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Abstract 
Changes in the United States la­
bor market have increased the 
importance of possessing a post­
secondary education. However, 
students with disabilities often 
experience limited access to, and 
success within, postsecondary 
education programs. Therefore, 
understanding the educational 
supports and accommodations 
needed by students with disabili­
ties to progress and succeed in 
postsecondary programs is of 
critical importance. To address 
this need, the National Center for 
the Study of Postsecondary Edu­
cational Supports (NCSPES) at 
the University of Hawaii at 
Manoa recently completed a na­
tional survey of educational sup­
port provision in postsecondary 
programs, with a focus on two-
year community colleges and vo-
cational-technical programs. Re­
sults were based on responses 
provided by disability support 
coordinators of 650 two- and 
four-year postsecondary institu­
tions. This article will describe 
the survey results and implica­
tions for post secondary schools 
serving students with disabilities. 

Introduction 
For individuals with disabilities, 
attending an institution of 
higher education is no longer a 
fantasy. It is a reality occurring 
with greater frequency. Federal 
legislation such as the Ameri­
cans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
in 1990 (PL 101-336), along with 
the reauthorized Individuals 
with Disabilities Education 
Amendments of 1997 (PL 105­
17), has increased accessibility 
to postsecondary education. As 
a result, the number of postsec­
ondary students reporting a dis­
ability has increased dramati­
cally (Digest of Educational Sta­
tistics, 1996). The proportion of 
first-time, full-time students 
with disabilities attending col­
leges and universities tripled be­
tween 1978 and 1994 from 2.6% 
to 9.2% (Henderson, 1999; 
Lehmann, Davies, & Laurin, 
2000; National Council on Dis­
ability, 2000; Petty & Kolvitz, 
1996; Vogel, Leyser, Wyland & 
Brulle, 1999). By 1998, the full 
range of students with disabili­
ties (i.e., part-time students and 
students enrolled in graduate 
programs) had risen to 10.5% of 
the postsecondary student 
population (Gajar, 1998). In a 
recently released report, the Na­
tional Council on Disability 
(2000) revealed that 17% of all 
students attending higher edu­
cation programs in the United 
States had a disability. 

Clearly there are a number 
of postsecondary options from 
which students with disabilities 
may choose, including two- and 
four-year colleges and universi­
ties, technical colleges, trade 
schools, and even some voca-
tionally-specific certification 
programs (Cocchi, 1997). Of 
these options, reports have in­

dicated that students with dis­
abilities are more likely to attend 
two-year and community col­
leges (HEATH, 1993; National 
Center for Education Statistics, 
2000; National Council on Dis­
ability, 2000). While attending 
these programs, they are more 
likely than their nondisabled 
peers to earn an associate’s de­
gree or certificate; whereas, 
their nondisabled peers more 
frequently take general educa­
tion courses that can be trans­
ferred to a four-year institution 
(National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2000). 

What is it about two-year 
and community colleges that at­
tracts students with disabilities? 
Why do so many of these stu­
dents consider these institu­
tions to be their best choice as 
they begin the postsecondary 
education experience? Cocchi 
(1999) cites ten factors that 
positively influence the decision 

In a recently released report, 
the National Council on Disabil­
ity (2000) revealed that 17% of 
all students attending higher 
education programs in the 
United States had a disability. 

to attend a community college: 
(a) location, (b) cost, (c) peer
group, (d) open enrollment, (e) 
entrance exams, (f) programs of 
study, (g) class size, (h) course 
offerings, (i) length of program, 
and (j) support services. Seven 
of these factors — location, cost, 
peer group, class size, programs 
of study, course offerings, and 
length of program — are rel­
evant to anyone (with or with­
out a disability) in the decision-
making process of choosing 
postsecondary educational op­
tions. However, the remaining 
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three factors—open enrollment, 
entrance exams, and support 
services, may be essential to the 
decision-making process and 
academic well-being of large 
numbers of students with dis­
abilities choosing to attend in­
stitutions of higher education. 

The admissions policies of 
many four-year colleges and 
universities often prohibit the 
acceptance of any and all per­
sons possessing a “certificate of 
completion” (as opposed to a 
regular high school diploma) or 
a GED (High School Equivalency 
Exam). In contrast, “most two 
[year] and community colleges 
have a true open admission 
policy—that is, they strive to ad­
mit all” (HEATH, 1993, p. 2). 
Many two-year and community 
colleges have placement tests 
designed specifically for their 
particular college. Such tests, 
when given with accommoda­
tions, may provide a clearer pic­
ture of a student’s skill level 
relative to students enrolled at 
that college (Cocchi, 1997). 

But, by far, it is the types of 
disability services and supports 
offered by a two-year or commu­
nity college that are critical de-
cision-making factors for a stu­
dent with disabilities(Cocchi, 
1999). While several documents 
(Cocchi; HEATH Resource Cen­
ter, 1993; National Clearing­
house on Postsecondary Educa­
tion for Individuals with Dis­
abilities, 1999) have suggested 
that two-year schools demon­
strate greater institutional com­
mitment to supporting students 
with disabilities, there is limited 
research verifying that two-year 
and community colleges provide 
more support for students with 
disabilities than four-year col­
leges and universities. 

Purpose and Research 
Objectives 
Therefore, The National Center 
for the Study of Postsecondary 
Educational Supports (NCSPES) 

at the University of Hawaii at 
Manoa conducted a national 
survey of educational support 
provision, across a large range 
of two- and four-year postsec­
ondary programs. The national 
survey focused upon the provi­
sion of supports for a targeted 
population — students with dis­
abilities. The purpose of this 
study, then, was to identify the 
types of supports postsecondary 
institutions are providing for 
students with disabilities. More 
specifically, we investigated: 

1. The types of educational sup­
ports and accommodations 
provided to students with dis­
abilities in two-year (or less) 
postsecondary programs, 

2. The extent to which assistive
technology (AT) is available 
for students with disabilities 
in two-year postsecondary 
programs, 

3. How two-year postsecondary
programs compare in the pro­
vision of educational sup­
ports with other postsecond­
ary programs, and 

4. The extent to which two-year 
postsecondary programs con­
nect students with disabilities 
to community-based services 
and employment situations. 

