonstrated in the ANOVA and t-Test analysis as well and 

showed that IHE 2 and IHE 4 provider groups identified levels of greater support.  This 

supported the Raue and Lewis (2011) and the Wessel et al. (2009) findings that 

increasing numbers of IHE are offering support to identify and serve students with LD.  

Although there were some random demographic variables that proved to be predictive on 

one or two separate questions, none were consistently identified as significant through 

logistic regression analysis.  In whole, the logistic regression model did not provide 

additional information beyond what was found through the inferential statistical analysis. 
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Summary 

The majority of the literature presented a dim view for the postsecondary success 

of students with LD.  This study supported this literature and indicated that students with 

LD struggle with many important academic skills such as (a) skim reading, (b) critical 

thinking and cognition, (c) time management, (d) attention and staying on task, (e) motor 

skills, (f) working memory, (g) information processing, and (h) visual memory.  The 

current findings also highlighted that postsecondary students with LD experienced 

emotional maladjustment such as (a) emotional instability, (b) low self-esteem, and (c) 

depression and anxiety.  The students with LD may also not be equipped to overcome 

these challenges on their own due to limited self-determination skills.  Respondents 

indicated that postsecondary students with LD were not educated on their full legal rights 

or the individual impact of their diagnosis.  Respondents indicated that students with LD 

would benefit from the academic accommodations offered at the IHE, but they would be 

responsible for identifying themselves to the IHE and the majority of them would not 

receive any one-on-one supports to teach coping skills beyond support for emotional 

issues.  With the larger numbers of students with LD attending IHE, it is vital that 

providers at the SEC and IHE levels be aware of these academic, emotional, and self-

determination issues.  Although not required to do so by law, more IHE should begin to 

develop programming to specifically identify students with LD and to support these 

students.  If students are able to overcome the struggles found in the literature review and 

the current study, they would be more likely to persist to graduation.  Without an increase 

in services, the lower first year retention rates of students with LD may continue.   
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Providers in the current study did not perceive the social skills deficits that were 

heavily researched in the literature review findings.  This implies that providers in 

Indiana may be overlooking an important success and retention factor in the lives of 

postsecondary students with LD.  Providers in Indiana need widespread training on the 

identification and remediation of social skills deficits found in students with LD.  

Without awareness of the social skills deficits, providers may not be adequately preparing 

students for the transition to and success in the IHE. 

There was a findings within the current study that offered an insight that perhaps 

IHE in Indiana were moving towards providing more support for students with LD.  Not 

only did respondents identify that they were aware of the emotional struggles of 

postsecondary students with LD, the majority of respondents, including the majority of 

IHE respondents, indicated that IHE were making direct efforts through class or 

individual instruction to teach emotional coping skills to students.  It is possible that 

emotional difficulties are becoming pronounced at the IHE because of the intensity of 

emotions and students being more likely to seek help for issues such as anxiety and 

frustration.  IHE can capitalize on the already existing supports and build models to also 

teach academic, social, and self-determination skills to students with LD.     

Limitations 

The electronic nature of the survey was a potential limitation.  Respondents 

unfamiliar with electronic surveys may have had difficulty opening the link or the link 

may not have worked.  Dillman et al., (2009) detailed several factors that have led to 

lower response rates in internet surveying methods.  The factors that have limited the 

numbers of survey respondents were (a) the fear of cybercrimes and viruses, (b) the 
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massive amounts of email that individuals receive on a daily basis, (c) differences in the 

visual display based on hardware or software, and (d) the proliferation of handheld device 

email checking.  Any number of these issues could have been a factor in the lower return 

rate reported in the current study.  An eight week collection cycle with reminder requests 

sent every two weeks was used to offset this limitation.  A second limitation was that the 

results were taken from secondary and higher education institutions in Indiana which 

limited the generalizability to national populations.  A third limitation was that the 

secondary respondents were also asked to respond to several questions based on IHE 

factors with which they may have been unfamiliar and vice versa.  Special education 

providers were also asked to respond to general education students and vice versa which 

exposed providers to student groups with which they may have been less familiar.  The 

intention was to measure perceptions and not to measure knowledge base, but some 

providers may have misinterpreted this.  These factors may  have created the result of a 

large number of ―Do Not Know‖ responses.  Although these occurrences could be used to 

infer potential areas of training, they may have impacted the analysis of differences 

between provider groups.   A fourth limitation was that not all of the IHE in the state 

were included.  A sample was taken since a sample was used for the SEC setting.  