Method 
A survey was developed, piloted, 
and distributed to a national 
sample of more than 1,500 dis­
ability support coordinators in 
two- and four-year postsecond­
ary institutions. The survey was 
administered in a voluntary 
manner and individual re ­
sponses were treated with strict 
confidentiality. Respondents 
were informed that their partici­
pation could have an impact on 
future national policy and prac­
tice decisions. Of the 1,500 sur­
veys distributed, 650 (43%) re­
spondents completed and re­
turned the survey. 

Survey Content 
Content for the survey ques­

tions was generated from a na­
tional working group of re­
searchers who are members of 
a consortium of five universities 
comprising the National Center 
for the Study of Postsecondary 
Educational Supports. The work 
groups consisted of research 
personnel, including persons 
with disabilities, persons in re­
habilitation services, postsec­
ondary educational support per­
sonnel, and individuals with ex­
pertise in the development of 
national surveys. 

The questions generated in 
this preliminary step of survey 
development were constructed 
into a pilot study with a sample 
of 20 disability support coordi­
nators at both two- and four-
year institutions of higher edu­
cation in the State of Hawaii. 
The pilot study provided feed­
back regarding question content 
and wording clarification, as 
well as suggestions for item ad­
dition and removal. 

Based on the pilot study 
feedback, an eight-page survey 
was developed that took ap-

The admissions policies of 
many four-year colleges and 
universities often prohibit the 
acceptance of any and all per­
sons possessing a “certificate 
of completion” (as opposed to 
a regular high school diploma) 
or a GED (High School Equiva­
lency Exam). 

proximately forty-five minutes to 
complete. Survey content was 
structured around clusters of 
the following topics, with the 
present study reporting results 
from the first three topics: 

— Institution’s capacity to of-
fer supports or accommoda­
tions 
— Number of students who
receive support and disabil­
ity type 
— Availability of technologi-
cal assistance 
— Outreach programs
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— Funding and specialized
staff issues that affect stu­
dents with disabilities 
— Written policies
— Information about the re-
spondent 

Survey Sample 
The survey was distributed na­
tionally via two methods. The 
first method involved the partici­
pation of a partnering organiza­
tion, the Association for Higher 
Education and Disabilities 
(AHEAD). The AHEAD member­
ship list was composed of Dis­
ability Service Coordinators of 
both public and private postsec­
ondary institutions, as well as 
two- and four-year institutions. 
A total of 750 paper copies of 
the survey were mailed to ran­
domly selected AHEAD mem­
bers across the nation. To ad-

Data reported in this paper 
will focus primarily on re­
sponses from the two-year or 
less than two-year institutions. 

dress any bias issues surround­
ing AHEAD membership, a sec­
ond institution list of non-
AHEAD participants was gener­
ated from a randomized, region­
ally stratified list of postsecond­
ary institutions selected from 
the 1995 Integrated Postsecond­
ary Education Data System 
(IPEDS) CD ROM database, 
which is maintained by the Na­
tional Center for Educational 
Statistics (NCES), U.S. Depart­
ment of Education. The IPEDS 
sampling framework included 
data on some 3,000 primary 
providers (institutions) of post­
secondary education. 

Following the first two 
rounds of sample selection, a 
subsample of minority institu­
tions was added to ensure their 
inclusion within the survey 
sample (i.e., 15 historically 
black institutions and 15 Native 
American institutions), for a to­
tal of 780 institutions within the 

IPEDS sampling framework. Pa­
per copies of the survey were 
mailed to these institutions. 

Respondents from the sam­
pling process consisted of 465 
AHEAD members and 184 non-
AHEAD members. The respon­
dents within the sample were 
further profiled as follows: 422 
were from public schools versus 
193 from private schools; 246 
were from two-year or less than 
two-year schools versus 369 
from four-year schools. Data re­
ported in this paper will focus 
primarily on responses from the 
two-year or less than two-year 
institutions. Although it is not 
an entirely accurate description, 
these 246 schools will be re­
ferred to as two-year institutions 
(as opposed to two-year or less 
institutions) throughout the re­
mainder of the text. 

Data Analysis 
Results presented in this paper 
were calculated using SPSS 
Data Analysis System. First, 
each survey question was sum­
marized using frequency counts. 
Further quantitative analysis 
was then conducted to deter­
mine statistical significance be­
tween groups of items. These 
analyses were conducted using 
Chi-Square and Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA). For example, 
the Chi-Square test was per­
formed for questions with cat­
egorical data (Yes/No). An one-
way ANOVA was used for ques­
tions with scale data (i.e. Likert­
type scale ranging from 0-4). 

Results 
As a preface to the results sec­
tion, it is important that we ac­
knowledge the discovery of one 
important, yet unintended, limi­
tation of the present study. In 
our survey, respondents were 
asked about the capacity of their 
institution to offer various sup­
ports or accommodations as 
needed by students with dis­
abilities. In retrospect, asking 

the capacity of one’s school to 
offer various supports, rather 
than asking how often supports 
and accommodations were pro­
vided, may have introduced a 
confounding factor into our re­
sults. It is quite possible that re­
spondents focusing on the 
words, capacity of your institu­
tion to offer supports and accom­
modations, may have responded 
differently from those who chose 
to focus on the actual frequency 
with which supports and ac­
commodations were provided. 
As a consequence of our choice 
of words, we are only able to re­
port the ability or capacity of the 
institutions in our sample to of­
fer various supports. We are un­
able to determine the degree to 
which supports and accommo­
dations were (or will be) actu­
ally provided. 