Although the total number of IHE in Indiana (112) was small, it was determined that 

valid statistical comparison could only be conducted if both participant groups were 

selected by sampling rather than having the IHE group developed through census.  The 

selection of IHE was also not a completely random process.  The largest public IHE in 

each area was automatically included to increase potential respondent numbers and to 

ensure that they schools most likely to have a full range of services were included in the 
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sample population.  The selection of fewer IHE also impacted the sample size in some of 

the position role categories used for survey distribution and data collection.  There were a 

limited number of disability providers at the IHE.  A small number of surveys were 

distributed and collected from this group.  Data analysis methods took this factor into 

consideration.     

Implications and Recommendations 

 Implications of the study resulted in the development of recommendations for 

future actions.  These actions were related to providing students with LD the best 

opportunity to succeed at the IHE level. 

1. Students with LD need to be better prepared to be critical thinkers and learners, 

not just fact memorizers.  This may take a more forceful approach of challenging 

the current administrative system to look at education as a developmental process 

rather than preparation for a high school graduation exam with no educational 

impact beyond that goal.  It may also require IHE to offer more summer bridge 

programs or pre-college classes to IHE students.  Provide training to providers on 

the academic, self-determination, and emotional challenges that were perceived to 

be key factors related to student success.  Training and collaboration is also 

needed to foster student self-determination, but to point out that students alone 

will not be able to overcome the challenges they face.  They will need more 

intense interventions from the IHE providers.   Training and collaboration should 

also result in specific program development for students with LD to provide 

broader access to this growing group of students.  Training and collaboration that 

only reaches the current individual providers may not create enough points of 
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contact for students with LD.  Specific programs would reach a larger number of 

students   

2. Collaborative work and training is needed between the SEC and IHE providers to 

better understand the academic and testing accommodations that are available to 

students at each level.  A unified system of accommodations that slowly moved 

students into the level of support at the IHE level rather than simply making the 

change in supports available at transition could increase the students‘ ability to 

succeed and reduce their anxiety when faced with the increased academic, social, 

self-determination, and emotional challenges of the IHE.   

3. Focus efforts on preparing students to work independently in college.  Efforts 

would entail working with families as well to help them slowly reduce their direct 

involvement with their sons or daughters to allow for more independent 

responsibility and decision making.  Until more intense programs for students 

with LD are developed, educating the SEC and IHE providers on the current 

levels of supports and services at the IHE would equip them to connect their 

students to these services prior to SEC graduation.  Students also need to be 

educated on their full legal rights and may need training to specifically build their 

skills in reality testing. 

4. Training and collaboration to identify the social skills deficits of LD is important 

for the future success of students with LD in Indiana.  Providers in the current 

study did not perceive social skills struggles as a negative impact on student 

success.  The literature review indicated that social skills were vitally important to 

student success and retention.  State wide training on the identification and 
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remediation of social skills deficits would decrease the negative impact 

experienced by students once they reach the IHE.   

5. As with social skills awareness, IHE and SEC level providers may need training 

on how to identify and support emotional skills deficits and challenges.  Providers 

perceived that students with LD experienced emotional instability, low self-

esteem, and depression and anxiety.  Providers who were trained to identify 

emotional deficits would be better prepared to build these skills in their students 

and thus increase the likelihood of their postsecondary success. 

6. Overall collaboration is needed between the SEC and IHE level.  To aid providers 

in understanding the services and supports at the other level and to work with 

individual students.  If the providers who are most familiar with the student at the 

SEC level are able to communicate with the IHE providers who will be serving 

them after transition, the unique strengths and weaknesses of that student can be 

understood by both levels and supports can be carried over seamlessly.   
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IHE Region Map – Map template from Indiana Higher Education Commission (2009) 
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Mr., Ms., Dr. ‗Administrators last name‘, 

My name is Nathan Herring. I am writing to ask for your assistance. I am conducting a research study as 

part of my doctoral work at Ball State University. The study is titled ―Service Provider Perceptions of Key 

Factors Related to Postsecondary Success of Students with Learning Disabilities in Institutions of Higher 

Education‖. The purpose of the study is to measure your perceptions of the skills and support services that 

are necessary for students with learning disabilities to succeed at the college or university level.  

 

I am writing to request permission to send individually coded links to each of your special education and 

general education teachers at ‗insert high school name here‘. I would also like to send survey links to the 

general education and special education administrators in your central office or special education co-op. If 

you can authorize this permission, can you please direct me to a list of your teachers with their e-mails? If 

you cannot authorize or deny this request, can you please direct me to the person, or persons, with the 

authority to grant or deny my request.  I appreciate your thoughtful consideration of this request and hope 

that I can work with you and the professionals with which you work to complete this important research 

study. 

 

Following is the text of the e-mail that I would like to send to each individual participant;  

My name is Nathan Herring. I am writing to ask for your assistance. I am conducting a research study as 

part of my doctoral work at Ball State University. The study is titled ―Service Provider Perceptions of Key 

Factors Related to Postsecondary Success of Students with Learning Disabilities in Institutions of Higher 

Education‖. The purpose of the study is to measure your perceptions of the skills and support services that 

are necessary for students with learning disabilities to succeed at the college or university level. Findings 

from this research will be used to determine if professionals working with general education and special 

education students at the secondary and postsecondary levels share the same perceptions of skills and 

supports needed for student success. The results may also lead to themes for future professional 

development and training and insight to aid the profession working with students. 

 

You are being asked to participate in this survey based on your work with both general and/or special 

education students in a secondary academic setting. 

 

For this study, you will be asked to complete an on-line survey. You will be asked questions related to the 

academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional readiness of students preparing for, or attending, 

postsecondary institutions. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. The survey is 

completely voluntary. You may choose to accept or decline the invitation to participate and may choose not 

to answer certain questions. You may also withdraw from participation at any time. Please take time to read 

the complete informed consent statement that will appear after you click on the link below to access the 

survey. This link is individually coded so please do not share it with others. Links are coded for tracking, 

follow-up purposes, and to aid in keeping the data collected confidential. If someone else at your institution 

has lost their link, please have them contact me and I will resend their coded link.  

‗Individually Coded Link Here‘ 

 

Thank you for taking time to assist me in this research project. 

Nathan Herring    Dr. Michael Harvey 

Doctoral Student    Faculty Advisor 

Ball State University   Ball State University 

nlherring@bsu.edu   Department of Special Education 

260-571-4569    2000 W. University Ave. 

Home Address:    Muncie, IN 47306 

850 Pike St.    765-285-5700 

Wabash, IN 46992 
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 Mr., Ms., Dr. ‗Participants last name‘, 

My name is Nathan Herring. I am writing, with ‗principals name‘ permission, to ask for your assistance. I 

am conducting a research study as part of my doctoral work at Ball State University. The study is titled 

―Service Provider Perceptions of Key Factors Related to Postsecondary Success of Students with Learning 

Disabilities in Institutions of Higher Education‖. The purpose of the study is to measure your perceptions of 

the skills and support services that are necessary for students with learning disabilities to succeed at the 

college or university level. Findings from this research will be used to determine if professionals working 

with general education and special education students at the secondary and postsecondary levels share the 

same perceptions of skills and supports needed for student success. The results may also lead to themes for 

future professional development and training and insight to aid the profession working with students. 