The extent to which two- and 
four-year postsecondary institu­
tions provide various types of 
educational supports and ac­
commodations is important in­
formation as increasing num­
bers of youth with disabilities 
seek to improve their quality of 
life through participation in 
postsecondary education/train-
ing. Based upon the literature 
reviewed in preparation for this 
study (Barnett, 1993; Hen­
derson, 1999; Lewis & Farris, 
1999; National Council on Dis­
ability, 2000), it was hypoth­
esized that two-year postsec­
ondary educational institutions 
would provide more supportive 
environments for students with 
disabilities and other special 
needs. Findings from the cur­
rent study provide a more in-
depth picture of the types of 
educational supports provided 
within two-year postsecondary 
education programs, as well as 
a comparative analysis of differ­
ences in support provision 
across two- and four-year post­
secondary institutions. 
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Frequency and Types of Edu­
cational Supports in Two-year 
Postsecondary Programs 
Since empirical evidence is rela­
tively sparse regarding the cur­
rent practice of providing edu­
cational supports and accom­
modations for students with dis­
abilities at the postsecondary 
level, our research team sought 
to establish a national baseline 
of the frequency and types of 
supports offered in postsecond­
ary programs, especially in two-
year institutions. Therefore, 
while investigating the first re­
search objective, the types of 
educational supports and ac­
commodations provided to stu­
dents with disabilities in two-
year (or less) postsecondary pro­
grams, participants were asked 
what the capacity of their insti­
tution was to offer the following 
supports or accommodations as 
needed by students with dis­
abilities. A list of 34 supports/ 
accommodations were provided 
and respondents were asked to 
use the following scale to report 
how often each support/accom-
modation is offered within their 
overall programs of study: 

0 = not offered;

1 = offered less than 25% of

time;

2 = offered 25-50% of time;

3 = offered 51-75% of time;

4 = offered more than 75% of

time


The findings listed in Table 
1 provide a comprehensive pic­
ture of the various types of edu­
cational supports offered to stu­
dents with disabilities in two-
year postsecondary programs. 

Testing accommodations 
was the support most frequently 
offered to students with disabili­
ties in two-year postsecondary 
settings (84% of the respondents 
reported that they offered this 
service more than 75% of the 
time). Disability-specific schol­
arships and supports for study 
abroad were the most infre­

quently offered supports with 
59% of the schools not offering 
disability-specific scholarships, 
and 83% not offering supports 
for study abroad. Other most 
frequently provided supports 
included developmental/ reme­
dial instruction, learning center 
laboratories, tutors, and study 
skills classes with over half to 
almost three-fourths of the 
schools providing these services 
more than 75% of the time. Ca-
reer/vocational and personal 
counseling, providing advocacy 
services, and providing inter-
preters/transliterators and/or 
notetakers/scribes/readers 
were also frequently provided 
with over two-thirds of the 
schools these providing sup­
ports more than 75% of the 
time. Interestingly, accessible 
transport on campus, disability-
specific and assistive technology 
evaluations were infrequently 
provided with approximately 
one-half to one-third of the 
schools not providing these sup­
ports at all. 

To better understand the 
overall picture of the first re­
search objective — types of edu­
cational supports and accom­
modations provided to students 
with disabilities in two-year (or 
less) postsecondary program — 
supports were grouped by the 
categories illustrated in Table 2. 

Grouped analysis revealed 
that common generic supports 
were provided the most fre­
quently, followed by educa-
tional/personal strategies in­
struction. Accommodations un­
der the career assessment/work 
experience category were the 
next most frequently offered 
supports. The most infrequently 
offered supports were in the cat­
egories of financial assistance, 
physical accessibility, and ad­
ministrative supports. Supports 
fitting into the assistive technol­
ogy category were varied and will 
be discussed more thoroughly in 
the following section, which out­

lines the results of the second 
research objective. 

Common generic supports 
such as testing accommoda­
tions, personal counseling, ad­
vocacy and tutoring services 
were the most frequently pro­
vided with 60 to 85% of the re­
sponding two-year institutions 
offering these supports more 
than 75% of the time. Two-year 
institutions also frequently pro­
vided classes and supports in 
educational strategies such as 
special learning skills, memory 
and study skills, and metacog­
nitive skills. Fifty-seven percent 
of the institutions responded 
that study skills assistance was 
offered more than 75% of the 
time (approximately one-third 
offered memory and communi­
cation skills more than 75% of 
the time). However, only one-
fourth of the institutions offered 
meta-cognitive strategies more 
than 75% of the time. Two-year 
schools also provided develop-
mental/remedial instruction, 
learning center laboratories, 
and classes in organization and 
time management, self-advo-
cacy, and communication with 
relative frequency. For example, 
remedial instruction and learn­
ing center laboratories were of­
fered by 71% and 62% of the 
schools more than 75% of the 
time. And half (49.6%) of the 
respondents reported that orga­
nization and time management 
assistance was offered more 
than 75% of the time. While ad­
vocacy assistance was offered by 
65% of the schools more than 
75% of the time (see common ge­
neric supports); only 44% of the 
schools reported offering sup­
ports to develop self-advocacy 
skills more than 75% of the 
time. Along those same lines, 
23% of the institutions offered 
self-advocacy skills training less 
than one-quarter of the time, 
whereas only 17% offered advo­
cacy assistance less than one-
quarter of the time. 
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Table 1 
Frequency of provision of educational supports by two-year schools (N=246) 

Offered less Offered 25% Offered 51% Offered more 
Not than 25% to 50% of to 75% of than 75% 

Type of supports offered of the time the time the time of the time 

Supports for study abroad 82.9% 7.3% 2.0% 2.4% 5.3% 

Disability-specific scholarships 58.9% 18.7% 6.5% 4.9% 11.0% 

Real-time captioning 71.5% 8.9% 3.3% 3.3% 13.0% 

Facilitate transfer of supports 
to the work setting 48.4% 22.4% 10.2% 4.5% 14.6% 

Accessible transport on campus 65.9% 4.5% 5.7% 3.7% 20.3% 

Assistive technology evaluations 
for students 47.2% 14.6% 9.8% 7.7% 20.7% 

Meta-cognitive strategies 30.1% 16.7% 17.5% 11.4% 24.4% 

Summer orientation programs 
for students 57.3% 11.0% 2.8% 3.7% 25.2% 

Disability-specific assessment/ 
evaluation 48.0% 11.8% 6.5% 8.5% 25.2% 

Internships/externships 30.1% 14.6% 13.8% 12.2% 29.3% 

Equipment or software provision 
(loan/lease/purchase) 26.8% 15.0% 13.0% 14.6% 30.5% 

Document conversion 28.0% 15.0% 13.4% 10.6% 32.9% 

Memory skills 22.4% 16.7% 17.1% 11.0% 32.9% 

Skills training on equipment/ 
software 19.1% 15.9% 14.6% 14.2% 36.2% 

Communication skills 20.3% 16.7% 13.8% 11.8% 37.4% 

Class relocation 20.3% 19.1% 8.1% 13.0% 39.4% 

AT supports across campus 15.4% 13.0% 13.0% 17.5% 41.1% 

Adaptive furniture 16.3% 11.0% 11.0% 20.7% 41.1% 

Work experience or work-study 
opportunities 15.4% 15.0% 12.2% 15.0% 42.3% 

Special learning strategies 11.8% 10.2% 18.3% 17.1% 42.7% 

Self-advocacy skills 15.4% 7.7% 15.4% 17.1% 44.3% 
Table 1 continued on next page . . . 
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Table 1, cont.