 

You are being asked to participate in this survey based on your work with both general and/or special 

education students in a secondary academic setting. 

 

For this study, you will be asked to complete an on-line survey. You will be asked questions related to the 

academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional readiness of students preparing for, or attending, 

postsecondary institutions. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. The survey is 

completely voluntary. You may choose to accept or decline the invitation to participate and may choose not 

to answer certain questions. You may also withdraw from participation at any time. Please take time to read 

the complete informed consent statement that will appear after you click on the link below to access the 

survey. This link is individually coded so please do not share it with others. Links are coded for tracking, 

follow-up purposes, and to aid in keeping the data collected confidential. If someone else at your institution 

has lost their link, please have them contact me and I will resend their coded link.  

‗Individually Coded Link Here‘ 

 

Thank you for taking time to assist me in this research project. 

Nathan Herring 

Doctoral Student 

Ball State University 

nlherring@bsu.edu 

260-571-4569 

Home Address: 

850 Pike St. 

Wabash, IN 46992 

 
Dr. Michael Harvey 

Faculty Advisor 

Ball State University 

Department of Special Education 

2000 W. University Ave. 

765-285-5700 

Muncie, IN 47306 
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Mr., Ms., Dr. ‗Participants last name‘, 

My name is Nathan Herring. I am writing to ask for your assistance. I am conducting a research study as 

part of my doctoral work at Ball State University. The study is titled ―Service Provider Perceptions of Key 

Factors Related to Postsecondary Success of Students with Learning Disabilities in Institutions of Higher 

Education‖. The purpose of the study is to measure your perceptions of the skills and support services that 

are necessary for students with learning disabilities to succeed at the college or university level. Findings 

from this research will be used to determine if professionals working with general education and special 

education students at the secondary and postsecondary levels share the same perceptions of skills and 

supports needed for student success. The results may also lead to themes for future professional 

development and training and insight to aid the profession working with students. 

 

You are being asked to participate in this survey based on your work with students with and without 

disabilities in a postsecondary academic setting. 

 

For this study, you will be asked to complete an on-line survey. You will be asked questions related to the 

academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional readiness of students preparing for, or attending, 

postsecondary institutions. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. The survey is 

completely voluntary. You may choose to accept or decline the invitation to participate and may choose not 

to answer certain questions. You may also withdraw from participation at any time. Please take time to read 

the complete informed consent statement that will appear after you click on the link below to access the 

survey. This link is individually coded so please do not share it with others. Links are coded for tracking, 

follow-up purposes, and to aid in keeping the data collected confidential. If someone else at your institution 

has lost their link, please have them contact me and I will resend their coded link.  

‗Individually Coded Link Here‘ 

 

Thank you for taking time to assist me in this research project. 

Nathan Herring 

Doctoral Student 

Ball State University 

nlherring@bsu.edu 

260-571-4569 

Home Address: 

850 Pike St. 

Wabash, IN 46992 

 
Dr. Michael Harvey 

Faculty Advisor 

Ball State University 

Department of Special Education 

2000 W. University Ave. 

765-285-5700 

Muncie, IN 47306 
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Mr., Ms., Dr., ‗Participants last name‘, 

Two weeks ago I sent an e-mail asking for your assistance in a research project. I still value your input and 

hope that you will be able to complete the survey for me. In case you did not get the previous message, its 

key points are listed below. The link to the survey is at the bottom of the message. 

  

*My name is Nathan Herring. I am conducting a research study as part of my doctoral work at Ball State 

University. The study is titled ―Service Provider Perceptions of Key Factors Related to Postsecondary 

Success of Students with Learning Disabilities in Institutions of Higher Education‖.  

 

*Purpose - to measure your perceptions of the skills and support services that are necessary for students 

with learning disabilities to succeed at the college or university level.  