Frequency of probision of educational supports by two-year schools (N=26)


Offered less Offered moreOffered 25% Offered 51% 
Not than 25% to 50% of to 75% of than 75% 

Type of supports offered of the time the time the time of the time 

Organizational and time 
management 9.3% 11.0% 14.6% 15.4% 49.6% 

Priority registration/course 24.8% 11.0% 4.9% 6.1% 53.3% 

Study skills 6.9% 10.6% 11.4% 13.8% 57.3% 
Tutors 9.8% 4.5% 11.4% 14.6% 59.8% 

Learning center laboratory 16.7% 5.3% 5.7% 10.6% 61.8% 

Interpretor/transliterator 14.2% 10.2% 5.7% 6.1% 63.8% 
Advocacy 10.2% 7.3% 6.1% 11.8% 64.6% 

Notetakers/scribes/readers 11.4% 6.5% 6.9% 9.3% 65.9% 

Personal counseling 4.9% 5.7% 9.8% 11.8% 67.9% 

Career/vocational assess­
ment and counseling 5.7% 4.9% 8.9% 11.4% 69.1% 

Developmental/remedial in­
struction 5.7% 5.7% 7.7% 10.2% 70.7% 

Testing accommodations 2.4% 4.5% 2.0% 6.9% 84.1% 

While career/vocational as­
sessment and counseling was 
provided at more than two-
thirds of the schools more than 
75% of the time; actual work-
study and internships were pro­
vided much less frequently (only 
30-42% of the schools offered 
these supports 75% or more of 
the time). Forty-six percent of­
fered job placement services 
more than 75% of the time. And 
transferring supports to the 
workplace was provided the 
least frequently with almost half 
of the schools reporting they did 
not provide this service at all. 

Of all the supports respon­
dents were asked about (34 
items), financial supports such 
as study abroad and disability-
specific scholarships were the 
most infrequently provided. Ad­

ministrative supports were also 
provided infrequently with 25% 
percent of the schools not offer­
ing priority registration at all, 
and 57% not offering summer 
orientation programs.

 Interestingly, physical ac­
commodations such as acces­
sible transport on campus and 
class relocation were offered in­
frequently, with 66% of the 
schools not offering accessible 
transport and 20% of the 
schools not offering class relo­
cation. Conversely, only 20% of­
fered accessible transport and 
39% offered class relocation 
more than 75% of the time. 
Adaptive furniture was provided 
more frequently with 41% of the 
responding institutions offering 
it more than 75% of the time and 
only 14% not offering adaptive 

furniture at all. Another surpris­
ing finding is that assistive tech­
nology and disability-specific 
evaluations were infrequently 
offered, with almost half (ap­
proximately 48%) of the respon­
dents indicating their schools do 
not offer such accommodations. 
ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY 

In answering the second re­
search objective describing the 
extent to which assistive tech­
nology (AT) is available for stu­
dents with disabilities in two-
year postsecondary programs, 
we found that adaptive furniture 
(as mentioned above) and 
assistive technology supports 
across campus were the most 
frequently offered AT supports 
and real-time captioning was of­
fered the most infrequently. 
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Table 2 
Frequency of educational supports by category (N=246) 

Offered less Offered 25% Offered 51% Offered more 
Not than 25% to 50% of to 75% of than 75% 

Type of supports offered of the time the time the time of the time 

Common Generic Supports: 
Testing accommodations 2.4% 4.5% 2.0% 6.9% 84.1% 

Personal counseling 4.9% 5.7% 9.8% 11.8% 67.9% 

Advocacy 10.2% 7.3% 6.1% 11.8% 64.6% 

Tutors 9.8% 4.5% 11.4% 14.6% 59.8% 

Educational/Personal Strategies 
Instruction: 
Developmental/remedial 

instruction 5.7% 5.7% 7.7% 10.2% 70.7% 

Learning center laboratory 16.7% 5.3% 5.7% 10.6% 61.8% 

Study skills 6.9% 10.6% 11.4% 13.8% 57.3% 
Organizational and time 

management skills 9.3% 11.0% 14.6% 15.4% 49.6% 

Self-advocacy skills 15.4% 7.7% 15.4% 17.1% 44.3% 

Special learning strategies 11.8% 10.2% 18.3% 17.1% 42.7% 

Communication skills 20.3% 16.7% 13.8% 11.8% 37.4% 
Memory skills 22.4% 16.7% 17.1% 11.0% 32.9% 

Meta-cognitive strategies 30.1% 16.7% 17.5% 11.4% 24.4% 

Career Assessment and Work 
Experience: 
Career/vocational assessment 

and counseling 5.7% 4.9% 8.9% 11.4% 69.1% 

Job placement services 17.1% 14.2% 8.9% 14.2% 45.5% 

Work experience or work-study 
opportunities 15.4% 15.0% 12.2% 15.0% 24.4% 

Internships/externships 30.1% 14.6% 3.8% 12.2% 29.3% 
Transfer of supports to the work 

setting 30.1% 16.7% 17.5% 11.4% 24.4% 

Assistive Technology: 
Notetakers/scribes/readers 11.4% 6.5% 6.9% 9.3% 65.9% 
Interpretor/transliterator 14.2% 10.2% 5.7% 6.1% 63.8% 
[Adaptive furniture* listed below 

as well] 16.3% 11.0% 11.0% 20.7% 41.1% 
AT supports across campus 15.4% 13.0% 13.0% 17.5% 41.1% 

Skills training on equipment/ 
software 19.1% 15.9% 14.6% 14.2% 36.2% 

Table 2 continued on next page . . . 
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Table 2 (con’t.) 
Frequency of educational supports by category (N=246) 

Offered less Offered 25% Offered 51% Offered more 
Not than 25% to 50% of to 75% of than 75% 

Type of supports offered of the time the time the time of the time 

Assistive Technology (con’t): 

Document conversion 28.0% 15.0% 13.4% 10.6% 32.9% 
Equipment or software provision 

(loan/lease/purchase) 26.8% 15.0% 13.0% 14.6% 30.5% 
Assistive technology evaluations 

for students 47.2% 14.6% 9.8% 7.7% 20.7% 

Real-time captioning 71.5% 8.9% 3.3% 3.3% 13.0% 

Administrative: 

Priority registration/course 
scheduling 24.8% 11.0% 4.9% 6.1% 53.3% 

Summer orientation programs 
for students with disabilites 57.3% 11.0% 2.8% 3.7% 25.2% 

Physical Accessiblity: 

Adaptive furniture 16.3% 11.0% 11.0% 20.7% 41.1% 

Class relocation 20.3% 19.1% 8.1% 13.0% 39.4% 

Accessible transport on campus 65.9% 4.5% 5.7% 3.7% 20.3% 

Financial Assistance: 

Disability-specific scholarships 58.9% 18.7% 6.5% 4.9% 11.0% 

Supports for study abroad 82.9% 7.3% 2.0% 2.4% 5.3% 

Forty-one percent of the 
two-year institutions offered 
assistive technology supports 
across campus, 36% offered 
skills training on equipment/ 
software, and 33% offered docu­
ment conversion more than 75% 
of the time. In examining the 
number of schools offering AT 
more than half of the time, we 
found that 62% offered adaptive 
furniture, 59% offered assistive 
technology supports across 
campus, 50% offered skills 
training on equipment/soft-
ware, 45% offered equipment or 
software provision, and 44% of­

fered document conversion. 
Conversely, 15 - 28% of the two-
year schools did not offer these 
AT services at all. 

Interpreter/transliterator 
services were offered by 64% of 
the schools more than 75% of 
the time. On the other hand, 
real-time captioning was rarely 
offered. Seventy-two percent of 
the responding two-year pro­
grams indicated that they did 
not offer this support; only 13% 
offered this support more than 
75% of the time. 

Approximately half of the re­
spondents (47%) indicated that 

assistive technology evaluations 
for students with disabilities 
were not offered by their insti­
tutions; and 21% of the respon­
dents stated that their institu­
tions offered these evaluations 
more than 75% of the time. This 
support, like many others, has 
a small middle ground. It ap­
pears that in many cases the 
schools either offered the sup­
port to a wide range of students 
(more than 75% of the time), or 
did not offer it at all (See Tables 
1 & 2). Interestingly, while the 
provision of AT evaluations by 
two-year programs was quite 
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low (47% of the schools did not 
offer this service); the number 
of two-year schools providing 
this service was significantly 
higher than four-year schools 
(64% of the four-year institu­
tions did not offer AT evalua­
tions; and only 14% offered this 
service more than 75% of the 
time. (See Table 3 for a compari­
son of two- and four-year insti­
tutions). In general, the two-year 
institutions provided signifi­
cantly more AT supports. In fact, 
of the 10 supports offered by 
two-year institutions more fre­
quently than their four-year 
counterparts, five of these in­
volved assistive technology. 

Two-year schools offered sig­
nificantly more support in pro­
viding equipment or software, 
skills training on equipment/ 
software, assistive technology 
supports across campus, and 
adaptive furniture. Only in the 
area of document conversion 
were there no statistically sig­
nificant differences. In each of 
the other AT areas (evaluation, 
equipment, training, and sup­
port), two-year institutions of­
fered AT supports at a signifi­
cantly higher level than the four-
year institutions. Conversely, for 
each of the above AT supports, 
significantly more four-year in­
stitutions did not offer the ser­
vice at all. It appears as though 
community colleges and techni­
cal institutions are more com­
mitted to providing AT equip­
ment, training, and support 
than the four-year college and 
university respondents. 

Comparison of Educational 
Support Offerings in Two-
year and Four-year Postsec­
ondary Settings 
After identifying the types of 
educational supports and AT of­
fered to students with disabili­
ties at two-year postsecondary 
institutions; our research team 
wanted to determine how two-
year postsecondary programs 

compare in the provision of edu­
cational supports with other 
postsecondary programs. Given 
that the overall sample of par­
ticipants consisted of two- and 
four-year institutions, it was 
possible to compare findings 
across the two types of schools. 

One-way ANOVA was con­
ducted for each of the 34 sup­
ports to determine whether 
there were statistically signifi­
cant differences between two-
and four-year postsecondary 
schools. Table 3 displays the 10 
supports (out of 34) that were 
offered significantly more often 
by two-year postsecondary pro­
grams than by four-year pro­
grams. Furthermore, two-year 
programs yielded noticeably 
higher mean scores for services 
offered more than half of the 
time (51% of the time or more). 

As mentioned previously, 
two-year institutions offered sig­
nificantly more support in the 
all areas of AT except document 
conversion. Another distinctive 
difference was in offering sup­
port services to help students 
acquire the academic skills nec­
essary to succeed in postsec­
ondary education. Two-year in­
stitutions offered significantly 
more support than four-year 
institutions in developmental/ 
remedial instruction activities, 
especially in the core academic 
areas of math and English; sig­
nificantly more support services 
involving learning center or 
laboratory facilities, and inter­
preter services, note-taking, and 
career and disability-specific 
assessment and evaluation. 

The two highest F values 
(from ANOVA tests) came from 
comparisons between two-and 
four-year institutions with re­
spect to providing developmen-
tal/remedial instruction and 
learning center laboratory ac­
tivities. Of the two-year institu­
tion respondents, 70.7% offered 
developmental/remedial in­
struction more than 75% of the 

time, and 61.8% offered learn­
ing center laboratory activities 
more than 75% of the time. 

Interestingly, there were no 
statistically significant differ­
ences between two-year and 
four-year institutions in the 
support areas of tutors, special 
learning strategies, study skills, 
memory skills, meta-cognitive 
skills, organization and time 
management, and communica­
tion skills. These appear to be 
more generic student services. 
In other words, they are used by 
all students, not just students 
with disabilities. 