 

*Participants are high school special and general education teachers, special and general education 

administrators as well as disability and academic support professionals working in colleges or universities 

in Indiana. 

 

*The survey is on-line 

 

*The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.  

 

*The survey is completely voluntary. You may choose to accept or decline the invitation to participate and 

may choose not to answer certain questions. You may also withdraw from participation at any time.  

 

*This link is individually coded so please do not share it with others. Links are coded for tracking, follow-

up purposes, and to aid in keeping the data collected confidential. If someone else at your institution has 

lost their link, please have them contact me and I will resend their coded link.  

‗Individually Coded Link Here‘ 

 

Thank you for taking time to assist me in this research project. 

 

Nathan Herring 

Doctoral Student 

Ball State University 

nlherring@bsu.edu 

260-571-4569 

Home Address: 

850 Pike St. 

Wabash, IN 46992 

 

Dr. Michael Harvey 

Faculty Advisor 

Ball State University 

Department of Special Education 

2000 W. University Ave. 

765-285-5700 

Muncie, IN 47306 
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CITI Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative  

 

Social & Behavioral Research - Basic/Refresher Curriculum Completion Report 

Printed on 12/22/2011  

Learner: Nathan Herring (username: nlherring) 

Institution: Ball State University 

Contact Information  850 Pike St 

Wabash, IN 46992 USA 

Department: Special Education 

Phone: 260-571-4569 

Email: nathan.herring@indwes.edu 

 Social & Behavioral Research - Basic/Refresher: Choose this group to satisfy CITI 

training requirements for Investigators and staff involved primarily in Social/Behavioral 

Research with human subjects. 

 

Stage 1. Basic Course Passed on 03/06/10 (Ref # 4187517)  

Required Modules 

Date 

Completed Score 

Belmont Report and CITI Course Introduction 03/04/10  3/3 (100%)  

Students in Research 03/06/10  10/10 (100%)  

History and Ethical Principles - SBR 03/06/10  4/4 (100%)  

Defining Research with Human Subjects - SBR 03/06/10  5/5 (100%)  

The Regulations and The Social and Behavioral Sciences – 

SBR 

03/06/10  5/5 (100%)  

Assessing Risk in Social and Behavioral Sciences - SBR 03/06/10  4/5 (80%)  

Informed Consent - SBR 03/06/10  4/5 (80%)  

Privacy and Confidentiality - SBR 03/06/10  3/3 (100%)  

Research with Prisoners - SBR 03/06/10  4/4 (100%)  

Research with Children - SBR 03/06/10  4/4 (100%)  

Research in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools – 

SBR 

03/06/10  4/4 (100%)  

International Research - SBR 03/06/10  3/3 (100%)  
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Internet Research - SBR 03/06/10  5/5 (100%)  

Research and HIPAA Privacy Protections 03/06/10  2/2 (100%)  

Vulnerable Subjects - Research Involving 

Workers/Employees 

03/06/10  4/4 (100%)  

Conflicts of Interest in Research Involving Human 

Subjects 

03/06/10  2/2 (100%)  

Ball State University 03/06/10  no quiz  

For this Completion Report to be valid, the learner listed above must be affiliated 

with a CITI participating institution. Falsified information and unauthorized use of 

the CITI course site is unethical, and may be considered scientific misconduct by 

your institution.  

Paul Braunschweiger Ph.D. 

Professor, University of Miami 

Director Office of Research Education 

CITI Course Coordinator 
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Institutional Review Board 

 

DATE:    September 10, 2010 

TO:     Nathan Herring, MA 

FROM:    Ball State University IRB 

RE:     IRB protocol # 188205-1 

TITLE:  Service Provider Perceptions of Key Factors Related to 

Postsecondary Success of Students With Learning 

Disabilities 

SUBMISSION TYPE:  New Project 

ACTION:    DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT STATUS 

DECISION DATE:   September 10, 2010 

 

 

The Institutional Review Board reviewed your protocol on September 10, 2010 and has 

determined the procedures you have proposed are appropriate for exemption under the 

federal regulations. As such, there will be no further review of your protocol, and you are 

cleared to proceed with the procedures outlined in your protocol. As an exempt study, 

there is no requirement for continuing review. Your protocol will remain on file with the 

IRB as a matter of record. 