Two-year postsecondary in­
stitutions did significantly bet­
ter than the four-year institu­
tions when offering disability as-
sessment/evaluation services, 
even though only half of the 
schools in both groups reported 

In other words, two-year and 
four-year institutions pro­
vided personal counseling 
with approximately the same 
frequency. 

they actually conducted the as-
sessment/evaluation on-site. In 
fact, two-year institutions pro­
vided more assessment/coun-
seling services in general. In 
addition to disability-specific 
evaluations, they provided more 
support in AT evaluations, and 
career/vocational assessment 
and counseling. In the area of 
personal counseling, there were 
no significant differences. In 
other words, two-year and four-
year institutions provided per­
sonal counseling with approxi­
mately the same frequency. 
Overall, two-year institutions 
provided more academic and 
career-guidance assistance, and 
were willing to provide assistive 
technology when needed to help 
students succeed. 

Community Connections 
Our final research objective was 
to determine the extent to which 
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Table 3 
Comparison of Educational Support Offerings Across Two and Four-year Schools 

Offered Offered Offered Offered 
less than 25% to 51% to more 
25% of 50%of 75% of than 75% 

Not the the the of the
Type of offered time time time time F 

Supports N (%) N (%) N(%) N(%) N(%) Mean (1,613) P-Level 

Developmen- 2 yr 14 14 19 25 174 3.35 148.30 .000 
tal/remedial (5.7%) (5.7%) (7.7%) (10.2%) (70.7%) 
instruction 4 yr 146 48 28 29 118 1.80 

(39.6%) (13.0%) (7.6%) (7.9%) (32.0%) 

Learning cen­
ter labora­

2 yr 41 
(16.7%) 

13 
(5.3%) 

41 
(5.7%) 

26 
(10.6%) 

152 
(61.8%) 

2.96 19.935 .000 

tory 4 yr 114 18 34 35 168 2.34 
(30.9%) (4.9%) (9.2%) (9.5%) (45.5%) 

Assistive 2 yr 116 36 24 19 51 1.40 15.882 .000 
technology (47.2%) (14.6%) (9.8%) (7.7%) (20.7%) 
evaluations 4 yr 235 52 17 12 53 0.91
for students (63.7%) (14.1%) (4.6%) (3.3%) (14.4%) 

47 39 36 35 89 2.33 13.947 .000Skills training on 2 yr 

equipment/ (19.1%) (15.9%) (14.6%) (14.2%) (36.2%) 

software 4 yr 118 63 53 32 103 1.83

(32.0%) (17.1%) (14.4%) (8.7%) (27.9%)


2 yr 40 27 27 51 101 2.59 12.569 .000 
Adaptive (16.3%) (11.0%) (11.0%) (20.7%) (41.1%)

furniture 
4 yr 92 64 41 47 125 2.13 

(24.9%) (17.3%) (11.1%) (12.7%) (33.9%) 

2 yr 38 32 32 43 101 2.56 11.332 .0001
AT supports 

(15.4%) (13.0%) (13.0%) (17.5%) (41.1%)across cam­

pus 4 yr 102 42 55 50 120 2.12


(27.6%) (11.4%) (14.9%) (13.6%) (32.5%)


Equipment or 2 yr 66 37 32 36 75 2.07 8.712 .003 
s o f t w a r e  (26.8%) (15.0%) (13.0%) (14.6%) (30.5%)
p r o v i s i o n  

141 58 38 44 88 1.67(loan/lease/ 4 yr


purchase) (38.2%) (15.7%) (10.3%) (11.9%) (23.8%)


Table 3 continued on next page . . . 
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Table 3 (con’t.)

Comparison of Educational Support Offerings Across Two and Four-year Schools


Offered Offered Offered Offered 
less than 25% to 51% to more 
25% of 50%of 75% of than 75% 

Not the the the of the
Type of offered time time time time F 

Supports N (%) N (%) N(%) N(%) N(%) Mean (1,613) P-Level 

Career/voca- 2 yr 14 12 22 28 170 3.33 8.276 .004 
tional assess- (5.7%) (4.9%) (8.9%) (11.4%) (69.1%) 
ment and 
counseling 4 yr 40 

(10.8%) 
23 

(6.2%) 
39 

(10.6%) 
53 

(14.4%) 
214 

(58.0%) 
3.02 

35 25 14 15 157 2.95 5.907 .015Interpre ter/  
2 yr 

transliterator (14.2%) (10.2%) (5.7%) (6.1%) (63.8%) 

4 yr 76 45 21 26 201 2.63 
(20.6%) (12.2%) (5.7%) (7.0%) (54.5%) 

Disaibility-spe- 2 yr 118 29 16 21 62 1.51 5.186 .023 
cific assess- (48.0%) (11.8%) (6.5%) (8.5%) (25.2%) 
ment/evalu- 4 yr 209 42 24 22 72 1.20ation 

(56.6%) (11.4%) (6.5%) (6.0%) (19.5%) 

Note: One-way ANOVA tests were used to determine if statistically significant differences existed between supports offered
 by two- and four-year institutions. The significance level used for each test (34 items) was p > .05. Therefore, it must
 be noted that the probability of a Type I Error is greatly increased. 

two-year postsecondary pro­
grams connect students with 
disabilities to community-based 
services and employment situ­
ations. Table 4 provides a de­
scription of the different types 
of outreach services provided by 
two- and four-year institutions. 

Table 4 clearly demonstrates 
the statistically significant dif­
ferences between two- and four-
year institutions with respect to 
community outreach activities 
that benefit students with dis­
abilities. Two-year institutions 
offered significantly more out­
reach and linkage supports for 
working with high school coun­
selors or transition coordina­
tors, special education teachers, 
state vocational rehabilitation 
personnel, other rehabilitation 
professionals, federal programs, 

and business/employers. More­
over, two-year institutions of­
fered more supports (but not 
reaching levels of statistical sig­
nificance) when working with 
parent/family organizations, 
and disability consumer/advo-
cacy groups. Clearly, two-year 
institutions are better con­
nected with external programs 
and community organizations, 
which may in turn provide more 
assistance to students in their 
academic careers and possibly 
a smoother transition into sub­
sequent employment settings. 

Discussion 
Equal access to, and reasonable 
accommodation in the areas of 
recruitment and admission, 
general student treatment, aca­
demic requirements and in­

struction, and other nonaca­
demic services (e.g., transporta­
tion, counseling, placement ser­
vices) continues to be an ongo­
ing issue for persons with dis­
abilities choosing to go on to 
higher education. As noted 
throughout this paper, and sup­
ported by other researchers 
(Eichhorn, 1997; Gilson, 1996; 
Scott, 1996), even though spe­
cial accommodations, services 
and/or supports for persons 
with disabilities in postsecond­
ary education are mandated 
under both Section 504 and the 
ADA, neither of these laws, nor 
the implementing regulations 
that empower them, specify how 
or in what forms postsecondary 
institutions should provide such 
special accommodations, ser­
vices and/or supports. The re­
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Table 4 
Comparison of Outreach Offerings Concerning Stu­
dents with Disabilities Across Two- and Four-year 

Postsecondary Institutions 

tutions whose aims are to pre­
pare their nontraditional clien­
tele for entering the workforce. 
In fact, one of the most salient 
selling points of two-year insti­
tutions is lower costs (Cocchi, 
1999). Many two-year (or 
shorter) programs purposely 
strive to keep costs down to re­
duce the need for scholarships 
and other financial assistance.

 While it was not surprising 
that disability-specific scholar­
ships and supports for study 
abroad were rarely offered, it 
was surprising to find that there 
were no statistically significant 
differences between two- and 
four-year institutions in these 
areas (research objective 3). It 
appears that financial support 
was sparse across all types of 
educational institutions. There­
fore, while four-year institutions 
offer more scholarships in gen­
eral, they do not offer many dis-
ability-specific scholarships. To 
increase supports in this area, 
public awareness may have to 
be raised to promote more gifts 
and endowments (similar to 
scholarships available to stu­
dents of various ethnic groups) 
to increase funds earmarked for 
scholarships targeting promis­
ing students with disabilities. 

Advocacy Assistance 
Findings of the present study 
revealed that a majority (65%) 
of two-year institutions offered 
advocacy assistance more than 
75% of the time, but only 44% 
of the schools reported offering 
supports to develop self-advo-
cacy skills with this same fre­
quency. These results support 
findings of a national focus 
group project (NCSPES, 2000) in 
which students with disabilities 
stated that while it is important 
for a college to provide advocacy 
assistance, the type and timing 
of this advocacy assistance was 
often problematic. Respondents 
in the focus group study re­
quested that more focus be 
placed upon the development of 

Type of outreach 

Special education teachers 

High school counselors or 
transition coordinator 

Other rehabilitation professionals 

Federal programs 

Business/employers 

Parent/family organizations 

Consumer/advocacy groups 

Other 

2 yr 

76.8% 

87.4% 

76.0% 

50.0% 

45.1% 

51.2% 

45.9% 

6.9% 

4 yr 

49.3% 

63.1% 

50.7% 

30.1% 

26.0% 

43.6% 

38.5% 

5.7% 

X 2 

46.66 

43.897 

39.767 

24.844 

24.129 

3.415 

3.378 

.379 

P 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

sults of our study concur with 
Scott’s (1996) earlier findings 
that postsecondary institutions 
“vary widely according to mis­
sion, faculty, and staff, student 
body, course offerings, financial 
resources, size, location, and so 
forth. Access to these diverse 
campuses also varies widely to 
meet local needs, purposes, and 
priorities” (p. 219). 

Testing Accommodations 
Our research team sought to 
establish a national baseline of 
the frequency and types of sup­
ports postsecondary programs 
had the capacity to offer stu­
dents with disabilities. Testing 
accommodations was the edu­
cational support most fre ­
quently offered to students with 
disabilities in two-year postsec­
ondary settings. This is not sur­
prising given long-standing at­
tention to this issue in the re­
search and popular press litera­
ture. Testing accommodations, 
defined as a change in how tests 
are administered or how the 
person tested responds (Elliott 
et al., 1998), has been a com­
mon and sometimes conten­

tious topic, concerning every­
thing from special education eli­
gibility criteria, ability grouping, 
biases in standardized tests, 
standardized minimum compe­
tency tests for high school 
graduation, and school account­
ability outcome measures (Chiu 
& Pearson, 1999; Lombardi & 
Burke, 1999; National Associa­
tion of State Directors of Spe­
cial Education, 1999). 

Scholarships and Financial 
Supports 
Disability specific scholarships 
and supports for study abroad 
were the most infrequently of­
fered supports. While we have 
no data to support this claim, 
we believe that students with 
disabilities are not being dis­
criminated against; but rather, 
that these financial supports are 
rarely offered to any attendee of 
two-year institutions. Most two-
year institutions do not have 
generously funded endow­
ments, large numbers of schol­
arship awards, or study abroad 
programs. These types of finan­
cial assistance are not typically 
associated with two-year insti­
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self-advocacy skills rather than 
employing others to provide ad­
vocacy information for students 
with disabilities. Therefore, 
while two-year institutions re­
ported that advocacy assistance 
was offered, the quality of, and 
satisfaction with that assistance 
was not assessed. Students may 
have very different perceptions 
about the advocacy accommo­
dations needed. 

Remedial Assistance 
The largest difference between 
two-year and four-year institu­
tions was in providing develop-
mental/remedial instruction 
and learning center laboratory 
activities; with over 70% of the 
two-year institutions offering 

Therefore, while two-year in­
stitutions reported that ad­
vocacy assistance was of ­
fered, the quality of, and sat­
isfaction with that assistance 
was not assessed. 

developmental/remedial in­
struction and 62% offering 
learning center laboratory ac­
tivities more than 75% of the 
time. This supports Cocchi’s 
(1999) contention that two-year 
schools offer more disability-re-
lated support services than their 
four-year counterparts. Clearly, 
the missions of two-year and 
four-year institutions are differ­
ent. Entrance requirements are 
different, the client population 
is different, types of programs 
and majors, and expected out­
comes for students are different. 
Therefore, it would be expected 
that the types of supports of­
fered all students, not just those 
with disabilities, would also be 
different across two- and four-
year institutions. One of those 
identified differences is the level 
and type of support offered to 
students to build and gain aca­
demic skills. 