 

While your project does not require continuing review, it is the responsibility of the P.I. 

(and, if applicable, faculty supervisor) to inform the IRB if the procedures presented in 

this protocol are to be modified or if problems related to human research participants 

arise in connection with this project. Any procedural modifications must be evaluated 

by the IRB before being implemented, as some modifications may change the review 

status of this project. Please contact please contact Chris Mangelli at (765) 285-5070 or 

cmmangelli@bsu.edu if you are unsure whether your proposed modification requires 

review or have any questions. Proposed modifications should be addressed in writing and 

submitted electronically to the IRB (http://www.bsu.edu/irb) for review. Please reference 

the above IRB protocol number in any communication to the IRB regarding this project.                                                     
 

Reminder: Even though your study is exempt from the relevant federal regulations of the 

Common Rule (45 CFR 46, subpart A), you and your research team are not exempt from 

ethical research practices and Informed Consent 
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INFORMED CONSENT 

 

Study Title   

Service Provider Perceptions of Key Factors Related to Postsecondary Success of 

Students with Learning Disabilities in Institutions of Higher Education 

 

Study Purpose and Rationale  
My name is Nathan Herring. This research study is part of my doctoral work at Ball State 

University. The purpose of the study is to measure your perceptions of the skills that are 

necessary for students with learning disabilities to succeed at the college or university 

level and current support practices. Findings from this research will be used to determine 

if professionals working with general education and special education students at the 

secondary and postsecondary levels share the same perceptions of skills and supports 

needed for student success. 

 

Inclusion Criteria 
You are being asked to participate in this survey based on your work with both general 

and special education students in either a secondary or postsecondary academic setting. 

 

Participation Procedures and Duration 
For this study, you will be asked to complete an on-line survey. You will be asked 

questions related to the academic, social, self-advocacy, and emotional readiness of 

students preparing for, or attending, postsecondary institutions. The survey will take 

approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

 

Data Confidentiality 
All data will be maintained as confidential and no identifying information will appear in 

any publication or presentation of data. You have received an individually coded link. 

Your name and the e-mail address used to generate this code will be deleted within two 

years of completing the study. 

 

Storage of Data 
All data will be stored electronically using the survey collection software and on my 

computer. These electronic storage sources are password protected. My faculty advisor 

will be the only other person with access to your data. 

 

Risks 
The only anticipated risk is the loss of the time it takes you to complete the survey 

measure. This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. You may choose 

to not answer any question that makes you uncomfortable and you may withdraw from 

the study at any time.  
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INFORMED CONSENT cont. 

 

Voluntary Participation 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you are free to withdraw 

your permission or participation at any time for any reason without penalty or prejudice. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns about the survey 

before you indicate your consent to participate or at any time during your participation. If 

you agree to participate in the survey, please select ―I Agree‖ below and thank you in 

advance. If you choose not to participate, please select ―I Decline‖ and thank you for 

your time in reading this consent.  

Researcher Contact Information                                                                       

Nathan Herring                                                                                      

850 Pike St. 

Wabash, IN 46992 

Daytime phone number: 765-677-2257 

nlherring@bsu.edu 

  

Faculty Advisor Contact Information 
Dr. Michael Harvey 

Faculty Advisor 

Ball State University 

Department of Special Education 

2000 W. University Ave. 

765-285-5700 

Muncie, IN 47306 

  

IRB Contact Information 
For one's rights as a research subject, you may contact the following; Research 

Compliance, Sponsored Programs Office, Ball State University, Muncie, IN 47306, (765) 

285-5070, irb@bsu.edu. 
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