College Adjustment Skills 
Generic college-adjustment 

skills such as study, memory, 
communication skills, organiza­
tion and time management 
skills were commonly offered by 
two-year postsecondary institu­
tions. Students with disabilities 
participating in a national focus 
group project (NCSPES, 2000) 
indicated that organization, time 
management skills and the co­
ordination of supports within 
and across their personal, edu­
cational, and social lives was a 
major concern often not ad­
dressed by postsecondary insti­
tutions or related agencies. 
These concerns were often a rea­
son for dropping out of school 
or for not progressing at an aca­
demic pace equal to students 
without disabilities. Therefore, 
our finding that only half of the 
two-year institutions provided 
consistent and frequent support 
(more than 75% of the time) in 
teaching generic study, organi­
zational and time management 
skills has direct implications for 
postsecondary institutions. If a 
postsecondary institution or 
program seeks to improve re­
cruitment, retention, and ulti­
mately job placement success 
for their students, they will pro­
vide classes in basic organiza­
tion and time management, 
communication, and study 
skills. Of all the supports listed, 
providing these classes may be 
the most easily implemented; 
while at the same time the most 
far-reaching. Providing these 
classes would benefit students 
with and without disabilities, as 
well as faculty/ staff. 

It appears, then, that both 
two-year and four-year institu­
tions provide basic study skills 
classes, and providing guidance 
in how to study is common. 
However, providing remediation 
in basic skills may not be seen 
as the responsibility of four-year 
institutions. Perhaps, teaching 
students how to use basic aca­
demic skills is viewed by four-
year institutions as more ac­

ceptable than helping students 
acquire those basic academic 
skills. Thus, the expectation is 
different. Students entering 
four-year institutions are ex­
pected to already possess basic 
academic skills and should use 
study skills classes, if neces­
sary, to help them better apply 
these skills. 

Career Related Supports 
Career-related supports were 
relatively common (it is not 
known whether such supports 
were provided under the um­
brella of generic student ser­
vices or provided by disability 
support staff) in two-year post­
secondary programs. Sixty-nine 
percent offered career/voca-
tional assessment and counsel­
ing, 46% offered job placement 
services and 42% offered work-
study opportunities more than 
75% of the time. However, of 
specific concern to students 
with disabilities (NCSPES, 
2000), is the extent to which 
supports provided during their 
postsecondary educational 
years will transfer to subse­
quent work or employment set-

Perhaps, teaching students 
how to use basic academic 
skills is viewed by four-year in­
stitutions as more acceptable 
than helping students acquire 
those basic academic skills. 

tings. Few disability support 
personnel indicated that their 
institution offered such assis­
tance; 48% reported that they 
did not offer such support, 22% 
offered such support less than 
25% of the time, and only 15% 
indicated they offered this sup­
port more than 75% of the time. 

Community Based Services 
Our final research question 
asked, To what extent do two-
year postsecondary programs 
connect students with disabili­
ties to community-based ser­
vices and employment situa­
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tions? Two-year institutions ap­
pear to be better connected with 
their community than four-year 
postsecondary programs. Link­
ages with secondary schools, 
community business/employ-
ers, federal programs, parent/ 
family organizations, and dis­
ability advocacy groups appear 
to be more numerous and ac­
tive within two-year postsecond­
ary programs when compared 
with four-year programs. 

Summary and Conclu­
sions 
The results of this study show 
distinctive differences in both 
the level and types of supports 
two-year and four-year postsec­
ondary institutions offer to en­
rolling and enrolled students 
with disabilities. By grouping 
these types and levels of sup­
ports into categories, it is easier 
to identify more precisely where 
our sample of two-year institu­
tions differed from their four-
year counterparts. Our survey 
results indicated that two-year 
and community colleges typi­
cally provided greater assistance 
to students with disabilities in 
the areas of academic accommo­
dations, AT, formative and 
summative assessment, and 
counseling. These two-year in­
stitutions also provided greater 
access and availability to devel-
opmental/remedial instruction, 
learning laboratories, and 
inpterpreters/transliterators.

 In our survey, both two-
year and four-year institutions 
were similar in the levels and 
types of assistance they pro­
vided to students with disabili­
ties in the areas of administra­
tive (e.g., priority registration/ 
course scheduling, class reloca­
tion, and summer orientation 
programs), ADA-mandated ac­
commodations (e.g., real-time 
captioning and accessible trans­
port on campus), external advo­
cacy, work experience/job 

placement opportunities and 
the provision of specific incen­
tives such as special scholar­
ships and opportunities to study 
abroad. It should be noted that 
although the two- and four-year 
institutions were similar in their 
levels and types of supports pro­
vided students with disabilities 
in the areas listed above, this 
should not be interpreted to 
mean that these levels and types 
of support are adequate. Sadly, 
two-thirds of the responding in­
stitutions failed to offer acces­
sible transportation on campus, 
even though on-campus trans­
portation was identified by a 
national focus group of students 
with disabilities as a critical area 
of need (NCSPES, 2000). It is 
possible that postsecondary in­
stitutions view the provision of 
accessible transport on campus 
as being unimportant or as the 
role of some other agency or ser­
vice provider. Given the fact that 
there is “no educational entitle­
ment beyond high school” 
(Edgar & Siegel, 1995, p. 260), 
it seems clear that greater at­
tention needs to be given to self-
advocacy training rather than 
providing students with disabili­
ties greater access to external 
advocacy services. 

In conclusion, while enroll­
ment of students with disabili­
ties in postsecondary education 
is increasing, they are still not 
competing at the level that they 
should. In this article, we iden­
tified the types of supports of­
fered by two-year technical and 
community colleges. We also 
compared these supports to 
those offered by four-year insti­
tutions of higher education. 
However, these results are 
merely a starting point. Cur­
rently, we can only say what 
supports were offered; we can­
not say how many students 
were provided with which sup­
port services, or how satisfied 
they were with the quality of 
those services. We also do not 

know how the supports were 
offered. Future research will 
need to examine these areas to 
determine effectiveness of ser­
vices provided. 
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